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Climate litigation in the United States has been a nearly 20 year-old effort to turn climate change into a tort litigation issue, not a matter of national 
energy policy. The litigation campaign has garnered a great deal of media attention, and lawyers continue to pursue plaintiffs to file claims. But 
every court to consider the substantive merits of these cases, including the U.S. Supreme Court, has rejected them. As these courts have 
explained, producing and selling energy people need and use every day is neither unlawful nor a public nuisance, and therefore, not a liability 
concern. Climate change is a global challenge that needs to be addressed, but this litigation is neither a viable legal option nor productive to 
bringing about meaningful progress.  
So, why are these public nuisance lawsuits still being pursued? In short, this litigation is driven by politics and profit. In Beyond the Courtroom, 
the Manufacturers’ Accountability Project follows this political and money trail. After providing a look back at the first round of climate litigation in 
the early 2000s, the report focuses on the re-launch of these cases in 2017, who has been funding this litigation campaign and how they have 
recruited cities, counties, state attorneys general and a private industry group as plaintiffs.
As the report shows, a handful of nonprofit foundations are providing money to law firms and public relations consultants to generate the litiga-
tion. Their goals are to use media attention from the lawsuits to drive the debate on climate public policies and harm energy manufacturers and 
their supporters politically by publicly blaming them for climate change. For these parties, winning the litigation is secondary, though the lawyers 
have secured huge contingency fees in hopes of generating personal wealth from a successful outcome in these cases. 
This report is designed to serve as a resource for reporters and others following the litigation. The information contained within is well-sourced 
and contains several previously unreported revelations. 
Chapter One provides an overview of the climate litigation campaign, tracing its history and focusing on the key organizations and plaintiffs’ 
attorneys active in environmental litigation. This chapter also provides an explanation for why these lawsuits have been unsuccessful. The original 
climate tort lawsuit, American Electric Power Co. v. Connecticut (AEP), reached the United States Supreme Court where the Justices unani-
mously decided that such cases were beyond the judiciary’s purview.
Chapter Two delves into the complex web of organizations that are driving the litigation. The law firms representing the plaintiffs’ in these cases 
rely on this tightly knit network of academics, foundations and activists to assist with the legal research and generate media attention for the 
litigation. Although they present themselves as a grassroots movement, as this report shows, they are actually highly coordinated and funded by 
the same sources. 
Chapter Three details the organizations and media outlets operating as the public relations arm of the climate litigation campaign. Their objec-
tive is to normalize for political leaders the idea that suing energy manufacturers is an appropriate way to help combat climate change and then to 
leverage the lawsuits to associate blame with the energy companies. 
Chapter Four describes how plaintiffs’ attorneys have traveled the United States to try to convince municipalities and other entities to hire them 
to file these lawsuits. Trying to get manufacturers to pay for local infrastructure projects aimed at mitigating the impacts of climate change may 
seem appealing to municipalities, but history shows that they are unlikely to succeed and that the litigation could result in wasted time, resources 
and taxpayer money. 
Chapter Five explains the use of contingency-fee arrangements and other financing mechanisms as the plaintiffs’ lawyers seek life-changing 
wealth from the litigation—all while getting paid by the foundations to bring the litigation in the first place. 
Finally, Chapter Six discusses the flawed public nuisance legal arguments, the true motives of the proponents behind the climate litigation and 
how such lawsuits are often contradictory to their advocates’ asserted goals. 
This litigation and the efforts to expand public nuisance law are of concern to all manufacturers—not just energy manufacturers. First, energy is 
critical to manufacturing. Second, all manufacturers are at risk of getting caught up in this public nuisance litigation trend. If one of these lawsuits 
succeeds, activists and plaintiffs’ lawyers will no doubt target many other manufacturers for these ill-conceived lawsuits. 
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Over the past two decades, plaintiffs’ lawyers and environmental 
groups have sought to join forces with public officials to sue Ameri-
ca’s energy manufacturers over global climate change. Climate tort 
litigation has attracted an array of plaintiffs from small and big mu-
nicipalities to crab fishermen to the State of Rhode Island. The law-
suits all ask courts to make energy manufacturers pay for impacts 
of global climate change by blaming them for selling products that 
contribute to climate change. 

The environmentalists have said that these lawsuits represent their 
frustration that policymakers in Washington, D.C. are not doing 
enough on climate change. They see litigation as a political tactic 
that could penalize energy production and use, leading to huge 
increases in energy costs around the country—what they call the 
“true cost” of fuels.1 The towns and lawyers have said that this 
litigation is solely about money. The towns want funding for local 
projects, and their lawyers are working on a contingency fee basis, 
which means they aren’t paid if they don’t win. 

The dream of a payday they believe can be in the tens or even 
hundreds of millions of dollars and the ability to currently tap into 
millions of dollars of environmental activist funding makes even 
the slimmest chance at that payday worth their while. As one of 
the lawyers explained, they are hoping to leverage their ability to 
file a multitude of government lawsuits to drive settlement, which 
they are hoping can be done irrespective of the legal merits of their 
claims. 

Chapter One of this report looks at the origins of these lawsuits, as 
well as the involvement of the key lawyers, non-profits and activists 
behind this twenty-year long campaign.

Climate Litigation’s Origins
The first group to articulate the legal strategy for suing companies 
in the energy industry for contributing to climate change was the 
now-disbanded Global Warming Legal Action Project. Founded in 
2001 by environmental attorney Matt Pawa as a special project for 
the Civil Society Institute, GWLAP had four goals:2 

1. “Develop and apply a tort law approach to global warming
that will require major greenhouse gas emitters and fossil fuel
companies to internalize the costs of their contributions to
global warming;

2. “Serve as a forum for sharing strategy and ideas with attorneys
nationwide and worldwide who are seeking to use legal action
to promote progress on reducing global warming;

3. “Educate members of the bar and the public regarding indus-
try’s potential liability for global warming injuries by participating
in legal symposia, publication of articles and similar activities;
and

4. “Undertake such additional legal work that will further CSI’s
mission of combating global warming and promoting clean
energy solutions.”

Matt Pawa worked through his law firm at the time, Pawa Law 
Group P.C., to mount the project’s cases against companies in the 
energy industry.3  In 2004, GWLAP joined the attorneys general of 
California, Connecticut, Iowa, New Jersey, New York, Rhode Island, 
Vermont, Wisconsin and the New York City to file an initial tort case 
against the American Electric Power Company and five other elec-
tric utility companies.4  It was the first climate change case resting 
on the theory of public nuisance—a claim that argues that the 
public (as opposed to any number of individuals) suffered a harm 
as a result of an unreasonable activity that interferes with a public 
right.5  The lawsuit asserted that this public nuisance was caused in 
part by the greenhouse gas emissions of the utilities named in the 
lawsuit and that a court should remedy the situation by imposing 
judicially-created limits on the utilities’ emissions. 

The case, generally known as AEP v. Connecticut, eventually went to 
the U.S. Supreme Court, which issued a unanimous decision in favor 
of the utilities. In 2011, the Court, in an opinion authored by Justice 
Ginsburg, explained that responsibility for addressing climate change 
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should rest with Congress and federal agencies, and that there was 
no room for a “parallel track” of public nuisance litigation under the 
federal common law theory at issue. Despite this repudiation from 
the Supreme Court, GWLAP and Pawa did not end their pursuit to 
make the energy industry liable for climate change. 

AEP v. Connecticut was one of four climate change public nuisance 
cases filed at that time. GWLAP’s website claims involvement in one 
of these other cases—Native Village of Kivalina v. ExxonMobil Corp. 
—a case filed in 2008 that targeted a few dozen oil, gas and other 
energy manufacturers.6 GWLAP does not appear on any of the court 
documents. Matt Pawa and Pawa Law Group P.C. are listed as 
counsel for the plaintiffs.7  

In this case, the Native Village of Kivalina and the City of Kivalina, 
both located in the state of Alaska, relied on a variation of the 
public nuisance theory put forth in AEP v. Connecticut. According 
to the plaintiffs, energy manufacturers and their products’ GHG 
emissions had contributed to global warming and, therefore, should 
be responsible for the impacts of climate change on their commu-
nities, namely the melting of the ice barrier that had protected the 
city and village from storms and erosion. The plaintiffs argued that 
Kivalina’s inhabitants had to move their communities to a different 
part of the state to avoid erosion into the Arctic Ocean and that 
these companies should pay the hundreds of millions of dollars 
necessary for this relocation.8 

Pawa’s attempt to use a public nuisance argument against energy 
manufacturers in Kivalina was rejected. First, Senior District Judge 
Saundra Brown Armstrong of the Northern District of California 
granted the energy manufacturers’ motion to dismiss the case. 
According to Judge Armstrong, responsibility for climate change 
involved a political, not a judicial question, making it improper to 
adjudicate in a court of law. She also found that the plaintiffs lacked 
standing to “pursue their global warming claims under a nuisance 
theory on the ground that their injury is not ‘fairly traceable’ to the 
conduct of the Defendants.”9

Pawa’s appeal to the Ninth Circuit similarly failed when a three-
judge panel unanimously upheld Judge Armstrong’s opinion.10  The 
court concluded, “If a federal common law cause of action has 
been extinguished by Congressional displacement, it would be 
incongruous to allow it to be revived in another form.” The U.S. Su-
preme Court declined to hear the case when appealed in 2013.11  

GWLAP eventually disbanded. Financial records indicate that it 
stopped receiving contributions in 2016. The following year, Ha-
gens Berman Sobol Shapiro acquired Matt Pawa’s law firm in order 
to “double down” on its environmental law practice.12  

Operating through a nonprofit provided Pawa with the financial 
latitude to work on these highly speculative cases on a contingen-
cy fee basis, while preserving the potential for his law firm to profit 
from successful litigation. All told, GWLAP received at least half a 
million dollars from major philanthropies such as the Rockefeller 
Brothers Fund, Wallace Global Fund, Tides Foundation and Energy 
Foundation—organizations that would later be instrumental finan-
cial backers for other groups involved in climate tort litigation.13

Although GWLAP no longer exists, Pawa is still a prominent 
figure in the litigation. A key difference, though, is that more than 
a decade after his first climate-related lawsuit against the energy 
industry failed, Pawa faces more competition from other attorneys 
pursuing climate tort litigation.    

Litigation from Multiple Angles: 
Well-Supported Non-profits
GWLAP’s dissolution created opportunities for other nonprof-
it organizations to pursue climate tort litigation. Groups like the 
Niskanen Center, EarthRights International and the Conservation 
Law Foundation, all of which share similar funders and objectives, 
began working with other nonprofits and private law firms to pursue 
climate change tort litigation, this time focusing solely on energy 
manufacturers.  

NISKANEN CENTER

The Washington, D.C.-based Niskanen Center launched in 2015 as 
a libertarian think tank, but stopped identifying with libertarianism 
three years later.14,15 Niskanen has received funding from philan-
thropies engaged in environmental advocacy such as the Hewlett 
Foundation and the Open Society Foundation.16  Niskanen also 
received a $200,000 grant “for its climate program” in February 
2018 from the Rockefeller Brothers Fund.17 

The grant from the Rockefeller Brothers Fund was well-timed. In 
April 2018, the Niskanen Center joined with EarthRights Internation-
al and the Denver-based Hannon Law Firm as counsel for the City 
and County of Boulder and San Miguel County in Colorado in filing 
a public nuisance lawsuit against ExxonMobil and Suncor Energy, a 
Canadian oil producer. The lawsuit seeks to blame these two com-
panies for local climate change injuries and demanded that the two 
energy manufacturers pay for local infrastructure projects related to 
climate change. In an effort to validate the rationale for their claims, 
the Colorado communities allege that these companies knew about 
the risks of burning fossil fuels and continued to produce and sell 
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fossil fuels anyway.18  This and the other climate change lawsuits 
also acknowledge that risks associated with climate change were 
widely studied and known, including by U.S. government agencies, 
such as NASA, and international bodies.

The Niskanen Center’s Chief Counsel, David Bookbinder, is one 
of the attorneys who is representing the plaintiffs in the Colorado 
litigation.19  Like Pawa, Bookbinder has a long history with climate 
tort lawsuits. The Sierra Club had been a plaintiff in AEP v. Con-
necticut when Bookbinder was the nonprofit’s Chief Climate Coun-
sel. Also, in 2017, prior to his work on the Colorado case, Book-
binder wrote several articles discussing other climate tort lawsuits, 
including the lawsuits San Francisco and Oakland had brought 
against five oil and gas companies to pay for building sea walls 
and other infrastructure projects they said were needed to protect 
the cities from sea level rise. In September 2017, he wrote a blog 
post for the Niskanen Center that fleshed out details of the Oakland 
lawsuit, and in a December 2017 Vox editorial, he said that he had 
“been consulting with lawyers working on the nuisance cases.”20,21  

EARTHRIGHTS INTERNATIONAL

EarthRights International was founded in the 1990s by two lawyers 
and a human rights activist with the mission of prosecuting human 
rights abuses. The nonprofit describes itself as specializing in “legal 
actions against perpetrators of earth rights abuses, training grass-
roots and community leaders, and advocacy campaigns.”22  

ERI is connected with wealthy philanthropies. Its board members 
include Kavita Ramdas, a Rockefeller Brothers Fund trustee , and 
Carroll Muffett, an activist who is president of the Center for Inter-
national Environmental Law and a board member of the Climate 
Accountability Institute.23,24

ERI has received nearly $1 million from the William and Flora Hew-
lett Foundation since March 2016 and receives support from the 
Oak Foundation, a Swiss philanthropy that has committed $100 
million to its climate justice initiative.25,26  

To date, ERI’s main involvement in climate tort litigation has been 
through the lawsuit brought by Boulder County, San Miguel County 
and the City of Boulder. It also attempted to convince Fort Lauder-
dale, Florida, to pursue a climate tort lawsuit against energy manu-
facturers.27  ERI’s General Counsel Marco Simons met with the Fort 
Lauderdale City Commission to pitch the municipality on bringing 
a lawsuit against energy manufacturers to pay for climate change 
damages.28  Simons also reportedly participated in closed-door 
meetings with city attorney Alain Boileau, scheduled by Seth Platt, 
a registered lobbyist for the Institute for Governance & Sustainable 
Development.29,30  ERI was ultimately unsuccessful in its attempt to 
influence Fort Lauderdale to pursue litigation. 

CONSERVATION LAW FOUNDATION

The Conservation Law Foundation is an environmental advocacy 
nonprofit based in Boston. CLF has focused on trying to generate 
climate change litigation in New England.  

CLF pursued litigation over damages for climate change starting in 
2016, which is earlier than some of the other nonprofit organizations. 
That year, the organization brought a lawsuit against ExxonMobil 

for allegedly engaging in a campaign to discredit climate change, 
thereby endangering people and their communities.31  However, 
at the core of the case was a complaint that the company hadn’t 
sufficiently prepared an export terminal in Everett, Massachusetts 
for the effects of climate change.32  Likewise, in 2017, CLF filed a 
similar lawsuit against Shell Oil Company, alleging that it had not 
complied with the Clean Water Act when building a fuel terminal in 
Providence, Rhode Island.33

In its litigation against ExxonMobil, CLF cited stories from InsideCli-
mate News and the Los Angeles Times as evidence that Exxon-
Mobil knew about climate change in the 1970s, yet did nothing to 
try and mitigate its effects. Focusing on this point, rather than the 
Everett facility proved to be a mistake. As indicated, climate change 
was a topic of wide discussion at that time, including by high-rank-
ing U.S. government officials. U.S. District Court Judge Mark 
Wolf dismissed CLF’s suit in part and ordered the group to file an 
amended complaint focusing on any “imminent” risks to the facility. 
Judge Wolf made clear that “plaintiff does not have standing for 
injuries that allegedly will result from rises in sea level, or increasing 
in the severity and frequency of storms and flooding, that will occur 
in the far future, such as in 2050 or 2100.”34  Once again, climate 
liability arguments fell short.

Private Law Firms Chase Profit in 
Climate Litigation
By 2016, GWLAP had all but disappeared, replaced by these three 
well-funded nonprofits. None of these organizations, however, had 
gained a foothold in their lawsuits against energy manufacturers. 
At the same time, Matt Pawa continued pursuing litigation against 
these companies as a partner for the Seattle-based law firm Ha-
gens Berman Sobol Shapiro. 

Becoming a partner at Hagens Berman and co-chair of the firm’s 
environmental practice was a natural fit for Pawa. Steve Berman, 
co-founder of Hagens Berman, had also been counsel in Kivalina, 
alongside Pawa. 

Steve Berman built his law practice around class action and gov-
ernment contingency fee litigation. He represented Washington, 
Arizona, Illinois, Indiana, New York, Alaska, Idaho, Ohio, Oregon, 
Nevada, Montana, Vermont and Rhode Island on a contingency fee 
basis in suing the tobacco industry in the 1990s, which collectively 
resulted in a $206 billion settlement.35  As Berman remarked in an 
interview with Vice, “Imagine if I could get ten or 15 cities to all sue 
and put the same pressure on the oil companies that we did with 
tobacco companies and create some kind of massive settle-
ment.”36  

Berman’s experience bringing government contingency-fee litiga-
tion against tobacco companies may have made his practice even 
more appealing to Pawa, who had already started trying to create 
a connection between climate tort litigation and tobacco litiga-
tion. In 2012, Pawa presented at a meeting in La Jolla, California, 
where scholars and lawyers discussed how the federal Racketeer 
Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act had been used against 
the tobacco industry and might be used against energy manu-
facturers.37 Pawa’s presentation outlined how the litigation tactics 
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that eventually brought tobacco companies to the settlement table 
could be used against energy manufacturers, regardless of the 
legal merits of the claims. 

Four years after the La Jolla conference, Pawa presented about 
environmental litigation to attorneys general from New York, Ver-
mont and Illinois alongside Sharon Eubanks, the leader of the U.S. 
Department of Justice’s investigation of the tobacco industry under 
RICO.38 This wasn’t Pawa’s only meeting seeking to recruit state 
attorney general allies. In February 2016, philanthropist Wendy 
Abrams contacted Illinois Attorney General Lisa Madigan’s sched-
uler to set up a meeting for Pawa, Sharon Eubanks and Steve 
Berman.39  Pawa and Berman made their collaboration public the 
next year with an evolved strategy to sue energy manufacturers, 
and it would soon be on display on the West Coast.    

On September 20, 2017, the cities of San Francisco and Oakland 
filed separate climate tort  lawsuits against BP, Chevron, Cono-
coPhillips, ExxonMobil and Shell. The lawsuits allege that these 
five companies’ products caused the public nuisance of global 
climate change and seek to make them pay for seawalls and other 
infrastructure projects to guard against rising sea levels.40  The 
two cities hired Hagens Berman, specifically Pawa and Berman, 
to represent them on a contingency-fee basis.41 The arrangement 
stipulated that if Hagens Berman successfully obtained monetary 
damages from the energy manufacturers, the firm would be entitled 
to 23.5 percent of the cities’ recovery.42   

This wasn’t the only contingency-fee case in which Hagens Ber-
man was engaged. In January 2018, Hagens Berman was hired by 
the New York City in its case against the same five energy compa-
nies on a contingency-fee basis, though the amount of the contin-
gency fee remains undisclosed.43  Likewise, the firm also secured 
a 17% contingency fee with King County, Washington, to repre-
sent the municipality in its public nuisance climate change lawsuit 
against energy producers filed in May 2018.44 Reports have been 
written on their efforts to contact and recruit local public officials for 
this litigation.45  

The Same Arguments Attract New and 
Varied Plaintiffs
The Oakland and San Francisco lawsuits were filed separately 
in state court but have since been consolidated in federal court. 
Federal District Judge William Alsup determined that the cases 
belonged in the federal judiciary, following requests from the defen-
dants to move the cases to federal court.46 By order of Judge Al-

sup, on March 21, 2018, both sides presented in a first-of-its-kind 
“science tutorial” on the causes and impacts of climate change 
before the court.  During another hearing, on May 24, 2018, Judge 
Alsup strongly pushed back against the cities’ argument that fossil 
fuels are a public nuisance saying, “If we didn’t have fossil fuels, we 
would have lost [World War II] and every other war. Planes wouldn’t 
fly. Trains wouldn’t run. And we’d be back in the Stone Age.”47   

Fifteen attorneys general, including those from Colorado, Texas, 
Kansas and Oklahoma, supported the manufacturers’ motion to 
dismiss the case through an amicus brief, which argued that “Plain-
tiffs are attempting to export their preferred environmental policies 
and their corresponding economic effects to other states. Allowing 
them to do so would be detrimental to state innovation and region-
al approaches that have prevailed through the political branches of 
government to date.”48

The U.S. Department of Justice also supported dismissal of the 
case, using similar arguments that had maintained that GHG 
regulation was within the purview of the executive and legislative 
branches, not the judiciary. As it wrote in its amicus brief,   

“The Cities’ theory of liability would grant virtually every 
individual, organization, company, or government who can 
allege injury from climate change a claim that could be lev-
eled against a multiplicity of defendants…Each successive 
court would be required to make still more difficult predictive 
judgments in determining whether and to what extent each 
defendant should be deemed liable under general principles 
of nuisance law for some share of the injuries associated 
with global climate change…To decide this case would also 
intrude impermissibly on the function of the political branch-
es to determine what level of greenhouse gas regulation is 
reasonable…Such a sensitive and central determination is 
appropriately vested in branches of the government which 
are periodically subject to electoral accountability.”49

On June 25, 2018, Judge Alsup ruled that regulating GHGs is 
beyond the scope of the judicial system.50  In the dismissal, Judge 
Alsup accepted the science behind global warming but determined 
that the issue of climate change is one that can only be solved by 
executive and legislative action. One month later, on July 27, Judge 
Alsup dismissed the lawsuits for lack of personal jurisdiction, ruling 
that the cities failed to prove their alleged injuries would not have 
occurred if it were not for the energy companies’ California-based 
operations.51  

The arrangement stipulated that 
if Hagens Berman successfully 
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Pawa and Berman, though, were not the only lawyers to see 
opportunity in California. Hagens Berman’s competitor, Sher Edling 
LLP, had pitched San Francisco on climate litigation in July 2017, 
and San Francisco and Oakland cut ties with Hagens Bergman and 
hired Sher Edling in November 2018 to file their appeal of Judge 
Alsup’s ruling. The appeal was filed in the U.S. Court of Appeals for 
the Ninth Circuit on March 13, 2019.52,53 

Sher Edling is led by Vic Sher, a well-known environmental lawyer. 
Between 1986 and 1997, Sher worked for the Sierra Club Legal 
Defense Fund (now known as Earthjustice), serving as president 
from 1994 to 1997.54

During this time, Sher also began strengthening his political and 
communications strategy to support litigation. In 1992, he was 
awarded a Pew Foundation Fellowship of $150,000 to help the 
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund create new departments of political 
strategies and communications.55 In 2003, Sher entered private 
practice, co-founding his own firms, Sher Leff LLP and, later, Vic 
Sher Law.56   

In 2016, Sher founded a new private practice with Matt Edling, a 
lawyer who was previously a partner at Cotchett, Pitre & McCarthy, 
a San Francisco law firm with significant experience filing high-dol-
lar class actions against accounting firms and banks.57,58  This 
newly-minted law firm, Sher Edling, quickly began pitching counties 
and municipalities across California to take action against energy 
manufacturers. 

In July 2017, the firm filed separate lawsuits for Marin County, San 
Mateo County and the City of Imperial Beach against 37 major 
fossil fuel producers, seeking to blame them for climate change im-
pacts, alleging public nuisance, negligence, trespass and seeking 
undisclosed damages.59  In the cases, the municipalities charge 
that the companies have created a public nuisance by producing 
and marketing a product that emits GHGs when combusted.

In December 2017, Sher Edling filed a similar lawsuit on behalf of 
the County and City of Santa Cruz against 29 oil, gas and coal 
companies, seeking to make them pay for the impacts of climate 

change and reparations for natural disasters.60  A few weeks later, 
Sher Edling also filed a lawsuit on behalf of the City of Richmond, 
California against the same 29 oil and gas companies, with the 
complaint that extracting fossil fuels and promoting their use led to 
rising sea levels.61  In July 2018, Sher Edling filed a similar lawsuit 
on behalf of Baltimore, alleging that 26 energy manufacturers “had 
violated Maryland laws, including its consumer protection laws.”62  
Four months later, the Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s 
Associations  filed a lawsuit against some 20 energy manufactur-
ers, seeking to make them pay for the harm global warming had 
caused California’s fisheries. Sher Edling is representing the plaintiff 
in that case.63 

To date, Sher Edling has filed every climate lawsuit in state court.  

In addition to San Francisco and Oakland, Hagens Berman’s case 
on behalf of New York City was also dismissed last year. Judge 
John Keenan, presiding over the New York City case, used a famil-
iar argument in his dismissal: climate change is an issue that should 
be handled by the executive and legislative branches. As he stated 
“The serious problems caused [by climate change] are not for the 
judiciary to ameliorate. Global warming and solutions thereto must 
be addressed by the two other branches of government.”64

Meanwhile, Hagens Berman’s case on behalf of King County, 
Washington received an order to stay proceedings until San Fran-
cisco and Oakland’s appeal receives a decision, given the simi-
larities between the cases.65  This makes the outcome of Hagens 
Berman’s case in King County dependent on Sher Edling’s success 
in the San Francisco and Oakland appeal. 

On June 25, 2018, Judge Alsup ruled 
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If They Aren’t Winning, 
What Are Their Goals?
Climate tort litigation and the effort to recruit additional governments 
to file lawsuits are still ongoing in many states and municipalities 
across the United States. However, every court that has considered 
the legal merits of these claims has dismissed them. Indeed, federal 
judges from California to New York have ruled that selling and pro-
moting energy products is not a liability-inducing event.

Also, as Judge Alsup pointed out, litigation is not an effective nor 
fair way to address climate change. These are products that people 
across the globe – including the very cities filing these lawsuits – rely 
on to power their homes, businesses and communities. In the end, 
these lawsuits will do nothing to address climate change or its root 
causes. Collaborating with manufacturers to innovate new energy 
technologies is the only way to ward off global climate change and 
mitigate its impacts.  

This is the first in a series of chapters that will explore other compo-
nents of the climate litigation campaign and how it has grown into 
a well-funded and well-organized group of nonprofits and law firms. 
Many of these groups will stand to benefit from protracted trials and 
campaigns that allow donations to continue flowing in, even if they 
ultimately lose.
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The campaign to impose liability on energy manufacturers for 
climate change impacts  is global, well-funded and multi-faceted. 
It is more than just a few law firms representing counties, cities 
and states. Far from a David-versus-Goliath endeavor, this effort 
is being waged by a coordinated network of individuals, nonprofit 
organizations and academics, and is backed by some of the most 
powerful private funders in the United States. The next two chap-
ters of Beyond the Courtroom explore some of the behind-the-
scenes players who are driving this sophisticated campaign.   

The plaintiffs’ law firms, which were discussed in Chapter One, are 
relying on this extensive outside network. Academics, foundations 
and nonprofits are assisting them with the legal research need-
ed for their lawsuits, helping to generate media attention for the 
underlying issues and attempting to bring “outside” credibility to 
this liability campaign—all while trying to maintain the façade of an 
organic, grassroots movement.

Introducing the “Billionaire’s Club” 
Funding Climate Litigation
The financial engine generating climate litigation against energy 
manufacturers has been well-documented. In 2014, the minori-
ty staff for the United States Senate Committee on Environment 
and Public Works released a report detailing how a few powerful 
people—who they termed the “Billionaire’s Club”—and the foun-
dations they fund are driving “the environmental movement” and 
have spread money around to create multiple sources of seemingly 
independent support for their climate agenda.66

The report summarizes these efforts as follows:

“[T]heir tax-deductible contributions secretly flow to a select 
group of [environmental activists] who are complicit and 
eager to participate in the fee-for-service arrangement to 
promote shared political goals… Through these arrange-
ments, the Billionaire’s Club gains access to a close-knit 
network of likeminded funders, environmental activists, and 
government bureaucrats who specialize in manufacturing 
phony ‘grassroots’ movements.”67

The report identified several foundations known to fund these efforts 
including: the Children’s Investment Fund Foundation, Energy Foun-
dation, MacArthur Foundation, Oak Foundation, Rockefeller Brothers 
Fund, Rockefeller Family Foundation, Sustainable Markets Founda-
tion, Tides Foundation, Wallace Global Fund and William and Flora 
Hewlett Foundation. To be sure, these organizations also fund many 

other types of activities, from arts and culture, to economic and so-
cial justice programs. They also fund important innovations that, un-
like litigation, can drive the technological and public policy solutions 
needed to mitigate climate change. Beyond the Courtroom focuses 
on these groups’ efforts to fund the climate liability campaign.  

The campaign’s funders can generally be divided into two types 
of foundations—private and public. Private foundations are often 
established with funds from a single source or small group of iden-
tified sources, such as a family, and have significant discretion over 
how the funds are to be distributed and used.68  The 2014 minority 
staff report found that these foundations, “employ a ‘prescriptive 
grantmaking’ technique wherein they seek beneficiaries whose 
actions and work fit the agenda of the foundation and its donors.”69  

Public foundations are not required to disclose their donors, making 
calls for funding transparency at the business community highly ironic. 
One such foundation, the Tides Foundation, has been described by 
the Capital Research Center as “the leading platform for laundering 
away ties between wealthy donors and the radical causes they fund—
while generating hundreds of new organizations along the way.”70 

As discussed below, the lawyers filing these lawsuits are receiv-
ing funding and other support from these organizations to recruit 
plaintiff localities to wage climate litigation. These arrangements 
raise serious questions: Should the plaintiffs’ attorneys disclose 
these payments to the courts? If the lawyers are being paid to 
bring the lawsuits, why do they also need huge contingency fees 
at the expense of the solutions they are purportedly seeking? Also, 
what do we know about any ulterior business or other motives 
these funders—many of whom remain anonymous—might have 
in trying to undercut the specific companies named in this litiga-
tion?71  Shouldn’t the public know whose interests their leaders are 
advancing by signing up for these lawsuits?

Chapter Two:  
The Complex Web of Philanthropies, Researchers 
and Nonprofits Supporting Litigation

A few powerful people—who they 
termed the “Billionaire’s Club”— 

and the foundations they fund are driving  
“the environmental movement” and have 
spread money around to create multiple 
sources of seemingly independent support  
for their climate.”
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The Long-Standing Effort to Fund 
Climate Tort Litigation 
Each nonprofit is required to submit a Form 990 to the Internal 
Revenue Service to retain their tax-exempt status. In addition, many 
philanthropic organizations maintain their own online grant databas-
es. Analysis of these sources reveals large and conveniently timed 
financial contributions to the organizations representing the plaintiffs 
in many of the climate tort lawsuits. The organizations discussed 
in Chapter One—namely the Global Warming Legal Action Project, 
Niskanen Center, EarthRights International and the Conservation 
Law Foundation—have received millions of dollars from these large 
philanthropies.    

During its tenure, GWLAP received nearly $900,000 from organiza-
tions including the Wallace Global Fund, the Rockefeller Brothers 
Fund, the Nathan Cummings Foundation, the Energy Foundation, 
and the Tides Foundation.72,73,74,75 Readers will recall from Chapter 
One that Matt Pawa, an early advocate for climate tort litigation, 
founded GWLAP, enabling his private law firm to pursue cases with 
resources backed by these private donations. These donations coin-
cided with the filing of Pawa’s major climate tort cases. 

Specifically, in 2004 when Pawa served as counsel on the first 
climate change tort lawsuit—AEP v. Connecticut—GWLAP re-
ceived at least $175,000 from RBF and the Enylst Fund, a Tides 
Foundation-affiliate.76,77 Between 2010-2011, GWLAP received 
over $500,000 from the Nathan Cummings Foundation, RBF, Tides 
Foundation and the Energy Foundation, while Pawa was working on 
Kivalina v. ExxonMobil Corp.  Most recently, GWLAP took in at least 
$150,000 from RBF and the Wallace Global Fund in 2016 for “sup-
port for work holding liable the corporations most responsible for the 
rapidly changing climate and its impacts on people and property.”78,79  
Just one year later, Pawa filed climate lawsuits on behalf of the cities 
of Oakland, San Francisco and New York City.80  

Matt Pawa isn’t the only plaintiffs’ attorney who has received mon-
etary support from powerful foundations. The Niskanen Center has 
received at least $3.37 million from the William and Flora Hewlett 
Foundation, RBF and the Energy Foundation since 2015.81,82,83,84  
These donations included a $300,000 contribution from the Hewl-
ett Foundation in 2017 for Niskanen’s “climate policy and litigation 
program,” and a $200,000 contribution from RBF for its “climate 
program.” The latter donation came just two months before Boulder 
County, the City of Boulder and San Miguel County filed their climate 
lawsuit, on which the Niskanen Center’s David Bookbinder is listed 
as counsel.85,86    

ERI receives similar gifts. Since March 2016, the William and Flora 
Hewlett Foundation has donated $1.5 million to ERI.87  Additionally, 
ERI has received more than $1.4 million from a foreign nonprofit 
called the Oak Foundation, a Swiss philanthropy that has committed 
$100 million to its climate justice initiative and is bound by little to no 
American oversight.88,89  Both organizations are listed among ERI’s 
“institutional funders,” alongside RBF, the MacArthur Foundation, the 
Tides Foundation, the Wallace Global Fund and the Open Society 
Foundation.90  

CLF also receives similar support. The William and Flora Hewlett 
Foundation, RBF and Oak Foundation have donated more than $1.4 
million to CLF since 2011.91,92,93  In 2018, CLF received an additional 
$2.4 million from the Barr Foundation.94  Despite receiving millions of 
dollars from these large funders, CLF features only local individuals 
on its website’s donor page.95 

Direct Coordination Between the 
Litigation and Activists Supporting 
the Lawsuits
Some nonprofits are more public about the support they provide to 
the climate litigation campaign. For example, the Wallace Glob-
al Fund dedicates an entire section of its website to promoting 
climate lawsuits against manufacturers, calling the legal grounds for 
fossil fuel industry liability “compelling.”96  In addition to contributing 
at least $420,000 to ERI and $120,000 to GWLAP since 2013, the 
Wallace Global Fund highlights its grants to Climate Accountability 
Institute, Union of Concerned Scientists, Center for International 
Environmental Law, Greenpeace and InsideClimate News.97,98,99  
Each of these organizations are involved in the broader climate liti-
gation movement, providing research, public relations support and 
strategic counsel to help recruit support for the litigation.  

In January 2016, the Rockefeller Family Fund and the Rockefel-
ler Brothers Fund hosted a strategy session in their shared New 
York City office to discuss the “Goals of the Exxon Campaign.”100  
Attendees included Matt Pawa; representatives from the Conserva-
tion Law Foundation and the Energy Foundation; Sharon Eubanks, 
former head counsel for the U.S. Department of Justice in the to-
bacco litigation; and Carroll Muffett, President and CEO of CIEL.101     

According to a memo obtained by the Washington Free Beacon, 
the strategy session focused on coordinating tactics for various 
groups to target “industry associations,” as well as how to coordi-
nate their campaigns targeting state attorneys general and the U.S. 
Department of Justice.102  They also discussed “a rapid response 
and coordination structure to react to new research, revelations 
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and legal developments as they happen,” including a “war room, 
joint social media, and coordinate organizing and media pushes” 
from various organizations.

The 2016 strategy session was not the first such meeting of its 
kind. In 2012, UCS and CAI convened a group of environmental 
activists, lawyers—including Matt Pawa—and nonprofit organiza-
tions in La Jolla, California. 

Both UCS and CAI support the climate liability campaign through 
promotional events and research. For this work, they have received 
generous donations from the major funders discussed above. UCS 
has received more than $11 million from the MacArthur Foundation, 
Wallace Global Fund, William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, Oak 
Foundation and the “Rockefeller Funds” since 2002.103  Similarly, 
CAI has received at least $327,000 from RBF and the Wallace 
Global Fund since 2013.104  

The La Jolla conference provided a roadmap for the strategies and 
arguments this interconnected network of philanthropists, aca-
demics, activists and lawyers would put forth in their effort to target 
energy manufacturers in court. Their primary objective was to see 
if they could “use the lessons from tobacco-related education, 
laws, and litigation to address climate change.”105  For example, 
they discussed strategies for obtaining internal fossil fuel company 
documents that “demonstrate companies’ knowledge that the 
use of their products damages human health and well-being by 
contributing to dangerous anthropogenic interference with the cli-
mate system.”106  Attendees also discussed the utility of identifying 
a sympathetic state attorney general who could subpoena these 
internal company documents and “weighed the merits of legal 
strategies that target major carbon emitters, such as utilities, versus 
those that target carbon producers.”107   

Since this meeting, many of these efforts have come to fruition: 
state attorneys general have launched investigations and subpoe-
naed documents from energy manufacturers, congressional hear-
ings have been scheduled and the media has regularly compared 
this litigation to the tobacco litigation in the 1990s. 

Academic Support Supplied by Similar 
Private Funding Resources

Academics are also assisting in the climate liability campaign by 
commissioning research, providing legal and consulting assistance, 
generating publicity and filing amicus briefs. Many of these aca-
demics are affiliated with some of the most prestigious universities 
in the nation. Although they may seek to leverage their schools’ 

prestige and their presumed independence, they are often tied to 
the litigation’s participants, as well as some of its main funders. 

The School of Journalism and Sabin 
Center for Climate Change Law at 
Columbia University 
Academics associated with Columbia University have contributed 
both research and media support to the climate liability cam-
paign through the school’s law and journalism programs. In 2015, 
graduate fellows in the Columbia University School of Journalism’s 
Energy and Environment Reporting Project wrote a series of articles 
on ExxonMobil published in the Los Angeles Times.108 The pieces 
examined documents relating to the company’s climate science 
research. It was later disclosed that this project was funded by the 
Rockefeller Brothers Fund (RBF), Rockefeller Family Fund (RFF), 
Energy Foundation, and Open Society Foundation.109,110,111 

This project also coincided with a series of articles by InsideCli-
mate News, which were also funded by RFF.112 These coordinated 
efforts laid the foundation for a social media campaign that became 
known as “#ExxonKnew” and were the catalyst for then-New York 
Attorney General Eric Schneiderman and current Massachusetts 
Attorney General Maura Healey to launch investigations into Exxon-
Mobil.113,114,115

The Sabin Center for Climate Change Law, which is housed at 
Columbia, is funded by environmentalist Andrew Sabin and run 
by Michael Gerrard and Michael Burger.116,117,118 Gerrard is a vocal 
proponent of the climate lawsuits targeting manufacturers. A few 
weeks before the School of Journalism released its series, Gerrard 
proposed that “the attorney general of New York could subpoena 
the oil companies for what they know deep down about climate 
change and the perils to their business and hiring phony scientists 
and all kinds of things including emails.”119 

Emails obtained through a public records request reveal that 
Gerrard was asked to help generate ideas for state and federal 
RICO lawsuits against fossil fuel companies.120  He publicly praised 
Schneiderman’s decision to investigate ExxonMobil, saying it could 
“yield a great deal of info that would be pertinent to whether the 
federal government” could pursue a RICO investigation.121  Days 
later, records show that Gerrard coordinated with Schneiderman’s 
office, asking Lem Srolovic, Bureau Chief of the Environmental 
Protection Bureau in the New York attorney general’s office, about 
documents related to the inquiry.122   

The La Jolla conference provided 
a roadmap for the strategies and 
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Burger is also a vocal supporter of climate litigation. He has argued 
that the “legal underpinning” exists for the theories in the litigation, 
but has also acknowledged that the “lawsuits are, without question, 
pushing the envelope of nuisance law and tort law.”123,124 In Novem-
ber 2018, the Sabin Center filed an amicus brief in support of New 
York City’s climate lawsuit.125

The Emmett Environmental Law and 
Policy Clinic at Harvard University
Harvard University’s law clinic has also provided multiple levels 
of support for climate tort litigation. For example, it has helped 
connect climate change liability activists to sympathetic state 
attorneys general, supplied amicus briefs in support of the litiga-
tion and produced research to give credence to the “Exxon Knew” 
narrative. Harvard’s Emmett Environmental Law Clinic was created 
by a $5 million grant from Dan Emmett, a real estate developer and 
environmentalist.126

The clinic provides a forum for state attorneys’ general staff, aca-
demics and private attorneys to “convene and learn” about various 
aspects of climate tort litigation.127  It has also hosted workshops 
and worked closely with nonprofits on this effort.128   

In May 2016, the clinic partnered with the Union of Concerned 
Scientists on a climate workshop that included La Jolla alumni such 
as Harvard University professor Naomi Oreskes, UCS Director of 
Climate and Policy Peter Frumhoff and former chief counsel for the 
U.S. Department of Justice in the tobacco litigation Sharon Eu-
banks, among others.129  This workshop offered a unique opportu-
nity to connect “climate science colleagues,” “prospective funders” 
and “senior staff from attorney’s general offices” in an off-the-record 
meeting to discuss climate liability.130  

In a blog post describing the event, UCS noted, “The meeting 
provided senior staff from state attorneys general offices in nearly 
a dozen states with an opportunity to hear from leading climate 
scientists, legal scholars, historians, and other experts on topics 
including climate attribution research, lessons from tobacco litiga-
tion, and the potential role of state consumer protection laws.”131 
This blog was posted only after attendees received open records 
requests inquiring about the meeting.132 

Harvard University professor Naomi Oreskes and postdoctoral 
researcher Geoffrey Supran are two of the of the most consequen-
tial academics involved in the climate liability campaign. Oreskes 
has primarily focused on developing a narrative that manufacturers 
should be liable for climate change because they tried to mislead 
the public on climate issues, comparing the actions of energy pro-
ducers to those of tobacco companies. In 2010, she authored the 
book Merchants of Doubt: How a Handful of Scientists Obscured 

the Truth on Issues from Tobacco Smoke to Global Warming.133 
Oreskes later shared this research at the La Jolla conference, 
which she helped to organize through her involvement with the 
Climate Accountability Institute.134 Angela Anderson of UCS said 
the research “could potentially be useful as part of a coordinated 
campaign” to associate culpability with the production of energy.135 

Matt Pawa “thought the information could prove quite useful in 
helping to establish joint and several liability in tort cases.”136 

Since then, Oreskes also worked with Richard Heede, co-found-
er and director of CAI, to publish academic papers that “placed 
the responsibility for climate change at the feet of major fossil fuel 
companies.”137  In 2015, she also met with staff from the New York 
attorney general’s office alongside Sharon Eubanks to discuss 
potential RICO lawsuits against energy manufacturers.138,139  

In 2017, Oreskes and Supran published a study alleging that Exx-
onMobil misled the public on climate change.140  The Oreskes-Su-
pran study received criticism for manipulating data and cherry-pick-
ing materials to promote their predetermined narrative against the 
company.141  Their study included “a variety of fundamental errors” 
and was “unreliable, invalid, biased, not generalizable, and not 
replicable,” according to Dr. Kimberly Neuendorf, a professor at 
Cleveland State University, whose research method was utilized in 
the study.142  The researchers’ study was also funded in part by the 
Rockefeller Family Fund.143 

In January 2019, Oreskes and Supran, along with other climate 
scientists, signed an amicus brief supporting the climate tort lawsuits 
brought by municipalities in California against several energy manufac-
tures.144  The brief’s other signers include Ben Franta, a Stanford Law 
and PhD student studying “the history of climate science and fossil 
fuel producers,” and the Center for Climate Integrity, which launched in 
2017 to support “climate cases aimed at holding fossil fuel companies 
and other climate polluters liable.”145,146  The counsel listed on the brief 
is Keller Rohrback LLP, a law firm hired by Seattle to investigate the 
possibility of filing a climate tort lawsuit of its own.147  

Supran has also worked internationally to advance climate lit-
igation. In August 2017, he served as an expert witness for a 
climate change inquiry conducted by the Philippines Commission 
on Human Rights, which is investigating whether major energy 
producers could be found guilty of human rights violations for their 
contributions to climate change.148  He has also provided testimony 
to the European Parliament on climate change and climate science 
in an effort to convince policymakers to take actions against energy 
manufacturers.149  
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The Emmett Institute on Climate 
Change and the Environment at UCLA
In addition to funding Harvard’s Environmental Law Clinic, Dan Em-
mett also provided a $5 million gift to UCLA’s Law School to establish 
the Emmett Institute on Climate Change and the Environment, and 
continues to donate millions of dollars to fund its operations.150,151  
The institute is working to advance climate litigation through two 
of UCLA Law’s environmental programs: the Environmental Law 
Specialization and Frank G. Wells Environmental Law Clinic, which is 
described as “a vital training ground for environmental lawyering.”152  

Through the work of UCLA law professors Sean Hecht, Cara 
Horowitz and Ann Carlson, the Emmett Institute has emerged as 
a vocal proponent of climate change litigation. Horowitz attended 
the aforementioned 2016 Harvard meeting, which convened state 
attorneys’ general staff and environmental activists on behalf of 
the institute.153  Additionally, the institute hosted a talk with Sher 
Edling’s Vic Sher titled, “Suing Over Climate Change Damages: The 
First Wave of Climate Lawsuits.”154  Ann Carlson, who moderated 
the discussion, also works as a consultant for Sher Edling, advising 
the law firm on some of its climate change cases.155   

In 2018, Horowitz and Carlson partnered with the Union of Con-
cerned Scientists to organize a discussion about the viability of 
locality climate lawsuits, featuring Serge Dedina, mayor of one of 
the first plaintiff cities, Imperial Beach; UCS Director Peter Frumhoff; 
and environmentalist Bill McKibben, whose organization 350.org 
launched the “#ExxonKnew” social media campaign.156,157

The Center for Environmental Law and 
Policy at Yale University
In 1994, the Yale University’s law school and its School of Forestry 
& Environmental Studies pursued a joint initiative to open the Yale 
Center for Environmental Law and Policy. Today, professors and 
advisors from all three centers are active in the climate litigation 
campaign, and some of their initiatives are being funded by some 
of the same donors supporting climate litigation.158  For example, 
in 2017, the MacArthur Foundation donated $850,000 to Yale’s 
environmental and climate change communication initiatives.159  

In 2006, the law school partnered with the San Francisco City 
Attorney’s office to establish the San Francisco Affirmative Litigation 
Project, which provides legal research assistance to help the Dep-
uty City Attorney “conceive, develop, and litigate some of the most 
innovative public-interest lawsuits in the country—lawsuits that 
tackle problems with local dimensions but national effects.”160  In 
2013, SFALP helped the city pursue a $1.1 billion public nuisance 
judgment against manufacturers of old household products that 
were lawful at the time they were made and sold, which “broke new 
legal ground.”161  Advocates of climate litigation claim this case laid 
the foundation for the application of public nuisance theory in the 
climate tort lawsuits.

Today, SFLAP is helping the city with its climate tort lawsuit. Ac-
cording to SFALP’s website, Yale students are putting in “hundreds 
of research hours” and “have proven invaluable to the attorneys” on 
the city’s climate case:

“SFALP students have been involved since before the case 
was filed, and are playing a central role in researching the 
legal theories with which the court and litigants will have to 
grapple to pursue this case.” 162,163, 164

In addition, the law school’s Rule of Law Clinic has filed amicus 
briefs in multiple climate change lawsuits. On November 18, 2018, 
the clinic filed an amicus brief in support of New York City’s climate 
lawsuit in the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit.165  On 
March 20, 2019, the clinic filed an amicus brief, this time on behalf 
of former U.S. diplomats and government officials in San Francis-
co’s lawsuit, which was on appeal to the U.S. Court of Appeals for 
the Ninth Circuit and had been merged with Oakland’s lawsuit.166   

One of the Yale faculty members who signed these briefs is Harold 
Hongju Koh, an international law professor and lead instructor for 
the Rule of Law Clinic. Before expressing support in these two 
cases, Koh convinced then-Rhode Island Attorney General Peter 
Kilmartin to file a climate tort lawsuit seeking monetary damages 
from oil companies for climate change injuries in the state.167   Koh 
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was reportedly directed to Kilmartin by Governor Gina Raimondo, 
Koh’s former law student.168 

Justin Farrell, an Associate Professor of Sociology at Yale’s School 
of Forestry & Environmental Studies, has been involved in climate 
change cases for several years.169 In 2015, following the publishing 
of the “Exxon Knew” stories from InsideClimate News and Co-
lumbia University’s School of Journalism, Farrell released a report 
suggesting that “corporate funding” to “climate counter movement” 
institutions was largely responsible for skepticism about climate 
science.170  In 2019, he released a report alleging a large-scale 
misinformation campaign surrounding climate science by energy 
manufacturers and joined an amicus brief with Naomi Oreskes and 
Geoffrey Supran supporting the plaintiffs in County of San Mateo v. 
Chevron Corporation.171,172 Today, his arguments are being used as 
grounds for targeting these same manufacturers through litigation.  

Private Research Groups Aiding 
Climate Litigation
University professors like Justin Farrell, Naomi Oreskes and Ann 
Carlson are only a few of the academics creating research to sup-
port the climate litigation campaign.  

In 2014, Roland C. “Kert” Davies established the Climate Inves-
tigations Center to “monitor the individuals, corporations, trade 
associations, political organizations and front groups who work 
to delay the implementation of sound energy and environmental 
policies that are necessary in the face of ongoing climate crisis.”173 
In his capacity with the CIC, Davies requests and obtains docu-
ments from a number of organizations in an effort to paint them as 
climate deniers and houses these documents on a “Climate Files” 
web database.174 

According to CIC, “Climate Files” was created in 2016 to help re-
porters cover the topic of climate liability.175  The database received 
its initial funding from a grant provided by the Knight Foundation, 
which has given a significant amount of money to InsideClimate 
News.176,177,178  This research is also being used in the litigation; “Cli-
mate Files” is cited by plaintiffs in County of San Mateo v. Chevron 
Corporation.179   

Davies has long targeted the energy industry. In 2002, he estab-
lished the “PolluterWatch” database for Greenpeace, from which 
Naomi Oreskes and Geoffrey Supran pulled The New York Times 
advertorials cited in their 2017 study.180,181  In 2004, Davies estab-
lished “ExxonSecrets,” a Greenpeace project designed to “explain 
the complex web of organizations, pundits, lobbyists and skeptic 
scientists running Exxon’s campaign to deny and undermine the 
scientific evidence on global warming.”182,183    

Richard Wiles, who worked with Davies at the Environmental Work-
ing Group in the 1990s, is also conducting research for climate 
litigation. In 2008, Wiles founded Climate Central, an organization 
that researches and reports on the impacts of climate change.184 
The organization was inspired by a series of meetings sponsored 

by the Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies and was 
established with a seed grant by the Flora Family Foundation.185 A 
representative from the organization attended the La Jolla con-
ference in 2012 and key studies—conducted under Wiles—have 
since been cited in climate lawsuits filed by Sher Edling.186,187

CONCLUSION
The climate litigation campaign is a sophisticated, well-resourced 
and multi-pronged effort supported by a cadre of large funding 
organizations, academics and a number of nonprofits that seek 
to target manufacturers with litigation for the effects of climate 
change. The strategies discussed at the La Jolla conference in 
2012 and again, four years later, at the Rockefeller Family Fund 
and Rockefeller Brothers Fund headquarters in New York City have 
materialized into the numerous lawsuits and outreach efforts seen 
today. 

In addition, these coordinated efforts have resulted in a number of 
amicus briefs in support of the litigation, countless materials cited 
in the lawsuits, databases that store documents as resources for 
litigation and outreach efforts seeking to convince public officials 
to investigate or sue energy manufacturers. The next chapter of 
Beyond the Courtroom will detail how nonprofit organizations, 
media outlets and public affairs teams – funded by the same large 
donors detailed throughout this chapter—are helping to coordinate 
messaging with the shared goal of enhancing climate tort litigation. 
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The climate litigation campaign is supported by a well-heeled and 
highly coordinated network of funders, lawyers and advocates. This 
chapter looks at that network’s public affairs operation, detailing the 
organizations and media outlets that comprise the public relations 
arm of the campaign. Some organizations have been involved since 
before the 2012 La Jolla conference, though this complex web 
of groups continues to expand. As their campaign tactics evolve, 
activists are attempting to normalize the idea that suing energy 
manufacturers is an appropriate response to climate change to 
political leaders and the public.  

The Nonprofit Organizations 
Coordinating the Climate Liability 
Narrative  
The public relations arm of the climate litigation campaign consists 
of organizations, public relations firms and “media” outlets that 
are highly coordinated and utilize the same talking points. It is not, 
as they want it to appear, an organic collaboration of interested 
parties. 

The initial champions of climate liability—the Climate Accountability 
Institute and the Center for International Environmental Law—have 
been advancing litigation and an anti-fossil fuels agenda for years, 
coalescing the movement ahead of the 2012 conference in La Jolla 
and seeding other organizations with strategists and money.

CAI was founded in 2011 by climate attribution scientist Richard 
Heede and Harvard University professor Naomi Oreskes with the 
stated goal of targeting energy manufacturers as being responsible 
for climate change.188  Rather than focus on the countries, regula-

tions and activities that lead to climate change, they wanted to shift 
the dialogue to blame the companies that manufactured and sold 
the energy that the world was demanding.189  In 2012, CAI part-
nered with the Union of Concerned Scientists to convene the La 
Jolla conference, introducing this idea to like-minded organizations 
and individuals across the country.190     

Chapter Three:  
The Public Relations Apparatus Supporting the 
Climate Litigation Campaign
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At the conference, attendees established that they would need 
“credible peer-reviewed research” to bolster their attacks against 
energy manufacturers.191  Heede spearheaded this effort, compiling 
the Carbon Majors Database, which attempts to quantify and trace 
historic and cumulative carbon dioxide and methane emissions 
from fuel and cement producers rather than by region or activity.192  
He also partnered with Oreskes and Peter Frumhoff—the director 
of science and policy for UCS who sits on CAI’s Council of Advi-
sors—to write a series of articles advancing this attribution theory 
with respect to specific energy manufacturers, with the intention of 
demonstrating climate change liability.193,194,195,196   

CIEL was co-founded in 1989 by Durwood Zaelke, president of the 
Institute for Governance and Sustainable Development, and James 
Cameron, fellow at the Yale Center for Environmental Law & Poli-
cy.197,198,199 Zaelke’s IGSD is actively pressuring cities to file litigation 
against manufacturers, and as discussed in the last chapter of this 
report, academics at Yale have produced significant research for 
climate litigation. 200,201   CIEL is currently led by Carroll Muffett, who 
is one of three CAI Board Members along with Heede.202  Muffett is 
a vocal supporter of the climate liability campaign and attended the 
Rockefeller Family Fund strategy session in 2016.203,204       

CIEL also has close relationships with some of the lawyers pursuing 
climate litigation. Matt Pawa, the lead plaintiffs’ attorney for the first 
round of climate lawsuits filed in the early 2000s, as well as the cur-
rent cases brought by New York City and King County, has served 
on CIEL’s Board of Trustees for years.205  He is joined on the board 
by Katie Redford, the co-founder of EarthRights International, 
which represents the City and County of Boulder and San Miguel 
County in their public nuisance climate change lawsuit. Sharon Eu-
banks, the former lead counsel on the RICO case against tobacco 
companies who attended the 2012 conference in La Jolla and the 
2016 Rockefeller meeting, is also a board member.206,207,208  

CIEL has significantly increased its efforts to bolster climate litigation 
since 2015, releasing five reports specifically about climate liabili-
ty. For example, in 2017, the organization authored a report titled 
“Smoke and Fumes: The Legal and Evidentiary Basis for Holding Big 
Oil Accountable for the Climate Crisis,”209,210 which claims to sum-
marize what energy manufacturers knew about climate change and 
how they allegedly “misled investors and the public about climate 
science.”  The organization also extensively blogs about the lawsuits, 
seeking to amplify the visibility of the litigation in the public domain.211 

Thus, CAI and CIEL have served as central organizers of the 
research, lawyers and activists that publicly support the litigation 
campaign.

The Big 4 – How Four Organizations 
Magnify the Climate Liability Campaign
Four organizations, in particular, have taken an aggressive public 
role to advance the climate liability campaign: Greenpeace, the 
Union of Concerned Scientists, 350.org and the Institute for Gover-
nance and Sustainable Development . To this day, they continue to 
be the some of the most active organizations promoting litiga-
tion against energy manufacturers. These organizations provide 
research, create public relations and social media campaigns and 
offer themselves as prominent voices and third-party validators.

GREENPEACE

Greenpeace was an early promoter of assigning liability for climate 
change to energy manufacturers. As Chapter Two of this report 
outlines, the organization spearheaded several anti-fossil fuels 
projects in the early 2000s including the PolluterWatch database 
and ExxonSecrets.212,213   Greenpeace has since continued its ded-
ication to the climate liability movement, sending representatives 
to both the 2012 La Jolla conference and the 2016 Rockefeller 
strategy session.214,215

In 2017, Greenpeace provided seemingly independent support 
for the litigation, releasing a statement praising Oakland and San 
Francisco for filing lawsuits against five energy manufacturers.216  In 
2018, the organization publicly commended Rhode Island for filing 
its lawsuit, reinforcing their support for targeting energy producers, 
rather than users, for climate change litigation.217 These statements 
were released by Greenpeace’s Naomi Ages.

Ages, a lawyer and former legal extern for the Environmental 
Defense Fund, serves as a senior political strategist and public 
spokesperson for Greenpeace‘s climate liability activism.218  In 
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2015, Ages participated in a panel at the COP 21 climate confer-
ence in Paris with UCS president Ken Kimmell, Matt Pawa, Carroll 
Muffett and Columbia University’s Michael Gerrard. The panel pro-
moted bringing racketeering charges against energy manufacturers 
over climate change.219  Shortly thereafter, she attended the 2016 
strategy session at Rockefeller Family Fund headquarters.220  She 
now regularly provides commentary and op-eds to publicly validate 
the litigation campaign.221 

Greenpeace is also promoting the climate liability campaign interna-
tionally. In 2017, it held a press conference at the United Nations 
in Germany called “Climate litigation—how major polluters are now 
facing court.”222 The organization’s international counterparts in 
Canada and Southeast Asia have also petitioned local officials to 
investigate energy manufacturers and consider legal action.223,224   

THE UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS

UCS has been a primary actor facilitating climate litigation. In 2007, 
it published Smoke, Mirrors and Hot Air: How ExxonMobil Uses Big 
Tobacco’s Tactics to Manufacture Uncertainty on Climate Science, 
which alleged that ExxonMobil had worked to “sow doubt” about 
climate change to the general public.225 Since then, UCS helped 
organize the La Jolla conference, has hosted numerous events pro-
moting the litigation and has met with public officials behind closed 
doors to encourage them to sue energy companies for climate 
change impacts.  

For example, on March 29, 2016, UCS’s Peter Frumhoff joined Matt 
Pawa to brief state attorneys general, urging them to sue energy 
manufacturers over climate change.226  After this meeting, former 
Vice President Al Gore, then-New York Attorney General Eric 
Schneiderman and several other state attorneys general hosted a 
press conference where they said they would push for aggressive 
action against energy companies, including investigating their cli-
mate disclosures.227  Frumhoff also joined his UCS colleague Kathy 
Mulvey at a Capitol Hill forum titled “Oil Is the New Tobacco,” where 
Mulvey explained UCS’s frequent meetings with state attorneys 
general in an effort to generate more of these lawsuits: 

“UCS has also been involved in providing information to 
attorneys general who are moving into the issue on whether 
these companies violated any state laws in providing this in-
formation to shareholders and the public… Our chief scien-
tist Peter Frumhoff who’s actually here with me as well and 
he has briefed a number of the AGs and he co-convened a 
session with the Harvard law school back in April.”228 

UCS also amplifies the litigation campaign on public platforms. The 
group has a webpage detailing the many actions it has taken to 
support various climate lawsuits over the years.229  In addition, the 
organization releases statements of support after each climate law-
suit is filed, which helps provide public cover for the litigation and 
advances the campaign’s messaging in the media from a seemingly 
independent voice.230 

Recently, UCS commissioned a study through academics at Yale 
University—which, as discussed in Chapter Two, has a history of 
providing various levels of support for climate litigation—suggesting 
that energy manufacturers should pay for climate change impacts 
and amplifying the messaging touted by the others in the climate 
litigation movement.231  

350.ORG

350.org, which supports divestment from fossil fuel companies, 
turned its attention to the climate liability campaign in 2015 after 
the Climate Accountability Institute released Rick Heede’s “Carbon 
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Majors Database” project.232  That year, 350.org also released 
a letter calling on the U.S. Department of Justice to investigate 
ExxonMobil, citing the Los Angeles Times and InsideClimate News 
“Exxon Knew” series. This letter was co-signed by a number of 
individuals including the president of UCS, the executive director of 
Greenpeace USA and billionaire environmental funder Tom Stey-
er.233  350.org was now in the club.

Shortly thereafter, 350.org’s co-founders Bill McKibben and Jamie 
Henn attended the 2016 Rockefeller strategy session in New York 
City, which focused on tactics to “delegitimize” energy manufac-
turers.234 This included developing a social media and messag-
ing campaign across the network of allied organizations.235 Two 
months later, 350.org launched the #ExxonKnew website and Twit-
ter handle, turning the climate liability movement Twitter hashtag 
into a full-blown public relations campaign.236,237

The “Exxon Knew” campaign’s website provides resources for ac-
tivists, a petition for the Department of Justice and state attorneys 
general to investigate the company and information about cam-
paigns in different states.238  The campaign website now lists UCS, 
the Center for International Environmental Law, Greenpeace USA, 
the Conservation Law Foundation and EarthRights International 
among its closest partners. 

Both McKibben and Henn have become vocal supporters of climate 
litigation. They frequently write op-eds and tweets supporting 
the investigations into, and lawsuits against, energy manufactur-
ers.239,240,241,242   McKibben isn’t shy about his disdain for the industry, 
calling energy manufacturers “big trouble” and the “zombie that 
won’t die.”243,244  In January 2018, McKibben joined Greenpeace’s 
Naomi Ages at New York City Mayor Bill de Blasio’s press con-
ference where he announced that he was suing major fossil fuel 
producers over climate change.245 

350.org also hosts numerous events in support of these legal 
efforts. For example, in December 2015, the group hosted the 
“Public Trial of ExxonMobil” at the COP 21 conference in Paris.246  
Since then, they’ve hosted a number of gatherings with their clos-
est allies, including Greenpeace USA, UCS and more recently, the 
Institute for Governance and Sustainable Development’s Center for 
Climate Integrity.247,248,249,250  350.org is now squarely entrenched as 
a leader in the climate liability campaign.

THE INSTITUTE FOR GOVERNANCE AND SUSTAINABLE 
DEVELOPMENT (IGSD)

Of the “Big 4” organizations, IGSD is the most recent to join the 
climate liability campaign. Founded by CIEL co-founder Durwood 
Zaelke, IGSD has created a sophisticated public relations cam-
paign, complete with academic research, a podcast, promotional 
events and a prominent social media presence. 

IGSD launched this public relations campaign in August 2017 
through the Center for Climate Integrity.251  CCI is run by Richard 
Wiles, who served as Kert Davies’ research partner at the Environ-
mental Working Group during the 1990s. Kert Davies is the former 
research director for Greenpeace and the chief architect of a num-
ber of initiatives to gather internal company documents from energy 
manufacturers. While CCI does not disclose all of its funders, the 
initiative is funded in part by a $7 million grant from the Children’s 
Investment Fund Foundation. CIFF has been described by The 
New York Times as an “activist fund in Europe long before activism 
became a popular strategy.”252,253,254     

CCI’s sole mission is to support climate tort lawsuits against energy 
manufacturers.255   According to its website, CCI provides “cam-
paign infrastructure, resources, and strategic direction” for activists 
promoting the concept of forcing manufacturers to pay for climate 
change impacts.256  

In January 2018, the organization launched “Pay Up Climate Pol-
luters,” a public relations campaign that encourages cities across 
the country to file climate lawsuits against energy manufacturers.257  
Their website has campaign pages dedicated to states such as 
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New York, California and Florida, and provides information on each 
of the climate tort lawsuits that have been filed to date across the 
country. CCI purchased billboards in Miami, pressuring the city to file 
a lawsuit against energy manufacturers, and coordinated the lobby-
ing effort urging Fort Lauderdale to take similar legal action.258,259   

CCI also signed onto an amicus brief in support of the lawsuits filed 
by Sher Edling on behalf of California municipalities. Co-signers of 
the brief include academics highlighted in Chapter Two such as 
Naomi Oreskes, Geoffrey Supran and Justin Farrell, as well as the 
organization’s beneficiary, Ben Franta.260,261 

CCI also hosts events across the country to promote climate law-
suits. In April 2019, CCI co-hosted an event with UCS titled, “Hold-
ing Fossil Fuel Companies Liable for the Climate Change Harms in 
Colorado” at the University of Colorado School of Law. The panel 
included David Bookbinder of the Niskanen Center and Marco 
Simons of ERI, the attorneys representing the Colorado communi-
ties in their climate lawsuit.262  Just one week later, CCI hosted a cli-
mate litigation event at the University of Hawai’i School of Law with 
two others lawyers profiled earlier in Beyond the Courtroom: Vic 
Sher, lead plaintiffs’ attorney at Sher Edling LLP, and Ann Carlson, 
a UCLA professor and consultant for Sher Edling.263 Although these 
events were held at law schools, they were one-sided affairs, with 
no panelists to represent any alternative viewpoints.

Recently, CCI released a report and corresponding website that at-
tempts to calculate the cost of sea level rise adaptation for dozens 
of communities across the United States, while also demanding 
that energy manufacturers pay those costs.264,265   According to 
Wiles, the Rockefeller Family Fund and MacArthur Foundation 
funded the study, and Wiles’ former employer, Climate Central, 
calculated the report projections.266,267,268 

In 2018, IGSD provided a grant to launch another public relations 
endeavor, a Wiles-produced podcast called Drilled.269,270 Hosted 
by Amy Westervelt, a freelance journalist who covers the climate 
liability campaign, the podcast promotes the narrative that energy 
manufacturers should be made to pay for climate change.271,272   
Despite Drilled’s funding coming from IGSD, Westervelt claimed to 
be wary of foundation funding in the podcast’s third season, saying, 
“I’ve been testing out grant foundation funding and advertise-
ment the past couple of years and honestly, it all makes me a little 
uncomfortable. I have a lot of mixed feelings about advertising…
but it has also been my experience that foundations will try to exert 
influence too.”273  Among the guests to appear on Drilled include 
Oreskes, Supran, Davies, Carlson and Simons. 

Covering Climate Litigation
InsideClimate News (ICN) and Climate Docket (CD)—formerly 
Climate Liability News—provide sustained coverage of the climate 
liability campaign. These organizations, along with Drilled, are 
interconnected; they share many of the same editors, writers and 
funders. For example, Drilled’s Westervelt is a contributing author 
for CD and wrote an ICN profile promoting Pawa’s climate litigation 
efforts.274,275  

ICN was created in 2007 by a seed grant from Michael Northrup—
the director of the Sustainable Development grantmaking program 
at the Rockefeller Brothers Fund. It is also led by David Sassoon, 
a former consultant to RBF.276,277 National Review suggests that 
ICN has its roots in a public relations consultancy established by 
Sassoon called Science First Communications. 

According to National Review:

“Links between the two entities abound. The nonprofit news 
organization InsideClimate News and the PR consultancy 
Science First are frequently mentioned together in public 
records, listed as though they are interchangeable. And by 
at least one credible account, Science First serves as the 
official publisher of InsideClimate News.” 278

National Review’s examination of relevant tax filings shows ICN is 
funded by many of the same environmental foundations previously 
detailed in Chapter Two. 

For example, RBF and Rockefeller Family Fund sponsored the ICN 
series that prompted the “Exxon Knew” campaign in 2015: Exxon: 
The Road Not Taken.279 This series was inspired by Michael Mac-
Cracken, a scientist with the Climate Accountability Institute and a 
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La Jolla conference attendee.280  350.org, the Union of Concerned 
Scientists and other allies then leveraged this piece, calling on state 
attorneys general to investigate the company.281  

In response to the series, California Rep. Ted Lieu circulated a 
letter, signed by 44 congressional members, which cited UCS and 
“investigations by the Los Angeles Times and InsideClimate News,” 
and accused energy companies of suppressing climate science.282  
The New York attorney general’s office also cited ICN’s reporting 
when it subpoenaed ExxonMobil’s records.283 

In 2017, the network of climate liability activists created CD, which 
is solely dedicated to covering climate lawsuits and investiga-
tions.284  CD provides a platform for allied activists like Bill McKib-
ben and Peter Frumhoff to voice their support for the litigation.285,286    

CD, unlike ICN, has no pretense of impartiality. The organization is 
led by CCI Director Richard Wiles, Climate Investigations Center 
Director Kert Davies and Alyssa Johl, who simultaneously serves 
as legal counsel for CCI and a consultant for Greenpeace. She also 
formerly served as the senior attorney for climate and energy at the 
Center for International Environmental Law.287,288  Further cementing 
this close-knit network, CD hired Lynn Zinser as its founding editor. 
Zinser formerly served as a senior editor for ICN.289 

The Public Relations Professionals 
Amplifying the Climate Liability 
Campaign
The climate liability campaign is also receiving assistance from public 
relations firms well-connected into this same network.  These firms 
provide strategic counsel and message coordination across the non-
profit organizations and law firms supporting the litigation campaign.

Resource Media is the main public relations firm helping Sher 
Edling amplify its lawsuits. The firm is listed as the media contact 
on press releases issued by Sher Edling that announce municipal 
climate lawsuits.290  Sher Edling also listed John Lamson, then-ex-
ecutive vice president for Resource Media, as a press contact for 
a letter sent to the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission on 
behalf of several municipalities.291  Recently, Lamson left Resource 
Media to become Sher Edling’s director of media relations.292 

Sher Edling isn’t shy about how it uses public relations firms. 
During a November 2017 presentation, Vic Sher explained he uses 
public relations firms to generate validators for his litigation that are 
seemingly independent of each other when, in fact, they are coordi-
nated through the public relations firms: 

“If you look at the media rollout for the cases that we’ve 
filed so far, it’s been amazing, it’s been terrific. Stories in 
The New York Times, The Washington Post, NPR, scholarly 
pieces commenting on the strength of this case compared 
to the past cases. And I will tell you that while we didn’t 
write any of those stories it’s not just by happenstance, and 
a lot of work goes into it by very smart people.”293  
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Climate Nexus is another public relations arm of the litigation 
campaign. The organization was founded in 2011 as a sponsored 
project of Rockefeller Philanthropy Advisors and “provides organi-
zational support like strong governance, legal counsel, grants man-
agement, accounting, reporting, HR and finance” to anti-fossil fuels 
efforts.294  The organization is helping the climate liability campaign 
by amplifying messaging against energy manufacturers. 

Climate Nexus Director of Strategic Communications Hunter 
Cutting previously built the energy and climate division of Resource 
Media.295  Cutting has a history of bias against energy manufac-
turers; he rebuffed a New York Times Magazine feature for its 
reluctance to blame energy manufacturers for climate change and 
frequently tweets to criticize the manufacturing community.296,297     

Before releasing one of its anti-fossil fuels articles in the 2015, In-
sideClimate News publisher David Sassoon emailed an embargoed 
copy to Climate Nexus staff.298  Phillip Newell, senior manager for 
Climate Nexus, promptly coordinated with the Union of Concerned 
Scientists, offering to help the organization leverage this release to 
support the litigation:

“You’re in luck because tonight/tomorrow InsideClimate 
News is publishing the latest in its series about Exxon’s 
research on climate. This one will focus on the legal liability 
and duty to disclose risk to shareholders, which should be a 
perfect news hook for you to use if any of you are interested 
in penning an oped (which I’d be happy to help you with).”299 

M+R is a third public relations firm supporting the activist organi-
zations and legal teams involved in the climate litigation campaign. 
The firm was founded in 1991 by Donald K. Ross, former director 
of the Rockefeller Family Fund, as an offshoot of the law firm Malkin 

& Ross.300,301 Ross served as CEO for M+R from 2001-2010, while 
simultaneously chairing Greenpeace’s Board of Directors, where 
Kert Davies was serving as Director of Research.302  

According to the U.S. Senate Committee on Environment and 
Public Works report on the funders of climate litigation detailed in 
Chapter Two, Ross encouraged the funders to craft “a task force 
approach” to allocate its resources. As he explained, “Funders can 
play a role in using money to drive, to create, ad hoc efforts, in 
many cases that will have a litigation component coming from one 
group, a lobbying component coming from another group, a grass 
roots component organizing component from yet a third group with 
a structure that enables them to function well.”303  This is exactly 
what was done.

M+R acts as a lynchpin between the offshoots of the climate 
litigation campaign. It managed the public relations around Naomi 
Oreskes and Geoffrey Supran’s papers, and spearheaded com-
munications for the Center for Climate Integrity’s “Pay Up Climate 
Polluters” campaign.304,305 In fact, it now works with many groups 
covered in this report such as EarthRights International, UCS, CCI, 
Greenpeace, 350.org, the Rockefeller Brothers Fund, RFF and the 
MacArthur Foundation.306,307,308    

M+R also uses the same staffers for this work in order to ensure 
coordination among these groups. Kyle Moler, senior strategist in 
M+R’s Washington, D.C. office, is the point of contact for CCI’s 
“Pay Up Climate Polluters” campaign and listed on the press 
release for Oreskes and Supran’s paper as the media contact.309,310   
Moler’s other clients include 350.org, Greenpeace and UCS.311  His 
colleague, Kyle Groetizinger, helps to manage ERI’s communica-
tions around the Boulder lawsuit and was the press contact for 
the aforementioned University of Hawai’i event featuring CCI, Sher 
Edling and UCLA’s Ann Carlson.312,313         

Conclusion
Although efforts to pursue litigation against energy manufacturers 
span different law firms, states and legal arguments, each is being 
supported by a highly coordinated group of organizations. These 
organizations share the same major funders and rely on the same 
coordinated and tight-knit group of individuals. The appearance 
of any grassroots support and/or outside validators for climate 
litigation is not “just by happenstance,” to quote Vic Sher; rather, it 
is highly orchestrated. 
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The climate litigation campaign leverages the financial support of 
its major donors, its network of seemingly outside “validators” and 
its public relations campaign to sell the litigation to local and state 
governments to sign up for climate lawsuits. 

The lawyers behind this litigation believe their chance of achieving a 
successful outcome is not necessarily tied to the legal underpinnings 
of the claims, but rather the number of cases they can file. Steve 
Berman—a plaintiffs’ attorney with Hagens Berman and a leader in 
this movement—explained this strategy to VICE in a 2017 interview, 
saying, “Imagine if I could get ten or 15 cities to all sue and put the 
same pressure on the oil companies that we did with tobacco com-
panies and create some kind of massive settlement.”314  

This chapter discusses the effort by attorneys, activists and 
others who are crisscrossing the country trying to convince may-
ors, attorneys general and other public officials to bring climate 
lawsuits against companies in the energy industry. They have 
been targeting jurisdictions where they hope to find a judge who, 
notwithstanding the legal shortcomings of the cases’ claims, will 
allow a lawsuit to at least get past a motion to dismiss. They then 
will seek to leverage such a procedural victory to try to recruit 
additional localities for the litigation.

Public records reveal that lawyers have been actively selling 
this climate litigation since 2016, with videos and presentations 
showing some of their sales pitches.315  The lawyers are telling 
the local governments that they and their funders will pay for the 
litigation, and the governments will owe nothing if the litigation is 
not successful. They hope the elected officials will see this as an 
easy opportunity to potentially bring in revenue while, at the same 
time, saying they are “taking action” on climate change.

 
The Competition for Generating 
Climate Litigation
As detailed in Chapter One, there are several attorneys and orga-
nizations actively seeking to enlist local governments to sue energy 
manufacturers over climate change. Matt Pawa was a veteran of 
the first round of climate change lawsuits, and later, joined Steve 
Berman to start pitching the lawsuits together. Other attorneys and 
environmental activists like Sharon Eubanks and Wendy Abrams 
have also joined these pitches.316  Pawa eventually became a partner 
of Berman’s firm, Hagens Berman, which initiated climate lawsuits 
on behalf of King County, New York City, San Francisco and Oakland 
between September 2017 and May 2018.317,318,319 He co-chairs 
Hagens Berman’s Environmental Practice Group.320 

Sher Edling’s Vic Sher has also spent the last few years approach-
ing local and state governments, trying to convince municipalities, 
attorneys general and even professional associations to bring law-
suits against energy manufacturers. He has also worked in concert 
with other groups such as EarthRights International and individuals 
like Ann Carlson, co-director of UCLA’s Emmett Center on Climate 
Change and the Environment, who has disclosed that she is provid-
ing consulting services on some of Sher’s cases.321 

Pawa and Sher have a history. Pawa was retained by the State of 
New Hampshire in the 2012 MTBE case New Hampshire v. Exx-
onMobil and recommended Sher Leff—Vic Sher’s law firm at the 
time—as co-counsel.322  They agreed to split attorney fees based 
on a set percentage. One of the claims settled, resulting in a $236 
million award for the state with more than $27 million in attorneys’ 
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fees. Sher Leff deposited the attorney fees in an account the firm 
managed and sought to retain a greater portion of these fees than 
its agreed upon percentage would allow.323  Pawa sued to enforce 
the initial agreement, and the arbitrators and courts sided with Pawa, 
affirming his share of the fees and awarding him an additional $6 
million to cover his costs to enforce the contract.324  

In the climate change cases, Pawa and Sher’s firms appear to be 
more competitors than collaborators. For example, they both pitched 
San Francisco and Oakland to represent them in their climate 
change cases.325  The cities first retained Hagens Berman, but after 
appealing their lawsuit’s dismissal to the U.S. Court of Appeals for 
the Ninth Circuit, replaced Hagens Berman with Sher Edling.326,327 As 
this chapter discusses, both law firms are actively working with their 
partisans to sign up more governments and groups for this litigation. 

The Climate Tort Litigation Pitch in 
Florida: A Case Study
Florida provides a vivid example of how local governments are 
being courted for this litigation. In late 2018 and early 2019, Sher 
Edling and EarthRights International actively pitched elected 
officials in Florida to pursue climate litigation. For example, ERI’s 
general counsel, Marco Simons, disclosed that it contacted five 
“major South Florida municipalities” about the prospect of bringing 
a lawsuit in late 2018.328  To date, these efforts have included hiring 
lobbyists, posting billboards and deploying social media advertis-
ing.329  So far, their tactics have been unsuccessful, with at least 
one city in the Sunshine State publicly rejecting the idea of pursuing 
climate litigation against energy manufacturers.330  

FORT LAUDERDALE

In October 2018, ERI approached the City Commission of Fort 
Lauderdale, Florida in an attempt to convince the city to bring 
a climate lawsuit against manufacturers. ERI’s Simons told the 
Commission that the goal of the litigation would be to get money 
from energy manufacturers to pay for municipal projects that would 
help address local impacts of climate change.331  He also raised the 
possibility that ERI could join “with co-counsel from private firms,” 

who “would also be interested in pursuing this on a contingency 
fee-basis,” telling the City Commission that there would be “no up-
front cost to the city.”332 

The City Commission expressed concern over how these lawsuits 
could harm the city and its taxpayers. For example, in response to 
a question from an official, Simons conceded that it is “always a 
possibility” that Fort Lauderdale could be required to pay the manu-
facturers’ legal fees if the lawsuit is unsuccessful.333 

To lay the groundwork for the pitch, ERI worked with a lobbyist 
to schedule meetings for Simons with Fort Lauderdale officials. 
Indeed, the local lobbyist, Seth Platt, scheduled several meetings 
between Simons and Fort Lauderdale’s mayor and chief resilience 
officer.334,335 Records indicate, though, that Platt was retained for 
this effort by the Institute for Governance & Sustainable Develop-
ment, not ERI.336,337 

While IGSD paid for Platt’s lobbying services, records indicate that 
no one directly associated with the organization attended these 
meetings. 

Likely behind the idea to hire a lobbyist was Richard Wiles—he 
appears as the principal on Platt’s lobbying registration.338  Wiles is 
the executive director of the Center for Climate Integrity, a project of 
IGSD that is heavily involved in establishing and executing aggres-
sive marketing campaigns to promote climate tort litigation in Flori-
da.339  He is also the publisher of Climate Docket, a blog dedicated 
to advancing climate tort litigation.340,341   

Platt also arranged for Sher Edling’s Vic Sher and Matt Edling to 
join Simons for a meeting with Alain Boileau, Fort Lauderdale’s city 
attorney.342  Platt was asked by a reporter about contracting for ERI 
and Sher Edling under his contract with IGSD, but refused to com-
ment.343,344  Boileau, though, reportedly noted that similar litigation 
was facing significant headwind in courts around the country.345  In 
May 2019, he said that Fort Lauderdale had no intention of suing 
energy manufacturers over climate change.346  

MIAMI BEACH

Beginning in February 2018, Chuck Savitt, Sher Edling’s Director of 
Strategic Relationships, began reaching out to public officials in Miami 
Beach to discuss climate tort litigation.347,348 Specifically, he emailed 
Dan Gelber, Mayor of Miami Beach, and Susanne Torriente, Miami 
Beach’s Chief Resiliency Officer about the prospect.349  Upon learning 
of this correspondence, Raul Aguila, Miami Beach’s City Attorney, cau-
tioned his colleagues not to meet with Savitt unless he was registered 
as a lobbyist in their jurisdiction:

“Who is Mr. Savitt?” Aguila wrote in an email.350 “Is he an 
attorney that wants me to retain him in potential sea level rise 
litigation? What is the purpose of the meeting? If so, he needs 
to register as a lobbyist and Mayor nor anyone else should 
meet with him until he does so.”

Lobbying laws in Miami Beach are robust. Individuals who want to 
“encourage the passage, defeat or modification of any ordinance, 
resolution, action or decision of any commissioner; any action, 
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decision, recommendation of the City Manager or any City board or 
committee; or any action, decision or recommendation of any City 
personnel during the time period of the entire decision-making pro-
cess on such action, decision or recommendation that foreseeably 
will be heard or reviewed by the City Commission, or a City board or 
committee,” must register as a lobbyist and pay an $850 fee.351,352  

In response to Aguila’s note of caution, Torriente responded that 
she told Savitt to register as a lobbyist before she would schedule a 
meeting.353  According to city lobbying registrations, neither Savitt nor 
any other Sher Edling employee  has ever registered as a lobbyist in 
Miami Beach.354  

Further, the content of Savitt’s emails suggests he was trying to avoid 
any such scrutiny. For example, he wrote to one city official, saying, 
“Given state law, let’s talk rather than me send you anything.” In an-
other email, he wrote, “Given public records laws it is much better for 
us to talk on the phone. Do you have time today or tomorrow?”355,356  

This episode provides a window into how these lawyers are working 
to persuade state and local governments into filing climate lawsuits 
against energy manufacturers.357,358  

CITY OF MIAMI

In Miami, proponents of climate tort litigation deployed a comprehen-
sive public relations campaign to try to convince the city to bring a 
lawsuit against manufacturers. 

In March 2018, IGSD’s Center for Climate Integrity worked with the 
Miami Climate Alliance to rent several billboards in an effort to urge 
Miami to file climate litigation against energy manufacturers.359,360  The 
latter organization counts groups such as the Sierra Club’s Miami 
chapter, 350.org, the Union of Concerned Scientists and the U.S. 
Climate Action Network as members. All of these groups are leaders 
of the climate liability campaign. 

The press release announcing this local campaign listed the media 
contact as an employee of M+R, the same public relations firm hired 
by ERI to promote its climate liability lawsuit in Colorado.362,363  

Sher Edling’s Chuck Savitt also reached out to the City of Miami asking 
officials to meet with the law firm’s managing partners, Vic Sher and 
Matt Edling.364  Emails between IGSD lobbyist Seth Platt and Fort 
Lauderdale public officials referenced the potential for Miami to file a 
climate lawsuit. Platt noted that CCI was operating an “umbrella cam-
paign for that broader effort” and that they would “adopt language and 
assets to fit each context, including an entirely grasstops, behind-the-
scenes effort as needed.”365  

Further Efforts by Lawyers, Activist 
Academics and Others to Use Their 
Connections to Advance the Climate 
Liability Campaign
As we have seen in additional states, the lawyers, activists, public 
relations professionals, university faculty and others involved in 
the climate liability campaign have tried to use their connections 
to prompt additional cases. In 2019, for example, they sought to 
use a U.S. Conference of Mayors gathering in Honolulu to gener-
ate interest in the litigation. A subgroup of the conference held a 
Climate Summit before the official start of the event and sponsored 
a resolution at the Conference of Mayors Annual Meeting to voice 
support for the litigation.

It was learned that the Union of Concerned Scientists orchestrated 
this effort. Documents obtained via California’s Public Records Act 
show that UCS helped draft the resolution and worked with City 
of Richmond Mayor Tom Butt, who put forth the resolution at the 
Conference, to build support for it.366 

A May 9, 2019 email from UCS Senior Strategist and Corporate 
Campaign Advisor Nancy Cole shows her corresponding with 
multiple City of Richmond staffers, sharing an agenda for a pending 
conference call that listed several items relating to the resolution:

• Providing “[s]ubstance, generally, for Mayor Butt to include in his 
panel conversation”

• Sharing information on “what we have both found out; feedback 
on political advisability of approach”

• Clarifying “whether moving forward If so, next steps – who’s 
going to do what by when”

• Deciding whether to “recruit advance ‘signers’ or co-propo-
nents? If so, who does what?”

When asked by a reporter about his coordination with UCS, Mayor 
Butt responded, “Clearly, we could not do this by ourselves.”367

UCS also paid certain costs to facilitate support for the proposal 
at the Conference’s Annual Meeting. Before the event, Santa Cruz 
Mayor Martine Watkins published an op-ed in the Santa Cruz 
Sentinel explaining that she would attend the Climate Summit to 
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speak to other public officials about climate change litigation.368 She 
stated that she would be attending the conference at no expense 
to taxpayers. Public records requests showed that UCS paid her 
registration fee, a cost that amounted to somewhere between $950 
and $2,000.369

HONOLULU

What’s more, the target of these efforts appears to include the City of 
Honolulu itself. In June 2019, a Financial Times article named Honolulu 
as one of the cities most likely to file the next climate tort lawsuit.370 

In May 2019, the University of Hawai’i’s Environmental Law Pro-
gram partnered with the Center for Climate Integrity to host a panel 
discussion, “Climate Change Science & Litigation: Communities Go 
to Court to Recover Costs of the Climate Crisis.”371 The event was 
presented as a locally-driven forum.

However, it was organized by allies of Sher Edling. The modera-
tor and host of the event was Denise Antolini, the director of the 
University of Hawai’i’s Environmental Law Program and former 
employee of Vic Sher at the Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund (now 
Earthjustice) in the 1990s.372  Sher began his tenure at the Sierra 
Club Legal Defense Fund in 1986 and was the organization’s pres-
ident from 1994 to 1997.373  Antolini worked there for eight years 
and managed the Honolulu office from 1994 to 1996.374  Sher, who 
participated in the event as a panelist, touted his relationship with 
Antolini, calling himself her “first boss.”375  

In addition to Sher, Ann Carlson, co-director of UCLA’s Emmett 
Center on Climate Change and the Environment, was there to tout 
the litigation. Carlson is a consultant for the plaintiffs in some of 
these cases and often appears at conferences with Sher.376  The 
panel also featured representatives from UCS, including Nancy 
Cole, and the Center for Climate Integrity.377  

Two days after the event, Antolini authored a newspaper column 
with CCI’s Alyssa Johl, advocating that Hawai’i and its cities file a 
climate change lawsuit against energy manufacturers. Neither of 
them disclosed their connections to Sher.378  

It looks like these efforts may have convinced Honolulu Mayor Kirk 
Caldwell to consider the litigation. At a July 2019 forum held by the 
U.S. Senate Democrats’ Special Committee on the Climate Crisis, 
he urged the lawmakers not to preempt the ability of municipalities 
to file these lawsuits.379

WASHINGTON, D.C.

Some efforts to recruit clients for climate lawsuits are not as public 
as other instances of advocates doing so, but rely on the same 
network of activists and lawyers. For example, in 2016, Washing-
ton,  D.C. Attorney General Karl Racine joined the “AGs United for 
Clean Power” coalition, which was spearheaded by then-New York 
Attorney General Eric Schneiderman.380  On March 29, 2016, 17 
attorneys general  were briefed on climate litigation and investiga-
tions by Matt Pawa and the Union of Concerned Scientists’ Peter 
Frumhoff. Reuters reported that this briefing revealed a “previously 
unknown level of coordination with outside advisers” and state 
attorneys general.381   

In February 2019, Racine’s office solicited outside counsel to 
work on a contingency-fee basis to support an “investigation and 
potential litigation against ExxonMobil . . . in connect with Exxon’s 
statements or omissions about the effects of its fossil fuel products 
on climate change.”382 One of the firms Racine’s office sent this 
RFP to was Hagens Berman, Matt Pawa’s current firm.383 

Racine has also sought to tap into the State Energy and Environ-
mental Impact Center at the New York University School of Law.384  
The Center, funded by billionaire Michael Bloomberg, pays for attor-
neys to work in state attorneys general offices if the attorney general 
will agree that the “fellows,” as they are referred to by the program,  
will work exclusively on “clean energy, climate and environmental 
issues,” including climate change-related litigation and investiga-
tions of energy manufacturers.385,386  Racine initially downplayed this 
outreach, refusing to comply with an open records request regarding 
this communication. The emails were disclosed only after the Com-
petitive Enterprise Institute sued Racine’s office to release them.387  

SEATTLE

Another example is in Seattle, where Mayor Jenny Durkan already 
had a direct connection with the climate litigation network. In 2016, 
while working for the law firm Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan, 
LLP, Durkan represented 350.org, whose co-founders, Bill McK-
ibben and Jamie Henn, have repeatedly endorsed the municipal 
public nuisance climate lawsuits against energy manufacturers.388

Therefore, it was not surprising that soon after Durkan’s election, 
City Attorney Peter Holmes sent a letter to her and City Council 
President Bruce Harrell describing his investigation into potential le-
gal avenues for suing energy manufacturers over climate change.389  
He retained Keller Rohrback LLP, a Seattle-based law firm, to con-
duct “the exploration of facts specific to Seattle, including what sci-
entists know about the impact of climate change in our region, and 
the City’s available legal options.”390 It is notable that Seattle did not 
proactively retain Hagens Berman, which is based in the city and 
has tried to build a reputation as experts on climate litigation.

While not one of the two big climate litigation firms, Keller Rohrback 
is not new to climate litigation at all.391  It served as counsel on two 
amicus briefs for Dr. Robert Brulle, the Center for Climate Integrity, 
Justin Farrell, Benjamin Franta, Stephan Lewandowsky, Naomi 
Oreskes and Geoffrey Supran in County of San Mateo v. Chevron 
Corporation and Mayor and City Council of Baltimore v. BP P.L.C., 
et al.392,393  As detailed in Chapter Two, these individuals have long 
been key players in the climate liability campaign. 
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CONCLUSION

Over the past few years, it has become clear that climate litigation 
is the result of a highly orchestrated campaign of lawyers, activists, 
academics and public relations firms working hard to recruit com-
munities to bring the litigation. Some municipalities will continue 
buying their pitches for “free” lawsuits. But, rest assured, nothing is 
entirely free. City attorneys must devote time and local resources to 
oversee any legal case. Also, as MAP has explained previously, su-
ing manufacturers over lawful products has many negative impacts 
on constituents and local economies.394,395,396  Given this state 
of affairs, it is encouraging that many communities have resisted 
climate litigation, realizing that suing energy manufacturers over 
climate change is legally unsound and counterproductive to fighting 
this shared global challenge. 

Editor’s Note:

As this report was going through final edits, a few additional details 
emerged that further illuminate the strategy employed by litigation 
proponents to sell these lawsuits to public officials.

MINNESOTA

In June 2020 Minnesota Attorney General Keith Ellison filed a cli-
mate lawsuit against ExxonMobil, the American Petroleum Institute, 
and Koch Industries.397 During a subsequent webinar discussing 
the litigation, the Minnesota-based environmental organization 
Fresh Energy revealed that they and other environmental groups 
in the state that had cheered the lawsuit were being paid by the 
Center for Climate Integrity to promote the litigation to the attorney 
general. According to Fresh Energy Executive Director Michael 
Noble:

“I want to first just acknowledge that [Center for Climate 
Integrity] is a national organization that leads on this kind of 
climate liability, climate litigation. And they brought this con-
cept to Fresh Energy in the fall of 2018, and Fresh Energy 
helped put this idea in front of Attorney General Keith Ellison 
shortly after he was sworn in.”398

New York University’s State Energy & Environmental Impact 
Center has placed two of their fellows in Attorney General Ellison’s 
office.399,400 These placements have been highly controversial be-
cause the fellows’ salaries and benefits are paid by private advo-
cacy groups to do the State’s work. Here, the two lawyers were 
seconded under the condition that they work exclusively on climate 
and related litigations. 

Fresh Energy’s Noble revealed during the webinar that “Attorney 
General Keith Ellison started considering this possibility as early as 
the fall of 2019,” and the two seconded attorneys on the attorney 
general’s staff “have basically been working on this full-time over 
the last few months.”401 At the press conference announcing the 
lawsuit, Attorney General Ellison also singled out these two attor-
neys as leading the work on the lawsuit.402 

HOBOKEN

Hoboken, New Jersey filed a climate tort lawsuit against energy 
manufacturers in September 2020, hiring Emery, Celli, Brinckerhoff 
& Abady LLP to represent them on a contingency fee basis.403  
Hoboken’s lawsuit represents an evolution in the campaign to con-
vince municipalities to file litigation against energy manufacturers, 
because it acknowledges there are costs associated with pursuing 
this effort even when the city is represented on a contingency fee 
basis.

A resolution passed by Hoboken in January 2020 reveals that the 
Institute on Governance and Sustainable Development (IGSD), the 
parent organization of the Center for Climate Integrity, was paying 
all the attorney fees incurred from the litigation:

“WHEREAS, the ECB&A LLP has agreed to represent the 
City in the proposed litigation at no cost to the City, and 
therefore the City will not be responsible for paying any 
attorneys’ fees, costs, or case expenses; and,

“WHEREAS, it is proposed that the fees will be paid by a 
third-party, the Institute for Governance and Sustainable 
Development (‘IGSD’), but that the City will not be respon-
sible in the event that IGSD fails to pay said fees for any 
reason…”404,405

The revelation raises questions for the other tort lawsuits filed 
against energy manufacturers. Despite consistent assurances 
from the plaintiffs that they are being represented at “no cost,” the 
Hoboken resolution makes clear that there are indeed costs associ-
ated with pursuing these lawsuits. Do the municipalities involved 
in this litigation have similar arrangements with IGSD to cover their 
fees, or are they misleading their constituents on the risks of getting 
involved in the campaign?

As examined in Chapter Five, the firm representing Hoboken also 
stands to make millions if they should win or settle the case. The 
contingency fee arrangement signed by Hoboken reveals that 
Emery, Celli, Brinckerhoff & Abady, which presumably is also being 
paid by IGSD to wage this litigation, would also take 33.3 per-
cent of the first $750,000, thirty percent of the next $750,000, 25 
percent of the following $750,000, and 20 percent of the remaining 
sum.
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The plaintiffs’ attorneys in the climate litigation campaign are trying 
to make litigation a financially risk-free proposition for local mayors 
and other officials who want to say they are “doing something” 
about climate change. As part of this proposition, these lawyers 
do not ask the governments to provide upfront funding for these 
lawsuits. But as it turns out, the litigation is also largely risk-free for 
the lawyers. 

As explained in previous chapters, the lawyers have received 
funding from private foundations to wage much of this litigation as 
a political tool. Unable to achieve their agendas through the public 
policy process, the foundations are using the threat of a multitude 
of high-profile lawsuits to accomplish their political goals through 
the courts.  

Irrespective of the outcome of these lawsuits, the lawyers still 
receive payment—they’re paid simply to generate this litigation. For 
example, as Chapter One explains, Matt Pawa was not attached to 
a large firm when he spent seven years representing the plaintiffs 
in AEP v. Connecticut, but received the funding he needed to 
wage the case from benefactors to his nonprofit, the Global 
Warming Legal Action Project.406  EarthRights International and the 
Niskanen Center, both representing Boulder in its climate case, 
are nonprofits funded by donations. Because their attorneys have 
not been admitted to practice law in Colorado, they partnered with 
the Denver-based Hannon Law Firm, which is working under a 20 
percent contingency fee arrangement in the lawsuit.407 Sher Edling 
LLP, which is representing several climate public nuisance litigants, 
received more than $400,000 in a single grant from the Resources 
Legacy Fund, even though the law firm is a for-profit enterprise.408 

Despite this funding, the private lawyers pursuing climate change 
litigation are also seeking huge contingency fees from their clients 

if the litigation is somehow successful in generating a settlement or 
litigation award. Contingency fees were intended to offset the risk 
for lawyers so that they would invest their own time and resources 
in cases for people who could not afford to pay them. Even though 
the plaintiffs’ lawyers are not taking these kinds of risks here, they 
are still seeking a huge payday. 

This means the lawyers have no motivation to work constructively 
with manufacturers and communities to fight the causes and 
impacts of climate change if it doesn’t produce money for them. 
This is part of why tort litigation is ill suited for achieving climate-
related public policy goals. What is needed is a balancing of 
interests and incentivizing innovation—not paying off the trial bar.

Chapter Five: 
Foundations and Contingency Fees: The Private 
Financing Behind Government Climate Litigation
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The Goals of Contingency Fees and 
Why Climate Litigation Distorts Them 
Contingency fee arrangements to finance litigation have become 
common, mostly in U.S.-based personal injury litigation, because 
they allow someone with limited resources to hire a lawyer at no 
upfront cost. The lawyer finances the lawsuit and gets paid only 
if the lawsuit results in a recovery for the plaintiff. The lawyer’s 
fees—a percentage of the monies received—are paid out of the 
recovery. If the lawyer loses the case, he or she receives nothing. 
In the personal injury context, it is common for plaintiffs’ lawyers to 
seek a third of any judgment or settlement, plus costs.

Given lawyers’ risk of losing their personal investment in a case, a 
common argument is that contingency fee arrangements safeguard 
against lawyers filing highly speculative or bad cases. Further, if a 
case is overly speculative or abusive, the courts may not only rule for 
the defendant but may also make the plaintiff and plaintiff’s lawyers 
pay the defendant’s fees that resulted from defending against the 
case.409  While unusual, a court can throw out a contingency fee 
agreement if it deems it unconscionable.410  Contingency fees are 
not used in many other countries and are legal in only a few places, 
including the United States and Canada.411  

The rationale for contingency fees is not operative in the climate 
change litigation. The lawyers are not risking their own resources—
or anyone else’s resources—to develop and bring all this litigation. 
Also, the foundations providing them with the grants to recruit 
governments to file the cases are not necessarily banking on the 
success of the litigation. Rather, to them, the mere generation of the 
lawsuits is a victory in itself. They are hoping to leverage the filings, 
reputational damage and threats of high-profile litigation to achieve 
a political goal. Thus, in these cases, the threat of losing is not a 
sufficient safeguard against highly speculative or abusive litigation. 

The Huge Dollars and Opportunity for 
Abuse in Government Contingency Fee 
Litigation
The potential for cashing in on government contingency fee cases, 
including over climate change, can clearly mean life-changing 
money for the lawyers and their allies. As indicated earlier, their 
strategy—developed at the La Jolla conference in 2012—was 
to replicate tobacco litigation. In 1998, the Master Settlement 
Agreement reached between the attorneys general for 46 states, 
5 U.S. territories, the District of Columbia and the 5 largest U.S. 
cigarette companies resulted in $13 billion paid to plaintiffs’ 
attorneys through contingency fee arrangements.412,413     

History has shown that these payouts had little relation to the 
number of hours actually spent working on these cases. For 
example, in Michigan, attorneys were awarded $450 million in 
contingency fees, equaling an hourly rate of $22,500.414 Attorneys 
representing New York received $625 million in fees, which came 
out to $13,000 per hour.415

There also was widespread concern over which law firms the state 
retained and who was in line for this life-changing payday, from 
friends to campaign donors.416  In Pennsylvania, two private law 
firms handpicked by the attorney general to represent the state split 
$50 million.417  In Texas, the attorney general was later sentenced 
to four years in federal prison for attempting to funnel millions of 
dollars’ worth of these legal fees to a friend.418   

What the tobacco litigation showed was that contingency fee 
arrangements were no longer merely a valuable tool for individuals 
with limited funds to access legal representation. They became part 
of a get-rich-quick strategy for private lawyers to recruit their friends 
in government as plaintiffs, make the litigation free for them, take 
advantage of the governments’ authority and leverage the ability to 
generate multiple huge and speculative lawsuits against companies 
into forcing settlements. 

Steve Berman, a leading lawyer in the climate cases, represented 
more than a dozen states on a contingency fee basis in the 
tobacco litigation.419  In Illinois alone, he was awarded $121 million 
by the national Tobacco Fee Arbitration Panel.420  Steve Berman 
said his goal in the climate change cases was to mimic this legal 
strategy: “Get ten or 15 cities to all sue and put the same pressure 
on the oil companies that we did with tobacco companies and 
create some kind of massive settlement.”421 

Government Contingency Fee 
Agreements to Private Lawyers in 
Climate Change Cases
In the climate change cases, only some governments have publicly 
disclosed their contingency fee agreements with the plaintiffs’ firms. 
It’s become clear that, as with tobacco litigation, the opportunity 
for the lawyers to translate this litigation into personal wealth 

The rationale for contingency fees 
is not operative in climate change 

litigation. The lawyers are not risking their own 
resources—or anyone else’s resources—to 
develop and bring all this litigation. Also, the 
foundations providing them with the grants 
to recruit governments to file the cases are 
not necessarily banking on the success of the 
litigation. Rather, to them, the mere generation 
of the lawsuits is a victory in itself.”



28

far outpaces any risk or reasonable fee that would normally be 
associated with traditional contingency fee litigation.

Here are some examples:

• San Francisco, CA: San Francisco entered into a 
contingency fee agreement with Hagens Berman, signed 
by Steve Berman himself.422  Under this agreement, Hagens 
Berman would have been entitled to 23.5 percent of any 
recovery.423  When Sher Edling was hired for the case’s appeal, 
its agreement with San Francisco promised 25 percent of the 
first $100 million awarded, 15 percent of the next $50 million 
and 7.5 percent of anything earned above $150 million.424 

• King County, WA: In May 2018, Hagens Berman secured 
a 17 percent contingency fee to represent King County 
in its climate tort lawsuit, which estimates that “[b]uilding 
infrastructure to protect King County and its residents, will, 
upon information and belief, cost hundreds of millions of 
dollars.”425,426  

• Boulder, CO: The lawyers representing Boulder County, 
the City of Boulder and San Miguel County in their climate 
lawsuit have a 20 percent contingency fee arrangement in 
place.427  A study commissioned by Boulder County and 
published alongside its lawsuit estimated that the “total cost of 
adaptation for mitigating only some of the potential effects of 
climate change across the geographic area of Boulder county 
through 2050 is conservatively placed at $96 million to $157 
million for the median and high impact scenarios for the areas 
looked into with the City of Boulder incurring $16 million to $36 
million of these adaptation costs.”428 

Many of the other governments have refused to disclose their fee 
arrangements, the process used to select counsel or determine an 
appropriate fee. This raises serious transparency concerns because 
these firms are ostensibly representing the public. For example, 
New York City hired Hagens Berman to wage its climate litigation, 
but that fee arrangement remains undisclosed.429  The same issue 
exists with Seattle.430 

Washington, D.C., chose a different path. After hearing a 
presentation from Matt Pawa on climate litigation, the city publicly 
advertised its desire to hire outside counsel on a contingency 
fee basis to lead its inquiry, and as detailed previously, sent that 
solicitation to Hagens Berman, among others.431,432 The solicitation 
also outlined  that it would permit the hired firm to seek outside 
funding to finance its work for the District, demonstrating a clear 
understanding of how this litigation receives financing above and 
beyond contingency fees.433

Private Payment of Government-Hired 
Lawyers: Bloomberg and Attorneys 
General 
Climate litigation has also given birth to a new, highly controversial 
funding arrangement, whereby foundations pay attorney general 
offices directly to hire lawyers for the purpose of bringing climate 
lawsuits. These attorneys wield the government’s authority, but 
private interests hire and pay them.434  

This arrangement is the brainchild of the State Energy and 
Environmental Impact Center, a project former New York City Mayor 
Michael Bloomberg began in 2017 at New York University School 
of Law.435 The SEEIC provides “legal assistance to interested 
attorneys general on specific administrative, judicial or legislative 
matters involving clean energy, climate change and environmental 
interests of regional and national significance.”436 One of the ways 
in which the SEEIC provides this legal assistance is by placing 
fellows within attorneys’ general offices and paying their salaries. 

Court filings in the New York attorney general’s lawsuit against 
ExxonMobil over its climate disclosures show that the SEEIC 
funded attorneys in that office who worked on the ExxonMobil 
lawsuit.437  In 2018, the SEEIC had 14 fellows working in 
attorneys general offices in Illinois, Maryland, Massachusetts, 
New Mexico, New York, Oregon, Washington and the District of 
Colombia.438  Through the program, Oregon Attorney General Ellen 
Rosenblum was able to hire Steve Novick, a former Portland City 
Commissioner who promoted fossil fuel divestment.439,440   Novick 
was paid more than $146,000 a year through the SEEIC, which is 
$60,000 more than Attorney General Rosenblum makes.441  

In New Mexico, SEEIC staffers apologized to the attorney 
general’s staff for needing to publicize the arrangement in order 
to recruit applications. “There will be limited distribution of the 
announcement and we will not reach out to any press in your 
state,” SEEIC Executive Director David Hayes told New Mexico 
Attorney General Hector Balderas’ staff, an odd advertising tactic 
for a state-based job.442 

“The top prosecutorial office in the state needs to be above 
reproach, and Balderas has to recognize this arrangement is not,” 
wrote the Albuquerque Journal in an editorial after the arrangement 
was brought to light.443 “While it added two attorneys to his 
staff, it did so at the expense of his office’s independence and 
impartiality—even if it’s in appearance only.”444

Several states have sought to limit the use of these arrangements. 
The Virginia State Assembly voted to nullify the use of an SEEIC 
special assistant attorney general, blocking the hiring of an 
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Center, a project former New York City Mayor 
Michael Bloomberg began in 2017 at New York 
University School of Law.”
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SEEIC fellow and avoiding any similar hiring in the future by 
adding an amendment into the 2019 biennial budget, which 
required employees of the attorney general to be state or federal 
government employees and to be paid with public funds.445 The 
Wisconsin attorney general’s office determined that such an 
arrangement would be illegal under Wisconsin law, as did the 
Oregon legislature’s chief lawyer.446,447 

The Growing Outrage Over 
Government Contingency Fee 
Litigation
These arrangements have raised significant concerns over conflicts 
of interest and the appropriate role of politics and money in law 
enforcement. The contingency fee arrangements, in particular, 
have been widely criticized because the private lawyers’ profit 
motive can conflict with the goals of their clients, whose duty is to 
represent the interests of the public and who may agree to sign 
onto the litigation in hopes of solving a problem. 

Contingency fees make it nearly impossible that a municipality will 
reach a non-monetary agreement with a defendant even if it is the 
best way to solve that dispute. Andrew Grossman, a fellow at the 
Cato Institute, explains the concern with allowing for-profit motives 
to invade the government’s civil law enforcement regime. He calls 
the practice of hiring “outside attorneys to target a particular private 
party for law enforcement . . . policing for profit.”448  

The concern that for-profit motives distort justice is the very reason 
that private lawyers cannot be hired on contingency fees in criminal 
cases.449 They create dangerous incentives that threaten justice. 
Civil law enforcement should be treated no differently. Given 
analogous concerns with the criminal justice system, a number of 
states have highly restricted the use of contingency fees for civil law 
enforcement actions since the 1990s.450

Concerns about local governments hiring for-profit firms under 
contingency fee arrangements are exacerbated in politically-
oriented litigation. As discussed above, political activists developed 
the litigation as a tool and recruited the governments to be their 
plaintiffs to advance their public policy agenda. The public policies 
sought through these lawsuits, though, are not the province of 
courts, but state and federal lawmakers and regulators.451   

Here, legislatures and regulators have spent considerable time 
and resources studying climate change and considering balanced 
approaches to reducing GHG emissions but have chosen not to 
enact the policies sought by the groups bringing this litigation. 
Ironically, though, if the groups and their lawyers can make 
millions—or even billions—of dollars achieving their public policy 
preferences through the courts, it will encourage political activists 
of all kinds to circumvent Congress and regulatory agencies 
in enacting their policy preferences, even when those policy 
preferences are not in the best interests of the American people. 

Prominent scholar Robert Reich, who served as Secretary of Labor 
under President Clinton, termed lawsuits with such an impact 
“regulation through litigation,” concluding that circumventing 
Congress to enact “faux legislation . . . sacrifices democracy.”452   

Gale Norton, a former U.S. secretary of the interior and a former 
attorney general of Colorado, has observed the impact that 
growing financial motives have had on private contingency-fee 
lawyers getting involved in the litigation. She contrasted today’s 
profit-seeking lawyers with the environmental lawyers from 15 years 
ago, who would “at best” recover attorney’s fees: 

“In the climate change litigation, you have traded environmental 
plaintiffs’ attorneys, who were primarily focused on public policy, for 
an increasing number interested in financial gain.”453  

What has become clear, as Secretary Norton concluded, is that the 
opportunity to make huge financial gains, not sound public policy, 
is now the driving force for the private lawyers in climate litigation.

 
Conclusion
The governments’ use of contingency fees and third-party funding 
raises serious concerns over how government climate lawsuits 
begin, are litigated and ultimately resolved. The private attorneys 
are incentivized to generate personal wealth, and their funders 
want to pursue a political agenda—even at the expense of justice 
or fairness. 

Courts and legislatures should continue examining the propriety of 
these arrangements, and, as many states have done, curtail or ban 
them when they impede justice. State and local law enforcement 
officers should not put special interests over the public good.

The contingency fee arrangements, in 
particular, have been widely criticized 

because the private lawyers’ profit motive can 
conflict with the goals of their clients, whose 
duty is to represent the interests of the public 
and who may agree to sign onto the litigation in 
hopes of solving a problem.”
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The climate litigation campaign is riddled with inconsistencies. 
Most prominently, advocates of the litigation often say in public 
that the lawsuits are intended to change the industry, reduce the 
use of fossil fuels and lower greenhouse gas emissions. Yet in 
court, the lawyers argue these cases are not meant to change the 
industry or regulate emissions at all. Likewise, the governments 
allege in court that their municipalities will suffer billions of dollars 
in climate damages, but deny any such damages in their municipal 
bond offerings. This chapter exposes these and other major 
contradictions upon which the climate litigation campaign is built, 
underscoring the fundamental weaknesses in their legal claims. 

The main reason the organizers of climate litigation have been 
twisting themselves into rhetorical legal pretzels is because they are 
trying to differentiate this round of climate litigation from American 
Electric Power Co. v. Connecticut, which the U.S. Supreme Court 
unanimously rejected. At a meeting in La Jolla, California, soon 
after this ruling, they decided they should pursue litigation that 
looks different from that case, even if it isn’t. So, instead of suing 
energy users (the utilities), they are suing energy manufacturers. 
Instead of bringing cases under federal public nuisance law, they 
are suing under state public nuisance law. And, instead of seeking 
to directly regulate emissions, which is what the plaintiffs sought in 
AEP v. Connecticut, the claimants now say they are only seeking 
damages for climate change harms. 

These variations are distinctions without any legal differences. But, 
in trying to shoe-horn their lawsuits in this rubric, they are proving 
why their cases have no merit. Their talking points keep running 
into each other. Here are the top four contradictions underscoring 
the fallacies of the climate litigation campaign.

This Litigation is Part of the Fight to 
Stop Climate Change. Oh Wait, Never 
Mind! 
In hyping climate litigation to the public, advocates of the litigation 
campaign often say the purpose of these lawsuits is to achieve new 
climate regulations. They want to tarnish the energy manufacturers 
in the minds of the public, harm them politically and achieve 
concessions on public policies. In the courtroom, though, the 
lawyers and plaintiffs run from this characterization. In a tightly 
scripted way, they say the lawsuits are solely about making energy 
manufacturers pay for local climate change damages. 

Why the double-talk? In short, advocates of litigation know the 
Supreme Court in AEP v. Connecticut already rejected the idea of 
overtly regulating fossil fuels or greenhouse gas emissions through 
tort suits. So, in court, they need to package the lawsuits as regular 
state tort claims seeking traditional damages.

Dawn Reeves, a reporter for Inside EPA, adroitly detected this 
contradiction:

State and local governments pursuing the litigation argue that 
the cases are not about controlling GHG emissions but instead 
about collecting damages from oil companies for the harms 
their products have already caused. But they also privately 
acknowledge that the suits are a tactic to pressure the industry 
to support future mitigation policies.454

The purposeful framing of climate litigation is a direct result of the 
La Jolla conference. After AEP v. Connecticut, the climate activists 
discussed “a variety of different approaches [for] spurring action 
and engaging the public on global warming, with suggestions 
ranging from lawsuits brought under public nuisance laws (the 
grounds for almost all current environmental statutes) to libel 
claims.”455 Those favoring litigation “emphasized the advantage 
of asking courts to do things they are already comfortable doing,” 
rather than directly ask them to regulate emissions or put a price 
on the use of carbon, which had already been rejected.456 As 
one participant said, “Even if your ultimate goal might be to shut 
down a company, you still might be wise to start out by asking for 
compensation for injured parties.”457 

When summarizing the benefits of filing these lawsuits, the La 
Jolla report tellingly did not talk about actually getting money 
for local harms. It repeatedly said there was “nearly unanimous 
agreement on the importance of legal actions, both in wresting 
potentially useful internal documents from the fossil fuel industry 
and, more broadly, in maintaining pressure on the industry that 
could eventually lead to its support for legislative and regulatory 
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In hyping climate litigation to the public, 
advocates of the litigation campaign 
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responses to global warming.”458 And, “pressure from the courts 
offers the best current hope for gaining the energy industry’s 
cooperation in converting to renewable energy.”459 

Indeed, the main goal of the litigation is to get internal documents 
that, even if taken out of context, could sway public opinion 
against the industry. Matt Pawa acknowledged as much. In 
correspondence with Tom Steyer seeking funding for the litigation, 
Pawa emphasized his goal was “simply proceeding to the 
discovery phase” to pressure the companies.460 When Steyer 
brought together members from three of his organizations—
Fahr LLC, NextGen America, and the TomKat Foundation—to 
discuss their 2016 funding strategy, he said their objective 
here was to “weaken” energy manufacturers through “funding 
needed to develop” this litigation and state attorney general 
investigations.461,462  

Along this same vein, the attendees of a 2016 strategy session at 
the Rockefeller Family Fund headquarters outlined their efforts to 
assist the climate litigation campaign. Their goal for the litigation 
was “to establish in the public’s mind” that these companies 
are “corrupt,” to “delegitimize them” and to “force officials to 
disassociate themselves” from the industry. The agenda also 
explored how to leverage the litigation for “creating scandal.”463

In 2018, New York Mayor Bill De Blasio, who filed New York 
City’s case, summed up his goal succinctly: “Let’s help bring the 
death knell to this industry.”464 DeBlasio made this comment in an 
appearance on Senator Bernie Sanders’ podcast when the Senator 
asked about the city’s pending case.465

Perhaps the most damning admission came during a 2018 
presentation by La Jolla participant Mary Christina Wood, a 
professor at the University of Oregon School of Law. In her lecture 
on “Atmospheric Recovery Litigation,” she said, “Building sea walls 
and repairing roads won’t do anything to fix our global climate 
system, but it will drain the profits of the fossil fuel companies.”466 

The attorneys directly involved in the litigation, though, know this 
messaging will not sell in court. Telling the truth to courts about the 
goals of the climate litigation campaign will undermine their cases. 
For example, UCLA Law Professor Ann Carlson, who counsels 
Vic Sher on some of his cases, has tried to downplay the broader 
goals of the litigation. At the 27th Annual Environmental Law 
Conference at Yosemite in 2018, she said the lawsuits “don’t really 
get at the mitigation of emissions.” And, “I think we’d be misleading 
to say that this is a solution to environmental justice concerns.”467 

David Bookbinder, chief counsel for the Niskanen Center and one 
of the attorneys representing the Colorado municipalities in their 

public nuisance climate lawsuit, has also been on script.  
He has repeatedly said his lawsuit “is not ‘how do we reduce the 
nation’s emission[s] going forward?’ instead, it’s ‘how do we pay for 
increased road maintenance?’”468 

What these lawyers know—and are hoping others won’t realize—is 
that state tort liability, even if they eschew any attempt to “regulate,” 
actually does regulate conduct as much as regulation and 
legislation. The Supreme Court has long held that state “regulation 
can be as effectively exerted through an award of damages as 
through some form of preventive relief. The obligation to pay 
compensation can be, indeed is designed to be, a potent method 
of governing conduct and controlling policy.”469 

Many judges are fully aware of this fact and have called out the 
climate litigants over this rhetorical disconnect. Judge Keenan, 
the federal judge who dismissed the New York City case, asked 
the city’s attorney: “Aren’t you trying to dress a wolf up in sheep’s 
clothing?” He then stated the city’s lawsuit was “hiding an 
emissions case in language meant to seem it was instead targeting 
the companies’ production and sales operations.”470

When the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit heard the 
city’s appeal in 2019, one of the judges similarly asked, isn’t the 
city “trying to have it both ways?”471 The judge then appeared to 
conclude, “So this is an emissions case.”472 And, as indicated, when 
it comes to regulating emissions, the Supreme Court has already 
concluded that Congress and federal agencies are “better equipped 
to do the job [of addressing climate change] than individual district 
judges issuing ad hoc, case-by-case” decisions.473 

Whether this round of climate litigation overtly regulates carbon 
emissions, or would do so though tort law damages, is irrelevant. 
Regulating emissions is not the role of state or federal courts.

Damages? What Damages?
As indicated, the city’s lawyers repeatedly assert this case is about 
damages; it is how they differentiate this case from AEP. Therefore, 
a key element of their litigation rests on their ability to point to 
damages the cities are facing due to climate change. Accordingly, 
their pleadings detail with specificity how they believe climate 
change will affect their communities. Outside of the courtroom, 
though, the litigation advocates and localities acknowledge the 
entirely speculative nature of their claims—or even flatly deny 
any damages exist or will exist. The most interesting disparity is 
comparing the pleadings to the municipal bond prospectuses the 
localities publish to encourage investment in their communities.

For example, Oakland’s lawsuit was filed in 2017 and lists its 
predictions of climate-related damages: “By 2100, Oakland will 
have up to ‘66 inches of seal level rise,’ which, along with flooding, 
will imminently threaten Oakland’s sewer system and threaten 
property with a ‘total replacement cost of between $22 and $38 
billion.’”474 Yet, in its 2017 bond offering, Oakland stated it was 
“unable to predict” climate change’s impact on the city and “if any 
such events occur, whether they will have a material adverse effect 
on the business operations or financial condition of the city or the 
local economy.”475 

What these lawyers know—and are 
hoping others won’t realize—is that state 

tort liability, even if they eschew any attempt to 
‘regulate,’ actually does regulate conduct as 
much as regulation and legislation.” 
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Similarly, San Mateo County’s complaint claims there is a 93% 
chance that the County experiences a “devastating” flood before 
2050. Meanwhile, San Mateo County’s bond offerings in 2014 and 
2016 claimed that it was “unable to predict whether sea-level rise 
or other impacts of climate change or flooding from a major storm 
will occur.”476 

After filing their lawsuits, both Oakland and San Mateo County 
updated their language in subsequent bond offerings to more 
definitively state the potential impacts of rising sea levels on their 
communities. Yet, both still admit that they are unable to predict 
the timing or severity of any future sea level rise with any degree of 
certainty.477,478 

For example, Oakland issued a bond in 2018 that referenced its 
climate change lawsuit against energy manufacturers, but also 
stated, “The various scientific studies that forecast the amount and 
timing of sea level rise and its adverse impacts, including flooding 
risk, are based on assumptions contained in such studies, but 
actual events may vary materially.”479

In 2018, ExxonMobil filed a petition in a Texas District Court 
describing these contradictions.480 As the filing states, the same 
public officials who reviewed the municipal bonds signed the 
municipalities’ legal complaints that initiated their climate lawsuits 
against the energy manufacturers. The National Association of 
Manufacturers echoed these concerns, submitting a letter to the 
U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission urging it to investigate 
the cities’ possible securities fraud.481 

Other legal experts have also weighed in on the discrepancies 
between the lawsuits and the bond offerings. Former California 
Attorney General Dan Lungren said, “No matter how embarrassing 
it is, lawyers for the California plaintiffs should tell the judges 
presiding over their cases that they need to withdraw or amend 
their claims.”482

In an effort to respond to these criticisms, the municipalities 
hired Martha Mahan Haines, a former head of the SEC’s Office of 
Municipal Securities. Her defense of the statements in the bond 
prospectuses underscored the weaknesses in the lawsuits. She 
concluded the bond offerings properly disclosed the “speculative 
information on projections” with “cautionary language in order 
to emphasize their uncertainty.”483 She admitted, “In the case of 
sea-level rise and certain other climate impacts, municipal entities 
generally [would] not be greatly affected for decades.”484

Academics associated with the litigation campaign have also 
acknowledged this uncertainty—outside of the courtroom, of 
course. For example, at a press conference with Vic Sher in 
Hawai’i urging Honolulu and Maui to file climate public nuisance 
litigation, Professor Makena Coffman of the University of Hawai’i’s 
Department of Urban and Regional Planning summed up the truth: 
“What do we know about our local damages? . . . [W]e actually 
don’t know that much.”485 Honolulu filed suit anyway.

The entirely speculative nature of the pursuit of damages is exactly 
what Judge William Alsup, who heard the lawsuits filed by Oakland 
and San Francisco, found when he held a science tutorial to dig into 
the allegations. He pointedly told the cities’ lawyer: “You’re asking for 

billions of dollars for something that hasn’t happened yet and may 
never happen to the extent you’re predicting it will happen.”486 

Litigation that is supposedly premised on damages cannot proceed 
when no damages are actually articulated. This is one of the reasons 
Judge Alsup dismissed the San Francisco and Oakland cases.

This Is Just a Traditional Tort Case... 
That Requires Changing Tort Law
A key message for the litigants is that the lawsuits are just 
traditional state tort claims—there is nothing novel about them at 
all. But, outside the courtroom, they often admit the truth: these 
lawsuits require substantial changes to the way tort law, particularly 
public nuisance theory, has been applied. This is why courts have 
largely dismissed lawsuits, like those here, seeking to subject 
manufacturers to liability for downstream impacts of products—
particularly when the products are lawfully made and sold.

Under traditional tort law, public nuisance claims do not target 
product manufacturing. Public nuisance theory is a centuries-old 
law for stopping quasi-criminal activity when that activity creates 
an unlawful disturbance to a local community. Examples include 
vagrancy, illegally dumping pollutants into a public waterway, or 
blocking a public road. The government brings the public nuisance 
claim to make the person stop the unlawful conduct and clean 
up the mess. The manufacturer of products used to create the 
nuisance is not liable. So, protesters using barriers to block access 
to public roads are responsible, not the companies that made the 
barriers. Also, unlike here, public nuisances have no beneficial 
value.

Before becoming an advocate for climate litigation in recent 
years, Denise Antolini, the Associate Dean for Academic Affairs at 
the University of Hawai’i’s William S. Richardson School of Law, 
recognized the key differences between what public nuisance has 
always been versus what environmentalists want it to become. Her 
2001 article in Ecology Law Quarterly details the decades-long 
effort to turn public nuisance theory into a catch-all super tort for 

50

A key message for the litigants is that 
the lawsuits are just traditional state 
tort claims—there is nothing novel 

about them at all. But, outside the courtroom, 
they often admit the truth: these lawsuits 
require substantial changes to the way tort 
law, particularly public nuisance theory, has 
been applied. This is why courts have largely 
dismissed lawsuits, like those here, seeking 
to subject manufacturers to liability for 
downstream impacts of products—particularly 
when the products are lawfully made and sold.” 



33

industry-wide liability over environmental matters. She expresses 
her frustration that environmental lawyers were unable to get the 
changes to public nuisance law they had been seeking to break 
“the bounds of traditional public nuisance.”487

In the 1970s, when these theories first surfaced they were tried 
in Diamond v. General Motors Corp.,488 a case that presented 
a scenario similar to climate lawsuits. Corporations were sued 
for manufacturing products and engaging in other activities 
that collectively contributed to smog in Los Angeles. The court 
dismissed the claims because the suits were “simply asking 
the court to do what the elected representatives of the people 
have not done: adopt stricter standards over the discharge of air 
contaminants.” State and federal courts have similarly dismissed 
scores of attempts to pursue public nuisance claims against 
manufacturers for a variety of other products. 

Now that Dean Antolini is touting climate litigation, she wrote in the 
Honolulu Star-Advertiser that the litigation represents a “tried-and-
true tort law” claim with “more than a century of legal precedent.”489 
This op-ed came days after she hosted a press conference 
supporting the litigation for Vic Sher—her “first boss,” as he put 
it, when she worked for him in the 1990s at the Sierra Club Legal 
Defense Fund (now Earthjustice). In a letter to the Manufacturers’ 
Accountability Project concurrent with the press conference, 
Antolini also said the lawsuits “allege traditional tort actions.”490  

Trying to get courts and the public to believe climate litigation is 
nothing more than a traditional state tort claim is clearly a key 
message point for the litigation, regardless of the truth. 

David Bookbinder made this argument in a written piece about 
the litigation brought against energy manufacturers by San 
Francisco and Oakland, writing, “Environmental harm is a classic 
case of public nuisance and simply requires demonstrating that 
the defendant contributed to a condition that constitutes an 
unreasonable interference with public rights.”491 

Likewise, Robert Percival, an environmental law professor at the 
University of Maryland’s Francis King Carey School of Law argued 
that when municipalities sue energy manufactures, 

“The state court actions, I think are just garden-variety tort 
actions. They’re saying, ‘You did something that caused us 
harm. We want damages.’”492 

Simply repeating this falsehood does not make it any more true. 
Professor Carlson of UCLA Law has fully acknowledged that these 
lawsuits would set new legal precedent.493 At the press conference 
Dean Antolini hosted, she admitted these “are hard cases. These 
are not slam dunk cases.” 

Judge Alsup stressed this point in dismissing San Francisco and 
Oakland’s lawsuits. He wrote, “The scope of plaintiffs’ theory is 
breathtaking,” and “No plaintiff has ever succeeded in bringing 
a nuisance claim based on global warming.” The truth is that 
nearly every attempt to expand public nuisance theory to include 
manufacturers of lawful products has failed, including in the climate 
change context.

Indeed, courts have repeatedly rejected attempts to expand public 
nuisance law. The Rhode Island Supreme Court, which may hear a 

climate change case if Rhode Island’s case gets that far, explained 
why. In 2008, it dismissed the state’s public nuisance case against 
manufacturers of old household products that, while not made 
anymore, were lawful and beneficial at the time they were made and 
sold: “[T]o permit these complaints to proceed ... would stretch the 
concept of public nuisance far beyond recognition and would create 
a new and entirely unbounded tort antithetical to the meaning and 
inherent theoretical limitations of the tort of public nuisance.”494   
 

The bottom line is that regardless of what advocates of climate 
change litigation say now, climate tort litigation has no legal 
precedent or merit. Courts have consistently rejected these 
expansive public nuisance claims under both federal and state 
tort law.

 
Climate Litigants: This Litigation Is 
Over the Illegal Promotion and Sales 
of Fossil Fuels... But Disclaims Any 
Attempt to Curb or Stop Any Such 
Promotion or Sales 
The climate litigation campaign is also of multiple minds when 
it comes to what, if anything, the energy manufacturers did to 
warrant liability for the entirety of global climate change. In La 
Jolla, participants urged the litigation to point to some notion 
of wrongdoing, calling it “hugely important” to generate public 
“outrage.”495 Others encouraged cooperation or at least “polling 
to see how such [efforts] might be received by different segments 
of the public.”496 The decision to vilify energy manufacturers, even 
though there is no indication that there is any substance behind 
activists allegations, is a clear indication that this litigation is really a 
political and public relations ploy. 

In the litigation, the plaintiffs’ central argument is that the energy 
manufacturers should be liable for causing climate change because 
they were aware of the risks of fossil fuels and sold them anyway. 
For example, in Baltimore’s press release announcing the city 
would pursue this litigation, City Solicitor Andre M. Davis alleged 
that the companies knew about climate change long ago and failed 
to act on it, “and that’s why we are taking them to court.”497  The 
City and County of Santa Cruz cited similar allegations in their press 
release announcing litigation, accusing energy manufacturers of 
concealing their knowledge of climate change.498 This rhetoric also 
mirrors the talking points of the “Exxon Knew” campaign discussed 
in previous chapters of this report.

The decision to vilify energy manufacturers, 
even though there is no indication there is 
any substance behind their allegations, is a 

clear indication that this litigation is really a political 
and public relations ploy.”
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There is a disconnect between this rhetorical and the legal claims. 
For starters, their own pleadings undermine this argument. The 
pleadings detail broader societal knowledge dating back to the 
Johnson Administration in the 1960s about climate change, 
its causes and its impacts. Thus, they acknowledge the U.S. 
Government, United Nation’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change and world scientific community had the same or greater 
knowledge as the manufacturers. In addition, the lawyers are telling 
the judges that they are not seeking to change the companies’ 
promotion and sales of fossil fuels. 

The Rhode Island complaint demonstrates this hypocrisy perfectly. 
It states that the companies should be liable over “the extraction 
of raw fossil fuel products . . .; the refining and marketing of those 
fossil fuel products; and the placement of those fossil fuel products 
into the stream of commerce.” But, then says the State is not 
seeking to “restrain Defendants from engaging in their business 
operations.” 

So which is it? Is promoting and selling these fuels unlawful, 
thereby giving rise to liability? Or, are these actions lawful and can 
continue? The litigants are trying to have it both ways.

In an effort to message this inconsistency, New York City’s lawsuit 
downplays the allegations of wrongdoing, stating in its briefs that 
the energy manufacturers should be liable for global climate change 
merely because their products cause climate change.499  The city 
suggests the companies should be allowed to continue promoting 
and selling energy so long as they pay for the damages caused.500  
However, the notion that a person or a company can be liable for 
lawful, reasonable conduct is a non-starter. What this lawsuit is 
trying to do is impose—not enforce—a penalty on carbon, which 
is a decision that must be made in Congress or federal agencies, 
not the courts. Only the other branches can determine whether to 
impose such a penalty, how much it should be and what should be 
done with the funds collected.

Judge Alsup, who dismissed the San Francisco and Oakland 
cases, pointed out this tension. He noted that in the pleadings, 
plaintiffs’ counsel seemed to limit liability to those who had 
promoted allegedly phony science to deny climate change.501 
But at oral argument, plaintiffs’ counsel said any such promotion 
remained merely a “plus factor.”502 

Vic Sher has clearly made the strategic decision to double down on 
the demonization message, both publicly and in court. In arguing 
before the Ninth Circuit in the Oakland and San Francisco cases, 
Sher suggested that the energy manufacturers can be blamed for 
climate change because only they—and not the government—
knew of the potential impact fossil fuels have on the climate. That 
simply is not true—even according to his clients’ own pleadings, 
which detail the government’s knowledge about climate change 
back to the 1960s. Also, in the Juliana case, the Ninth Circuit found 
that the federal government has been aware of the relevant climate 
science theories since at least President Johnson’s administration 
in 1965.

Even beyond the lawsuits, the allegations have demonstrated no 
legal merit. In 2015, the climate activists, following up on another 
La Jolla strategy, sought to get their friends in government to 

“delegitimize” the companies, their workers and supporters as 
political actors.503 They met with the U.S. Securities and Exchange 
Commission, then-New York Attorney General Eric Schneiderman 
and Massachusetts Attorney General Maura Healey to pursue 
enforcement actions over the alleged misrepresentations. 

First, the SEC dropped all of its charges.504 Next, the New York 
attorney general’s case fell apart entirely. The justice hearing it 
called the allegations of deceit, fraud and other misrepresentations 
“hyperbolic.”505  Before trial, the justice weeded out the most 
incendiary claims, and after trial, the New York attorney general’s 
office withdrew all of its fraud claims. The justice confirmed this 
fact, stating, “ExxonMobil would not have been held liable on any 
fraud-related claims.”506  In ruling for ExxonMobil, the justice noted 
that the company turned over millions of documents and there 
were no material concerns. 

Again, repeating false accusations does not make them true. But 
climate activists and litigants continue to try to get judges and 
the public to buy into their mischaracterizations, regardless of 
how inconsistent they are. As discussed, their goal is to leverage 
lawsuits for political gain, with demonizing energy manufacturers 
central to that effort.

Conclusion
These contradictions are the most pronounced inconsistencies in 
the climate litigation campaign, underscoring the weaknesses of 
the legal cases. As the La Jolla report shows, this litigation was 
never about winning in court, but leveraging the media surrounding 
litigation to achieve political reform. They want to “delegitimize,” 
“weaken,” and “bring down” energy manufacturers.507,508,509  

They also, as David Bookbinder of the Niskanen Center said, 
want to control the public’s consumption of fuels by making fuels 
more expensive: “Given that companies are agents of consumers, 
however, holding companies responsible is to hold oil consumers 
responsible.”510

Rather than subjecting consumers—every person, business and 
government—to these reckless and baseless lawsuits, they should 
go back to the other option discussed in La Jolla and collaborate 
with manufacturers on innovations needed to source and use 
energy more efficiently. Collaboration and innovation, not litigation, 
are the only ways to mitigate climate change. 



3535

Stakeholder Map:

Niskanen 
Center

Hagens 
Berman

Vic 
Sher

Marco 
Simons

Sher  
Edling

John 
Lamson

Resource 
Media

James 
Cameron 

Center for 
International 

Environmental 
Law 

Carrol 
Muffett 

La Jolla

Yale

Richard 
Heede

CLF

Bill 
Mckibben 

Cara 
Horowitz

Jamie 
Henn

Green-
peace

Rockefeller 
Meeting

Naomi 
Ages

CLN

Richard 
Wiles

Kert 
Davies

Durwood 
Zaelke 

Drilled

Peter 
Frumhoff

Geoffrey 
Supran

Drilled

Amy 
Westervelt 

Climate 
Liability 
News

Alyssa 
Johl

Lynn 
Zinser 

InsideClimate 
News 

Climate 
Nexus

M+R Geoffrey 
Supran Donald K. 

Ross 

Hunter 
Cutting 

Harvard 
Emmett  

Environmental 
Law Clinic 

Michael 
Gerrard 

NY 
AG

Columbia 
Sabin Center

Michael 
Burger 

UCLA  
Sabin 
Center

Harold 
Koh

Union of 
Concerned  
Scientists Harvard

Institute for 
Governance 

and Sustainable 
Development Justin 

Farrell

350.org 

EarthRights 
International

Sharon 
Eubanks 

Climate 
Accountability 

Institute 

Brad 
Campbell

Ann 
Carlson

David 
Bookbinder

Naomi 
Oreskes

Matt 
Pawa

Durwood  
Zaelke 

Michael 
MacCracken 

Conservation 
Law  

Foundation

Katie 
Redford



36

Endnotes
1 Kirk Herbertson, “Oil Companies vs. Citizens: The Battle Begins Over Who Will Pay Climate Costs,” EarthRights, March 21, 2018, https://earthrights.

org/blog/oil-companies-vs-citizens-battle-begins-will-pay-climate-costs/.
2 “Global Warming Legal Action Project,” Civil Society Institute, https://web.archive.org/web/20131117012507/http:/www.civilsocietyinstitute.org/glob-

al_warm_action.cfm. 
3 Ibid.
4 Ibid.
5 “Public Nuisance,” Legal Information Institute, https://www.law.cornell.edu/wex/public_nuisance. 
6 “Global Warming Legal Action Project,” Civil Society Institute.
7 Kivalina v. ExxonMobil Corp., February 26, 2008, https://web.archive.org/web/20151013094911/http://www.pawalaw.com/assets/docs/kivalina-vs-

exxon-08-1138-sba.pdf. 
8 “Global Warming Legal Action Project,” Civil Society Institute.
9 “Motion to Dismiss,” Kivalina v. ExxonMobil Corp., September 20, 2009, http://www.shopfloor.org/wp-content/uploads/kivalina-order-granting-mo-

tions-to-dismiss.pdf.
10 R. Trent Taylor, “The Death of Environmental Common Law? The Ninth Circuit’s Decision In Native Village of Kivalina v. ExxonMobil Corp,” Mondaq, 

October 8, 2012,  http://www.mondaq.com/unitedstates/x/200182/Environmental+Law/The+Death+Of+Environmental+Common+Law+The+Ninth+-
Circuits+Decision+In+Native+Village+Of+Kivalina+v+ExxonMobil+Corp.

11 Kivalina v. ExxonMobil Corp.
12 “Hagens Berman Doubles Down on Environmental Law, Adding Three Environmental Law Trailblazers to Firm Roster,” Hagens Berman, September 5, 

2017, https://www.hbsslaw.com/cases/closed-case/pressrelease/closed-case-hagens-berman-doubles-down-on-environmental-law-adding-three-
environmental-law-trailblazers-to-firm-roster.

13 Erin Mundahl, “Meet the Man Behind the Global Warming Lawsuits Racket,” Inside Sources, September 25, 2018, https://www.insidesources.com/
whos-at-the-bottom-of-the-climate-change-lawsuit-racket-it-looks-like-matt-pawa/; “Sustainable Markets Foundation,” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, 
https://www.rbf.org/grantees/sustainable-markets-foundation; “Civil Society Institute,” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, https://www.rbf.org/grantees/
civil-society-institute-inc; “Climate Crimes?” Wallace Global Fund, http://wgf.org/climate-crimes/; “Tides Foundation Form 990,” Foundation Center, 
July 15, 2011,  http://990s.foundationcenter.org/990_pdf_archive/510/510198509/510198509_201012_990.pdf; “The Energy Foundation Form 990,” 
Foundation Center, December 10, 2012, http://990s.foundationcenter.org/990_pdf_archive/943/943126848/943126848_201112_990.pdf?_ga=1.250
788166.1331159484.1375282676.

14 “About,” Niskanen Center, https://niskanencenter.org/about/.
15 Jerry Taylor, “The Alternative to Ideology,” Niskanen Center, October 29, 2018, https://niskanencenter.org/blog/the-alternative-to-ideology/.
16 “Niskanen Center Donation History,” Niskanen Center, https://niskanencenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Niskanen-Center-donation-histo-

ry-5-2019.pdf
17 “The Niskanen Center, Inc.” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, https://www.rbf.org/grantees/niskanen-center-inc.
18  Dana Drugmand, “Colorado Communities File Climate Lawsuits Vs. Two Oil Companies,” Climate Docket, April 17, 2018, https://www.climatedock-

et.com/2018/04/17/colorado-climate-lawsuits-exxon-suncor/. .
19 “About,” Niskanen Center.
20 David Bookbinder, “Global Warming Tort Litigation: Two Very Different Approaches,” Niskanen Center, September 28, 2017, https://niskanencenter.

org/blog/global-warming-tort-litigation-two-different-approaches/.
21 Chris White, “DC Think Tank Behind Boulder’s Climate Lawsuit Won’t Address Ties to Anti-Oil Crusade,” Daily Caller, May 1, 2018, https://dailycaller.

com/2018/05/01/dc-think-tank-colorado-lawsuit-anti-oil-crusade-ties/
22 “About Us,” EarthRights International.
23 “Board of Directors,” EarthRights International, https://earthrights.org/about/board-of-directors-and-leadership-council/.
24 “Carroll Muffett,” Center for International Environmental Law, https://www.ciel.org/about-us/ciel-staff/carroll-muffett-president-and-ceo/.
25 Kevin Mooney, “Foreign money bankrolls climate change lawsuits against US oil companies,” Washington Examiner, September 20, 2018, https://

www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/foreign-money-bankrolls-climate-change-lawsuits-against-us-oil-companies.
26 “Grants,” William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, https://hewlett.org/grants/?keyword=earthrights&sort=relevance&current_page=1.
27 John Breslin, “Fort Lauderdale says it has no intention of filing suit against fossil fuel companies over climate change,” Florida Record, May 6, 2019, 

https://flarecord.com/stories/512480648-fort-lauderdale-says-it-has-no-intention-of-filing-suit-against-fossil-fuel-companies-over-climate-change.
28 “City Commission Conference Meeting,” City of Fort Lauderdale, October 23, 2018, http://fortlauderdale.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=2&-

clip_id=962&meta_id=9096.



37

29 “Seth” + “Platt,” http://ftlweb01app.azurewebsites.us/Ethicstrac/Lobbyists.aspx.
30 “Seth” + “Platt,” http://ftlweb01app.azurewebsites.us/Ethicstrac/Meeting_Log.aspx.
31 “CLF Sues ExxonMobil Over Decades-Long Climate Deceit,” Conservation Law Foundation, May 17, 2016, https://www.clf.org/newsroom/

clf-sues-exxonmobil/.
32 “Notice of Violations and Intent to File Suit under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and Clean Water Act,” Conservation Law Foundation, 

May 17, 2016, https://www.dropbox.com/sh/i2lf33vih3mcjk5/AABWCq31ErZ-HuIzv9_quKuqa?dl=0&preview=CLF+ExxonMobil+Notice+of+Intent.
pdf.

33 “Conservation Law Foundation in Court Against Shell,” Conservation Law Foundation, June 27, 2018, https://www.clf.org/newsroom/conservation-
law-foundation-in-court-against-shell/.

34 “Dismissal,” Conservation Law Foundation v. ExxonMobil Corp., September 13, 2017, http://www.lawandenvironment.com/wp-content/uploads/
sites/5/2017/09/conservation.pdf.

35 “State Tobacco Litigation,” Hagens Berman, https://www.hbsslaw.com/cases/state-tobacco-litigation.
36 Geoff Dembicki, “Meet the Layer Trying to Make Big Oil Pay for Climate Change,” VICE, December 22, 2017, https://www.vice.com/en_us/arti-

cle/43qw3j/meet-the-lawyer-trying-to-make-big-oil-pay-for-climate-change.
37 “Establishing Accountability for Climate Change Damages: Lessons from Tobacco Control,” Climate Accountability Institute, http://www.climateac-

countability.org/pdf/Climate%20Accountability%20Rpt%20Oct12.pdf.
38 Mundahl, “Meet the Man Behind the Global Warming Lawsuits Racket,” Inside Sources. 
39 Kevin Mooney, “Slew of environmental lawsuits aren’t about climate change, they’re about attaching energy companies,” Washington Examiner, 

September 17, 2018, https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/slew-of-environmental-lawsuits-arent-about-climate-change-theyre-about-at-
tacking-energy-companies.

40 Kurtis Alexander, “San Francisco, Oakland sue major oil companies over rising seas,” SF Gate, September 20, 2017, https://www.sfgate.com/bayar-
ea/article/San-Francisco-Oakland-sue-major-oil-companies-12215044.php. 

41 Michael Bastasch, “Trial Lawyers are Behind the Latest Climate Lawsuit Against Big Oil—For a Fee, of Course,” Daily Caller, May 10, 2018, https://
dailycaller.com/2018/05/10/lawyers-behind-climate-lawsuit-for-fee/.

42 John O’Brien, “Oakland Would Pay 23.5% Of Recovery From Its Global Warming Lawsuit To Private Layers,” Forbes, February 7, 2018, https://
www.forbes.com/sites/legalnewsline/2018/02/07/oakland-would-pay-23-5-of-recovery-from-its-global-warming-lawsuit-to-private-lawyers/#3b-
cf056217c6.

43 John O’Brien, “States Against Climate Change Lawsuits Ask For Dismissal Of NYC’s,” Forbes, June 4, 2018, https://www.forbes.com/sites/legal-
newsline/2018/06/04/states-against-climate-change-lawsuits-ask-for-dismissal-of-nycs/#3116832997b8.

44 “King County sues oil companies for climate change impacts,” King County, May 9, 2018, https://www.kingcounty.gov/elected/executive/constan-
tine/news/release/2018/May/09-climate-lawsuit.aspx.

45 Alana Goodman, “Exclusive: Billionaire Democratic donor funding $10 million campaign to impeach Trump is linked to national lawsuits against oil 
companies through memo to his environmental nonprofit group,” Daily Mail, November 13, 2017, https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-5078897/
Wealthy-Democratic-donor-linked-oil-company-lawsuits.html.

46 City of Oakland v. BP, March 21, 2018, https://wattsupwiththat.files.wordpress.com/2018/03/exxon-chevron-3-21-18globalwh.pdf.
47 Kurtis Alexander, “Oil companies want SF, Oakland climate lawsuits dismissed,” San Francisco Chronicle, May 24, 2018, https://www.sfchronicle.

com/bayarea/article/Oil-companies-want-SF-Oakland-climate-lawsuits-12942295.php. 
48 “Amicus Brief of Indiana and Fourteen Other States in Support of Dismissal,” City of Oakland v. BP, April 19, 2018,  http://www.oag.ok.gov/Websites/

oag/images/4-19-18%20-%20Amicus%20Brief.pdf.
49 “Amicus Curiae Brief of United States of America in Support of Dismissal,” City of Oakland v. BP, May 24, 2018, http://blogs2.law.columbia.edu/

climate-change-litigation/wp-content/uploads/sites/16/case-documents/2018/20180510_docket-317-cv-06011_amicus-brief.pdf.  
50 “Order Granting Motion to Dismiss Amended Complaints,” City of Oakland v. BP, June 25, 2018, http://blogs2.law.columbia.edu/climate-change-liti-

gation/wp-content/uploads/sites/16/case-documents/2018/20180625_docket-317-cv-06011_order-1.pdf.
51 Anne C. Mulkern, “Judge accepts science but tosses cases against oil companies,” E&E News, June 26, 2018, https://www.eenews.net/climate-

wire/2018/06/26/stories/1060086441.
52 Daniel Fisher, “Oakland, San Francisco Switch Lawyers As Climate Change Lawsuits Face Possible Reckoning,” Forbes, November 28, 2018, 

https://www.forbes.com/sites/legalnewsline/2018/11/28/oakland-san-francisco-switch-lawyers-as-climate-change-lawsuits-face-possible-reckon-
ing/#2d91fd7322eb.

53 Kurtis Alexander, “San Francisco, Oakland ask federal appeals court to revive their climate-change suits against Big Oil,” San Francisco Chronicle, 
March 13, 2019, https://www.sfchronicle.com/science/article/San-Francisco-Oakland-ask-federal-appeals-court-13686991.php?psid=3NTxm.

54 “Vic Sher,” LinkedIn, https://www.linkedin.com/in/vic-sher-ab92b8/.
55 “Victor M. Sher, J.D.,” Pew Trusts, https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/projects/marine-fellows/fellows-directory/1992/victor-sher.



38

56 “Vic Sher,” LinkedIn.
57 “Matt Edling ’07 Is Suing Big Oil Over Climate Change,” UC Hastings College of Law, April 19, 2018, https://www.uchastings.edu/2018/04/19/matt-

edling-07-is-suing-big-oil-over-climate-change/.
58 “Matthew Edling,” LinkedIn, https://www.linkedin.com/in/matthew-edling-4411ab6/.
59 County of San Mateo v. Chevron Corp, July 17, 2017, http://blogs2.law.columbia.edu/climate-change-litigation/wp-content/uploads/sites/16/

case-documents/2017/20170717_docket-17CIV03222_complaint.pdf.
60 Kurtis Alexander, “Suing Big Oil over climate change, Santa Cruz eyes wildfire, storm costs,” LMT Online, December 20, 2017, https://www.lmtonline.

com/news/article/Suing-Big-Oil-over-climate-change-Santa-Cruz-12445020.php.
61 Denis Cuff, “Another East Bay city sues oil companies over climate change,” The Mercury News, January 22, 2018, https://www.mercurynews.

com/2018/01/22/another-east-bay-city-sues-oil-companies-over-climate-change/.
62  Jennifer Dorroh, “Baltimore Becomes Latest City to Sue Fossil Fuel Companies for Climate Damages,” Climate Docket, July 20, 2018, https://www.

climatedocket.com/2018/07/20/baltimore-climate-damages-liability-lawsuit/.
63 Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations v. Chevron Corp., November 14, 2018, https://www.sheredling.com/wp-content/up-

loads/2018/11/2018-11-14-Crab-Complaint-1.pdf.
64 John Schwartz, “Judge Throws Out New York Climate Lawsuit,” New York Times, July 19, 2018, https://www.nytimes.com/2018/07/19/climate/cli-

mate-lawsuit-new-york.html.
65 King County v. BP, October 17, 2018, http://blogs2.law.columbia.edu/climate-change-litigation/wp-content/uploads/sites/16/case-docu-

ments/2018/20181017_docket-218-cv-00758_order.pdf.
66 “How a Club of Billionaires and Their Foundations Control the Environmental Movement and Obama’s EPA,” United States Senate Committee on 

Environment and Public Works Minority Staff Report, July 30, 2014, https://www.heartland.org/_template-assets/documents/publications/finalre-
port_73014_2.pdf.

67 Ibid.
68 “Nonprofit Law Basics: What is the Difference Between a Public Charity & a Private Foundation?,” Cullinane Law Group, https://cullinanelaw.com/

difference-between-public-charity-and-private-foundation/. 
69 “How a Club of Billionaires and Their Foundations Control the Environmental Movement and Obama’s EPA,” United States Senate Committee on 

Environment and Public Works Minority Staff Report.   
70 Hayden Ludwig, “Tides’ Legal Laundering: Who is Drummond Pike?” Capital Research Center, March 27, 2018, https://capitalresearch.org/article/

tides-legal-laundering-who-is-drummond-pike-one/. 
71 Todd Shepherd, “Emails Show Law Firm Pitched San Francisco on Idea of Suing Energy Producers,” Washington Free Beacon, October 17, 2018, 

https://freebeacon.com/issues/emails-show-law-firm-pitched-san-francisco-idea-suing-energy-producers/. 
72 “Global Warming Legal Action Project,” http://wgf.org/?s=Global+Warming+Legal+Action+Project.
73 “Global Warming Legal Action Project,” https://www.rbf.org/search/node/global%20warming%20legal%20action%20project. 
74 “The Energy Foundation Form 990,” Foundation Center, December 10, 2012, http://990s.foundationcenter.org/990_pdf_archi

ve/943/943126848/943126848_201112_990.pdf?_ga=1.250788166.1331159484.1375282676. 
75 “Tides Foundation Form 990,” Foundation Center, July 15, 2011, http://990s.foundationcenter.org/990_pdf_archi

ve/510/510198509/510198509_201012_990.pdf. 
76 “Civil Society Institute, Inc.” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, https://web.archive.org/web/20181214002055/https:/www.rbf.org/grantees/civil-society-insti-

tute-inc.

“Enlyst Fund Inc,” Big Database, http://www.bigdatabase.com/Big-DB/USFoundation-profiles/ENLYST%20FUND%20INC-820421067.HTML.  

“Philanthropy Beyond Carbon Neutrality Report Data Spreadsheet,” https://noah-deich.squarespace.com/s/Philanthropy-Report-Data-Final.xlsx. 
77 “Civil Society Institute, Inc.” Rockefeller Brothers Fund.

“Tides Foundation Form 990,” Foundation Center, July 15, 2011, http://990s.foundationcenter.org/990_pdf_archi
ve/510/510198509/510198509_201012_990.pdf. 

“The Energy Foundation Form 990,” Foundation Center, December 10, 2012, http://990s.foundationcenter.org/990_pdf_archi
ve/943/943126848/943126848_201112_990.pdf?_ga=1.250788166.1331159484.1375282676. 

78 “Niskanen Center for General Operating Support,” William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, https://hewlett.org/grants/niskanen-center-for-general-op-
erating-support/. 

79 “The Niskanen Center, Inc.” Rockefeller Brothers Fund.
80 “Sustainable Markets Foundation,” Rockefeller Brothers Fund. 

“Grantee Database,” Wallace Global Fund, http://wgf.org/grants/grantee-database-2/page/9/. 



39

“Grantee Database,” Wallace Global Fund, http://wgf.org/grants/grantee-database-2/page/7/. 
81 “Grants: Niskanen Center,” William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, https://hewlett.org/grants/?keyword=niskanen&sort=relevance&current_page=1. 
82 “Niskanen Center for General Operating Support,” William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, https://hewlett.org/grants/niskanen-center-for-general-op-

erating-support/. 
83 “The Energy Foundation Form 990,” Foundation Center, December 2015, http://990s.foundationcenter.org/990_pdf_archi

ve/943/943126848/943126848_201512_990.pdf. 
84 “The Energy Foundation Form 990,” Foundation Center, December 2016, https://www.guidestar.org/FinDocuments/2016/943/126/2016-943126848-

0e9c1ee8-9.pdf. 
85 “Niskanen Center for General Operating Support,” William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, https://hewlett.org/grants/niskanen-center-for-general-op-

erating-support/. 
86 “The Niskanen Center, Inc.” Rockefeller Brothers Fund.
87 “Grants: EarthRights International,” William and Flora Hewlett Foundation,  https://hewlett.org/grants/?keyword=earthrights&sort=relevance&cur-

rent_page=1.
88 “Grant Database,” Oak Foundation, http://oakfnd.org/grant-database.html. 
89 Mooney, “Foreign money bankrolls climate change lawsuits against US oil companies,” Washington Examiner.
90 “2016 Annual Report,” EarthRights International, https://earthrights.org/wp-content/uploads/annualreport_7517.pdf. 
91 “Grant Database,” Oak Foundation.
92 “Conservation Law Foundation,” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, https://www.rbf.org/grantees/conservation-law-foundation-inc.
93 “Grants: Conservation Law Foundation,” William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, https://hewlett.org/grants/?keyword=conservation%20law%20foun-

dation&sort=relevance&current_page=1.  
94 “Barr Foundation Awards $18.6 Million in Grants,” Philanthropy News Digest, October 3, 2018, https://philanthropynewsdigest.org/news/barr-founda-

tion-awards-18.6-million-in-grants.
95 “Donors,” Conservation Law Foundation, https://www.clf.org/how-you-can-help/ways-to-give/donors/ 
96 “Climate Crimes?” Wallace Global Fund, http://wgf.org/climate-crimes/. 
97 “EarthRights International,” Wallace Global Fund, http://wgf.org/?s=earthrights+international. 
98 “Global Warming Legal Action Project,” Wallace Global Fund, http://wgf.org/?s=Global+Warming+Legal+Action+Project. 
99 “Climate Crimes?” Wallace Global Fund. 
100 Alana Goodman, “Memo Shows Secret Coordination Effort Against Exxonmobil by Climate Activists, Rockefeller Fund,” Washington Free Beacon, 

April 14, 2016, https://freebeacon.com/issues/memo-shows-secret-coordination-effort-exxonmobil-climate-activists-rockefeller-fund/. 
101 “Email Draft Agenda: Exxon: Revelations & Opportunities,” Washington Free Beacon, http://freebeacon.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/

scan0003.pdf. 
102 “Entire January Meeting Agenda at Rockefeller Family Foundation,” Washington Free Beacon, April 2016,  https://freebeacon.com/wp-content/up-

loads/2016/04/Entire-January-meeting-agenda-at-RFF-1-1.pdf. 
103 “John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation Form 990,” Macarthur Foundation, 2017, https://www.macfound.org/media/files/John_D._and_

Catherine_T._MacArthur_Foundation_2017_Form_990-PF.PDF. 

“Union of Concerned Scientists,” Wallace Global Fund, http://wgf.org/?s=Union+of+Concerned+Scientists. 

“Grants: Union of Concerned Scientists,” William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, https://hewlett.org/grants/?keyword=Union%20of%20con-
cerned%20scientists&sort=relevance&current_page=1. 

“Grant Database,” Oak Foundation. 

John Schwartz, “Exxon Mobil Accuses the Rockefellers of a Climate Change Conspiracy,” New York Times, November 21, 2016, https://www.
nytimes.com/2016/11/21/science/exxon-mobil-rockefellers-climate-change.html.  

104 “Climate Accountability Institute,” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, https://www.rbf.org/grantees/climate-accountability-institute. 

“Climate Accountability Institute,” Wallace Global Fund, http://wgf.org/?s=Climate+Accountability+Institute. 
105 “Establishing Accountability for Climate Change Damages: Lessons from Tobacco Control,” Climate Accountability Institute. 
106 Ibid.
107 Ibid.
108 “Two-Year Long Investigation: What Exxon Knew About Climate Change,” Columbia School of Journalism, https://journalism.columbia.edu/two-

year-long-investigation-what-exxon-knew-about-climate-change.



40

109 “Rockefeller Brothers Fund Form 990,” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, 2014, https://www.rbf.org/sites/default/files/2014_rbf_990-pf.pdf.
110 “Initiatives: Climate Accountability,” Rockefeller Family Fun, https://www.rffund.org/programs/environment.
111 “Foundation to Promote Open Society,” Foundation Center, 2015 http://990s.foundationcenter.org/990pf_pdf_archive/263/263753801/263753801_2

01512_990PF.pdf.
112 “What Exxon Mobil Didn’t Say About Climate Change,” The New York Times, https://www.nytimes.com/2017/08/22/opinion/exxon-climate-change-.

html.
113 “ExxonKnew,” ExxonKnew, https://exxonknew.org/.
114 “Two-Year Long Investigation: What Exxon Knew About Climate Change,” Columbia School of Journalism.
115 Bob Simison, “New York Attorney General Subpoenas Exxon on Climate Research,” InsideClimate News. https://insideclimatenews.org/

news/05112015/new-york-attorney-general-eric-schneiderman-subpoena-Exxon-climate-documents. 
116 “Columbia Law School Receives $3.5 Million for Climate Change Center,” Philanthropy News Digest, https://philanthropynewsdigest.org/news/co-

lumbia-law-school-receives-3.5-million-for-climate-change-center.
117 “Michael Gerrard,” Columbia Law School,  https://www.law.columbia.edu/faculty/michael-gerrard.
118 “Michael Burger,” Columbia Law School, http://columbiaclimatelaw.com/about-us/our-team/michael-burger/.
119 Bob Simison, “ExxonMobil Faces Heightened Risk of Climate Litigation, Its Critics Say,” InsideClimate News, https://insideclimatenews.org/

news/23092015/ExxonMobil-May-Face-Heightened-Climate-Litigation-Its-Critics-Say.
120 Michael McDonald, “Investigation Finds Exxon Ignored Its Own Early Climate Change Warnings,” What’s Up With That, page 37, https://wattsup-

withthat.files.wordpress.com/2016/06/searchable-gmu-emails-20160527200127.pdf.
121 Andrew Freedman, “New York launches investigation into whether Exxon lied about global warming,” Mashable, November 5, 2015, https://mash-

able.com/2015/11/05/new-york-investigates-exxon-climate/.
122 “Respondent’s Exemption Log for FOIL Request #160197,” New York County Clerk, 2016, https://iapps.courts.state.ny.us/nyscef/ViewDocu-

ment?docIndex=/4gV1PMC_PLUS_ri7oT5KbMKdnw==.
123 “Michael Gerrard,” Columbia Law School.
124 John Schwartz, “Climate Lawsuits, Once Limited to the Coasts, Jump Inland,” New York Times, April 18, 2018, https://www.nytimes.

com/2018/04/18/climate/exxon-climate-lawsuit-colorado.html. 
125 “Sabin Center Briefs Court In Exxon Lawsuit Appeal,’ Sabin Center for Climate Change Law, http://blogs.law.columbia.edu/climat-

echange/2018/11/16/sabin-center-briefs-court-in-exxon-lawsuit-appeal/. 
126 Jeri Zeder, “Startup for an Ailing Planet,” Harvard Law Bulletin, 2008, http://www.law.harvard.edu/faculty/freeman/Bulletin%20piece.pdf. 
127 “Environmental Law & Policy Clinic Hosts State Discussion of Legal Theories for Climate Change Responsibility,” Environmental Law Program, 

Emmett Clinic, https://web.archive.org/web/20171028042027/http://environment.law.harvard.edu/2016/05/environmental-law-policy-clin-
ic-hosts-state-discussion-of-legal-theories-for-climate-change-responsibility/.

128 Peter Frumhoff, “Scientists, Legal Scholars Brief State Prosecutors on Fossil Fuel Companies’ Climate Accountability,” Union of Concerned Scien-
tists, https://blog.ucsusa.org/peter-frumhoff/scientists-state-prosecutors-fossil-fuel-companies-climate-accountability.

129 Ibid.
130 “Invitation to Harvard Law School – UCS convening,” Peter Frumhoff, https://climatelitigationwatch.org/fn-71-frumhoff-to-mote-for-ags-briefing-ucs-

fundraiser/. 
131 Frumhoff, “Scientists, Legal Scholars Brief State Prosecutors on Fossil Fuel Companies’ Climate Accountability,” Union of Concerned Scientists.
132 “FN 71 Frumhoff to Mote for AGs briefing-UCS fundraiser,” Climate Litigation Watch, August 29, 2018, https://climatelitigationwatch.org/wp-content/

uploads/2019/05/Frumhoff-blog-admission-post-docs.pdf. 
133 Naomi Oreskes and Erik M Conway, Merchants of Doubt, Bloombsburg Publishing, 2010, https://www.merchantsofdoubt.org/. 
134 John Schwartz, “Public Campaign Against Exxon Has Roots in a 2012 Meeting,” New York Times, May 23, 2016, http://www.nytimes.

com/2016/05/24/science/public-campaign-against-exxon-has-roots-in-a-2012-meeting.html?_r=0. 
135 “Establishing Accountability for Climate Change Damages: Lessons from Tobacco Control,” Climate Accountability Institute.
136 Ibid.
137 Elana Schor and Andrew Restuccia, “Exxon scrambles to contain climate crusade,” Politico, May 9, 2016, https://www.politico.com/story/2016/05/

exxon-climate-campaign-222920#ixzz48APFQgwA.
138 Naomi Oreskes, “Testimony for Congressional Progressive Caucus (CPC),” Congressman Raul M. Grijalva, June 23, 2016, https://cpc-grijalva.house.

gov/uploads/Oreskes_Testimony.pdf.
139 “Progressive Caucus and SEEC Forum: Oil Is The New Tobacco,” YouTube, June 28, 2016, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sGzpNmKuw30.  
140 Geoffrey Supran and Naomi Oreskes, “Assessing ExxonMobil’s climate change communications,” Environmental Research Letters, 2017, https://

iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/aa815f/meta#acknowledgements.



41

141 Kimberly Neuendorf, “Evaluation of the Study, ‘Assessing ExxonMobil’s climate change communications (1977–2014),” Washington Free Beacon, 
February 22, 2018, https://freebeacon.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/03-01-Neuendorf-paper.pdf.

142 Ibid.
143 Supran and Oreskes, “Assessing ExxonMobil’s climate change communications,” Environmental Research Letters, 
144 “Brief Of Amici Curiae Robert Brule, Center For Climate Integrity, Justin Farrell, Benjamin Franta, Stephan Lewandowsky, Naomi Oreskes, And Geof-

frey Supran In Support Of Appellees And Affirmance,” Daily Caller, January 29, 2019, https://dailycaller.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/CCI-Ore-
skes-Supran-Brulle-Franta-etc-Amicus-Brief_1.29.19.pdf. 

145 Ibid.
146 “The Center for Climate Integrity,” Institute for Governance and Sustainable Development,  http://www.igsd.org/initiatives/the-center-for-climate-in-

tegrity/.
147 Peter Holmes, “Subject: Climate Change,” Seattle City Attorney’s Office, May 10, 2018, https://news.seattle.gov/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/

051018ClimateLetter.pdf. 
148 Janvic Mateo, “Experts, victims to testify in CHR’s climate change inquiry,” The Philippine Star, August 30, 2018, https://www.philstar.com/business/

science-and-environment/2018/08/30/1846922/experts-victims-testify-chrs-climate-change-inquiry. 
149 “EU Parliament rejects bid to strip Exxon lobbyists of access,” France24, https://www.france24.com/en/20190416-eu-parliament-rejects-bid-strip-

exxon-lobbyists-access.
150 Ann Carlson, “Emmett Center To Become Emmett Institute, Dan and Rae Emmett Provide Generous New Support,” UCLA Law, April 10, 2014, 

http://legal-planet.org/2014/04/10/emmett-center-to-become-emmett-institute-dan-and-rae-emmett-provide-generous-new-support/. 
151 Bill Kisliuk, “UCLA School of Law’s Emmett Institute receives $4.3 million gift for work on environment,” UCLA Law, May 31, 2018, http://newsroom.

ucla.edu/releases/ucla-school-of-laws-emmett-institute-receives-4-3-million-gift-for-work-on-environment. 
152 “Emmett Institute on Climate Change & the Environment,” UCLA Law, https://law.ucla.edu/centers/environmental-law/emmett-institute-on-cli-

mate-change-and-the-environment/about/. 
153 Frumhoff, “Scientists, Legal Scholars Brief State Prosecutors on Fossil Fuel Companies’ Climate Accountability,” Union of Concerned Scientists.
154 “Suing Over Climate Change Damages: The First Wave of Climate Lawsuits - Lunch Talk with Vic Sher,” UCLA Law, https://law.ucla.edu/centers/

environmental-law/emmett-institute-on-climate-change-and-the-environment/events/3692/2017/10/11/Suing-Over-Climate-Change-Damages-c--
The-First-Wave-of-Climate-Lawsuits---Lunch-Talk-with-Vic-Sher/.

155 “With Congress and Trump on sidelines, climate change battle moves to courts,” NBC News, https://www.nbcnews.com/science/environment/con-
gress-trump-sidelines-climate-change-battle-moves-courts-n924651. 

156 “Cities are suing oil companies for climate change harms. Could they win?” UCLA Law, https://legal-planet.org/2018/01/16/cities-are-suing-oil-com-
panies-for-climate-change-harms-could-they-win/.

157 “ExxonKnew,” ExxonKnew.
158 “History,” Yale Center for Environmental Law & Policy, https://envirocenter.yale.edu/about-us/history. 
159 “John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation Form 990,” Macarthur Foundation, 2017, https://www.macfound.org/media/files/John_D._and_

Catherine_T._MacArthur_Foundation_2017_Form_990-PF.PDF.
160 “SFALP Clinic Celebrates 10 Year Anniversary,” Yale Law School, August 25, 2016, https://law.yale.edu/yls-today/news/sfalp-clinic-cele-

brates-10-year-anniversary.
161 Ibid.
162 “SFALP Helps San Francisco File Climate Change Appeal in Ninth Circuit,” Yale Law School, March 22, 2019, https://law.yale.edu/yls-today/news/

sfalp-helps-san-francisco-file-climate-change-appeal-ninth-circuit. 
163 “SFALP Clinic Celebrates 10 Year Anniversary,” Yale Law School. 
164 “San Francisco Affirmative Litigation Project: Environmental Law and Public Nuisance,” Yale Law School, https://law.yale.edu/studying-law-yale/clin-

ical-and-experiential-learning/our-clinics/rule-law-clinic.
165 “Climate Change,” Yale Law School, https://law.yale.edu/studying-law-yale/clinical-and-experiential-learning/our-clinics/rule-law-clinic/cli-

mate-change. 
166 “Rule of Law Clinic Files Amicus Brief on Climate Change,” Yale Law School, March 21, 2019, https://law.yale.edu/yls-today/news/rule-law-clinic-

files-amicus-brief-climate-change. 
167 Cassius Shuman, “Rhode Island suing oil companies,” Block Island Times, July 13, 2018, https://www.blockislandtimes.com/article/rhode-island-su-

ing-oil-companies/52757. 
168 Ibid. 
169 “Justin Farrell,” Yale School of Forestry & Environmental Studies, https://environment.yale.edu/profile/farrell/. 



42

170 Justin Farrell, “Corporate funding and ideological polarization about climate change,” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the Unit-
ed States of America, November 23, 2015,  https://www.pnas.org/content/early/2015/11/18/1509433112.abstract 

171 “County of San Mateo v. Chevron Corporation,” Court Listener, https://www.courtlistener.com/docket/7298944/county-of-san-mateo-v-chev-
ron-corporation/. 

172 Kevin Dennehy, “Research reveals strategies for combating science misinformation,” YaleNews, January 14, 2019, https://news.yale.
edu/2019/01/14/research-reveals-strategies-combating-science-misinformation 

173 “Who We Are,” Climate Investigations Center,  https://climateinvestigations.org/who_we_are/. 
174 “ExxonKnew,” Climate Files, http://www.climatefiles.com/exxon-knew/ 
175 Kert Davies, “Top Ten Documents Every Reporter Covering ExxonMobil Should Know,” Climate Files, May 23, 2016, https://climateinvestigations.

org/top-ten-documents-every-reporter-covering-exxon-should-know/. 
176 “Knight Foundation To Double Donations to 60 Nonprofit News Outlets, Including ICN” InsideClimate News, December 21, 2016, https://insidecli-

matenews.org/news/21122016/knight-foundation-donations-nonprofit-news-icn. 
177 David Hasemyer, “2015: The Year We Found Out #ExxonKnew,” InsideClimate News, December 30, 2015, https://insideclimatenews.org/

news/23122015/2015-exxon-mobil-climate-change-science-research-exxonknew-investigation-petition. 
178 Davies, “Top Ten Documents Every Reporter Covering ExxonMobil Should Know,” Climate Files.
179 “County of San Mateo v. Chevron Corporation: Complaint,” DocumentCloud, https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/4485076-San-Mateo-

County-v-Chevron-Et-Al.html. 
180 “Kert Davies,” Huffington Post, https://www.huffpost.com/author/kert-davies. 
181 Supran and Oreskes, “Assessing ExxonMobil’s climate change communications (1977–2014),” Environmental Research Letters. 
182 Neela Banerjee, “Years After ‘ExxonSecrets,’ Activist Applauds New Spotlight on Old Nemesis,” InsideClimate News, https://insideclimatenews.org/

news/25012016/years-after-exxon-secrets-kert-davies-applauds-new-spotlight-old-nemesis.
183 “FAQ,” ExxonSecrets, https://exxonsecrets.org/html/faq.php. 
184 Establishing Accountability for Climate Change Damages: Lessons from Tobacco Control,” Climate Accountability Institute.
185 “History,” Climate Central, https://www.climatecentral.org/what-we-do/history. 
186 “Board of Directors and Advisors,” Land and Cultural Preservation Fund, https://l-cpf.org/about/who-we-are/board-of-directors/. 
187 “Inaccurate and Meritless Allegations in Letters to the SEC from the Competitive Enterprise Institute and the National Association of Manufacturers,” 

SherEdling.com, https://www.sheredling.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/Bond-Analysis-Report-and-Letter-to-SEC-FINAL-042718-002.pdf.
188 “Climate Accountability Institute,” Climate Accountability Institute, http://climateaccountability.org/index.html. 
189 “CAI Rationale,” Climate Accountability Institute, http://climateaccountability.org/rationale.html.
190 “Establishing Accountability for Climate Change Damages: Lessons from Tobacco Control,” Climate Accountability Institute.
191 Michael Bastasch, “Activists Manipulated Academic Research To Smear Exxon,” Daily Caller, May 9, 2016, https://dailycaller.com/2016/05/09/activ-

ists-manipulated-academic-research-to-smear-exxon/. 
192 “Carbon Majors,” Climate Accountability Institute, http://climateaccountability.org/carbonmajors.html. 
193 Heede, “Tracing anthropogenic carbon dioxide and methane emissions to fossil fuel and cement producers, 1854–2010,” Climatic Change.
194 Peter Frumhoff, Richard Heeded, Naomi Oreskes, “The climate responsibilities of industrial carbon producers,” Climatic Change, July 23, 2015, 

http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10584-015-1472-5. 
195 Richard Heede and Naomi Oreskes, “Potential emissions of CO2 and methane from proved reserves of fossil fuels: An alternative analysis,” Global 

Environmental Change, January 2016, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0959378015300637. 
196 Peter Frumhoff, “Science, Ethics and the Climate Responsibilities of Industrial Carbon Producers,” American Geophysical Union, December 2014, 

http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2014AGUFMED31C3443F. 
197 “Durwood J. Zaelke,” SourceWatch, https://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php/Durwood_J._Zaelke. 
198 “James Cameron,” Yale Center for Environmental Law & Policy, https://envirocenter.yale.edu/james-cameron. 
199 “Our Mission,” Center For International Environmental Law, https://www.ciel.org/about-us/our-mission/. 
200 Peter Frumhoff, “Yale Poll Finds Majority of Americans Think ExxonMobil, BP, Chevron and Other Fossil Fuel Companies Should Pay for Climate 

Change Damage,” Union of Concerned Scientists, June 19, 2019, https://blog.ucsusa.org/peter-frumhoff/yale-poll-finds-majority-of-americans-
think-exxonmobil-bp-chevron-and-other-fossil-fuel-companies-should-pay-for-climate-change-damage. 

201 “The Center for Climate Integrity,” Institute for Governance and Sustainable Development. 
202 “CAI Board of Directors,” Climate Accountability Institute, http://climateaccountability.org/board.html. 



43

203 Dana Drugmand, “2018 in Climate Liability: When a Trend Became a Wave,” Climate Docket, December 30, 2018, https://www.climateliabilitynews.
org/2018/12/30/2018-climate-liability/. 

204 “Email Draft Agenda: Exxon: Revelations & Opportunities,” Washington Free Beacon, April 2016, http://freebeacon.com/wp-content/up-
loads/2016/04/scan0003.pdf. 

205 “Climate Accountability Institute,” Climate Accountability Institute, 2014, http://web.archive.org/web/20141013202705/http:/climateaccountability.
org/about.html. 

206 “Board of Trustees: Sharon Y. Eubanks,” Center for International Environmental Law, https://www.ciel.org/about-us/environmen-
tal-law-board-of-trustees/sharon-y-eubanks/. 

207 “Establishing Accountability for Climate Change Damages: Lessons from Tobacco Control,” Climate Accountability Institute.
208 “Email Draft Agenda: Exxon: Revelations & Opportunities,” Washington Free Beacon.
209 “New Report Makes the Case for Big Oil’s Climate Liability,” Center for International Environmental Law, November 16, 2017, http://www.ciel.org/

news/smoke-and-fumes-2/. 
210 “Rights & Responsibility: Cases for Climate Litigation,” Center for International Environmental Law, http://www.ciel.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/

Press-Conference-Media-Advisory-HBF-CIEL-Rights-Responsibility-Cases-for-Climate-Litigation-17Nov-1.pdf. 
211 “Smoke and Fumes,” Center for International Environmental Law, https://www.ciel.org/?s=smoke+and+fumes. 
212 PolluterWatch https://polluterwatch.org/. 
213 “ExxonMobil Climate Denial Funding 1998-2014,” ExxonSecrets, https://exxonsecrets.org/html/index.php. 
214 “Establishing Accountability for Climate Change Damages: Lessons from Tobacco Control,” Climate Accountability Institute. 
215 “Email Draft Agenda: Exxon: Revelations & Opportunities,” Washington Free Beacon, http://freebeacon.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/

scan0003.pdf.
216 “It’s Time To Hold These Climate Deadbeats Responsible,” Greenpeace, September 20, 2017, https://www.greenpeace.org/usa/news/its-time-to-

hold-these-climate-deadbeats-responsible-greenpeace-response-to-sf-oakland-climate-lawsuits/. 
217 Kate Fried, “Greenpeace Applauds Rhode Island for Standing Up for People, Not Polluters,” Greenpeace, July 2, 2018, https://www.greenpeace.org/

usa/news/greenpeace-applauds-rhode-island-standing-people-not-polluters/. 
218 Timothy Cama, “Study concludes Exxon misled public on climate change,” The Hill, August 23, 2017, http://thehill.com/policy/energy-environ-

ment/347622-study-concludes-exxon-mislead-public-on-climate-change. 
219 “Fracking action, Exxon trial,” Ohio State University, December 9, 2015, https://u.osu.edu/becker.271/2015/12/09/wednesday-december-9-frack-

ing-action-exxon-trial/. 
220 “Email Draft Agenda: Exxon: Revelations & Opportunities,” Washington Free Beacon.
221 Cama, “Study concludes Exxon misled public on climate change,” The Hill.
222 “Greenpeace International: Climate litigation - how major polluters are now facing court,” United Nations Climate Change, November 8, 2017, 

https://unfccc.int/event/greenpeace-international-climate-litigation-how-major-polluters-are-now-facing-court. 
223 Greenpeace International, “World’s first human rights investigation into corporate responsibility for climate change intensifies,” Greenpeace, De-

cember 8, 2017, https://www.greenpeace.org/international/press-release/11667/worlds-first-human-rights-investigation-into-corporate-responsibili-
ty-for-climate-change-intensifies/. 

224 “Free Toronto Workshop with Keith Stewart - How to give a deputation at City Hall in support of climate-change litigation,” Greenpeace Canada, 
https://greenwire.greenpeace.org/canada/en/events/free-toronto-workshop-keith-stewart-how-give-deputation-city-hall-support-climate-change. 

225 Frumhoff, “Scientists, Legal Scholars Brief State Prosecutors on Fossil Fuel Companies’ Climate Accountability,” Union of Concerned Scientists.
226 Terry Wade, “U.S. state prosecutors met with climate groups as Exxon probes expanded,” Reuters, April 15, 2016, https://www.reuters.com/article/

us-exxonmobil-states-idUSKCN0XC2U2. 
227 Ibid. 
228 “Progressive Caucus and SEEC Forum: Oil Is The New Tobacco,” YouTube, June 28, 2016, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sGzpNmKuw30  
229 “Union of Concerned Scientists’ Campaign on Fossil Fuel Climate Deception and Accountability: A Timeline,” Union of Concerned Scientists, July 

11, 2016, https://www.ucsusa.org/global-warming/fight-misinformation/campaign-timeline-fossil-fuel-climate-deception-accountability. 
230 “NYC Climate Lawsuit Hastens End of Fossil Fuel Industry Impunity for Climate Deception,” Union of Concerned Scientists, January 10, 2018, 

https://www.ucsusa.org/press/2018/nyc-climate-lawsuit-hastens-end-fossil-fuel-industry-impunity-climate-deception#.WmdAX66nHIU. 
231 Peter Frumhoff, “Yale Poll Finds Majority of Americans Think ExxonMobil, BP, Chevron and Other Fossil Fuel Companies Should Pay for Climate 

Change Damage,” Union of Concerned Scientists, June 19, 2019, https://blog.ucsusa.org/peter-frumhoff/yale-poll-finds-majority-of-americans-
think-exxonmobil-bp-chevron-and-other-fossil-fuel-companies-should-pay-for-climate-change-damage.

232 Chuck Baclagon, “Holding big polluters accountable for climate change,” 350.org, September 22, 2015, https://350.org/holding-big-polluters-ac-
countable-for-climate-change/. 



44

233 Jamie Henn, “The Department of Justice Must Investigate ExxonMobil,” 350.org,October 30, 2015, https://350.org/the-department-of-jus-
tice-must-investigate-exxonmobil/.

234 “Email Draft Agenda: Exxon: Revelations & Opportunities,” Washington Free Beacon.
235 “Entire January Meeting Agenda at Rockefeller Family Foundation,” Washington Free Beacon. 
236 “#ExxonKnew,” ExxonKnew.
237 “#Exxonknew,” Twitter, https://twitter.com/exxon_knew?lang=en. 
238 “#ExxonKnew,” ExxonKnew.
239 Bill McKibben, “What Exxon Knew About Climate Change,” The New Yorker, September 18, 2015, https://www.newyorker.com/news/daily-com-

ment/what-exxon-knew-about-climate-change. 
240 “Jamie Henn Twitter status,” 2019, Twitter, https://twitter.com/Agent350/status/1107702766699372545. 
241 “Bill McKibben Twitter status,” 2018, Twitter, https://twitter.com/billmckibben/status/1013836171225583617. 
242 “Bill McKibben Twitter status,” 2018, Twitter, https://twitter.com/billmckibben/status/951527632818069506
243 Bill McKibben and Kelle Louaillier, “Big Oil, Big Tobacco, Big Lies,” Eco-Business, October 12, 2015, https://www.eco-business.com/opinion/big-oil-

big-tobacco-big-lies/. 
244 Bill McKibben, “The Fossil-Fuel Industry Is Like a Zombie That Won’t Die,” The Nation, January 19, 2016, https://www.thenation.com/article/the-fos-

sil-fuel-industry-is-like-a-zombie-that-wont-die/. 
245 Flannery Winchester, “New York City divests from fossil fuels; sues oil majors,” Citizens Climate Lobby, January 23, 2018, https://citizensclimatelob-

by.org/new-york-city-divests-fossil-fuels-sues-oil-majors/. 
246 “Public Trial of ExxonMobil,” Facebook, 2015, https://www.facebook.com/events/1650619481894113/. 
247 “Protest Exxon’s CEO & Demand Cuomo Step Up,” Facebook, 2018, https://www.facebook.com/events/565326973829362/.
248 “Youth Climate Lawsuit Speak-Out,” Facebook, 2017, https://www.facebook.com/events/419770505051671/
249 “Hearing: NYC Lawsuit Against Five Largest Fossil Fuel Companies,” Facebook, 2018, https://www.facebook.com/events/2124561154468013/
250 “Union of Concerned Scientists Events in Colorado Reject Consensus-Based Climate Solutions,” Manufacturers’ Accountability Project, April 25, 

2019, https://mfgaccountabilityproject.org/2019/04/25/union-of-concerned-scientists-events-in-colorado-reject-consensus-based-climate-solu-
tions/. 

251 “The Center for Climate Integrity,” Institute for Governance and Sustainable Development.
252 Kirby Wilson, “Florida could face $76 billion in climate change costs by 2040, report says,” Tampa Bay Times, June 19, 2019, https://www.tampa-

bay.com/florida-politics/buzz/2019/06/20/florida-could-face-76-billion-in-climate-change-costs-by-2040-report-says/. 
253 “Centre for Climate Integrity,” Children’s Investment Fund Foundation, https://ciff.org/grant-portfolio/centre-climate-integrity/. 
254 Jenny Anderson, “TCI Hedge Fund in Britain Ends Ties to Charitable Arm,” The New York Times, June 18, 2014, https://dealbook.nytimes.

com/2014/06/18/tci-hedge-fund-in-britain-ends-ties-to-charitable-arm/. 
255 “The Center for Climate Integrity,” Institute for Governance and Sustainable Development.
256 Ibid.
257 “Pay Up Climate Polluters,” Center for Climate Integrity, http://www.payupclimatepolluters.org/. 
258 Alex Harris, “Why Miami is the first stop on a campaign to ask polluters to pay for climate action,” Miami Herald, March 9, 2018,  https://www.

miamiherald.com/news/local/environment/article204217279.html. 
259 “Emails Reveal Coordination by Network of Lawyers, NGOs, Publications to Find Climate Litigation Clients,” Climate Litigation Watch, May 8, 2019, 

https://climatelitigationwatch.org/emails-reveal-coordination-by-network-of-lawyers-ngos-publications-to-find-climate-litigation-clients/. 
260 “Brief Of Amici Curiae Robert Brule, Center For Climate Integrity, Justin Farrell, Benjamin Franta, Stephan Lewandowsky, Naomi Oreskes, And Geof-

frey Supran In Support Of Appellees And Affirmance,” Daily Caller.
261 Ben Franta, “Early oil industry knowledge of CO2 and global warming,” Nature Climate Change, December 2018, https://www.nature.com/articles/

s41558-018-0349-9.epdf.
262 “Union of Concerned Scientists Events in Colorado Reject Consensus-Based Climate Solutions,” Manufacturers’ Accountability Project. 
263 “University of Hawai’i William S. Richardson School of Law Hosts Event on Climate Change Litigation Featuring Sens. Hirono And Schatz,” Univer-

sity of Hawai’I at Manoa William S. Richardson School of Law, https://www.law.hawaii.edu/article/university-hawai%E2%80%99i-william-s-richard-
son-school-law-hosts-event-climate-change-litigation. 

264 “High Tide Tax: The Price to Protect Coastal Communities from Rising Seas,” The Center for Climate Integrity, 2019, http://climatecosts2040.org/
files/ClimateCosts2040_Report-v4.pdf. 

265 “Make Big Oil Pay Their Fair Share,” Pay Up Climate Polluters, http://climatecosts2040.org/make-big-oil-pay/south-carolina-charleston. 
266 Wilson, “Florida could face $76 billion in climate change costs by 2040, report says,” Tampa Bay Times.



45

267 “Establishing Accountability for Climate Change Damages: Lessons from Tobacco Control,” Climate Accountability Institute.
268 Emily Holden, “Seawalls to protect US against rising oceans could cost $416bn by 2040,” The Guardian, June 20, 2019, https://www.theguardian.

com/environment/2019/jun/20/us-rising-seas-defense-seawalls-cost-report. 
269 “The Bell Labs of Energy,” Listen Notes, November 14, 2018, https://www.listennotes.com/podcasts/drilled/the-bell-labs-of-energy-eIp45jCaRMO/. 
270 “Drilled,” Critical Frequency, https://www.criticalfrequency.org/drilled. 
271 Amy Westervelt, “New York Presses Climate Litigation Against Fossil Fuel Producers,” Sierra Club, June 13, 2018, https://www.sierraclub.org/sierra/

new-york-presses-climate-litigation-against-fossil-fuel-producers. 
272 “Drilled,” Critical Frequency. 
273 “Drilled,” Season 3, Episode 9, accessed August 20, 2020,  https://www.dropbox.com/sh/fi4n4g13nqt2f7m/AABRqV6p5_0q9tlllp-v357-a/S3%20

Transcripts?dl=0&preview=S3_Ep9.docx&subfolder_nav_tracking=1.
274 Amy Westervelt, “In Climate Tutorial, Oil Industry Doubles Down on Science Uncertainty,” Climate Docket News, June 13, 2018, https://www.climat-

edocket.com/2018/03/22/climate-tutorial-judge-alsup-chevron-liability/. 
275 Amy Westervelt, “The Man Who Makes Greenhouse Gas Polluters Face Their Victims in Court,” InsideClimate News, June 22, 2010, https://insidecli-

matenews.org/news/20100622/man-who-makes-greenhouse-gas-polluters-face-their-victims-court. 
276 “Board of Directors,” InsideClimate News, https://insideclimatenews.org/about/board-directors. 
277 Brian Stelter, “A Pulitzer Prize, but Without a Newsroom to Put It In,” The New York Times, April 16, 2013, http://www.nytimes.com/2013/04/17/busi-

ness/media/insideclimate-news-hopes-to-build-on-pulitzer.html. 
278 Jillian Kay Melchior, “InsideClimate News: Journalism or Green PR?” National Review, December 22, 2015, https://www.nationalreview.

com/2015/12/environmental-activism-advocacy-journalism-insideclimate-news/ 
279 Neela Banerjee, Lisa Song, and David Hasemyer, “Exxon: The Road Not Taken,” InsideClimate News, September 16, 2015, https://insideclimate-

news.org/content/Exxon-The-Road-Not-Taken. 
280 Neela Banerjee, “How We Got the Exxon Story,” InsideClimate News, November 10, 2015,  http://insideclimatenews.org/news/10112015/

how-we-got-exxon-mobil-climate-change-science-story-subpoena-investigation. 
281 David Hasemyer, “2015: The Year We Found Out #ExxonKnew,” InsideClimate News.  
282 Rep. Ted Lieu, “Letter of Inquiry” December 2015, https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/2644319-Lieu-Letter.html 
283 Simison, “New York Attorney General Subpoenas Exxon on Climate Research,” InsideClimate News. 
284 Karen Savage, “California Climate Lawsuits,” Climate Docket, July 16, 2019, https://www.climatedocket.com/category/litigation/california-cli-

mate-lawsuits/. 
285 Karen Savage, “Documents Detail What Shell Knew About Climate Change Decades Ago,” Climate Docket, April 5, 2018, https://www.climatedock-

et.com/2018/04/05/shell-knew-climate-change-liability/. 
286 Dana Drugmand, “Climate Liability Cases ‘As American As Apple Pie,’ Experts Argue,” Climate Docket, January 26, 2018, https://www.climatedock-

et.com/2018/01/26/climate-liability-california-lawsuits-ucs/. 
287 “About,” Climate Docket, https://www.climatedocket.com/about-us/. 
288 “Alyssa Johl,” Greenpeace, https://www.greenpeace.org/usa/bios/alyssa-johl/. 
289 “Staff,” Climate Docket, https://www.climatedocket.com/staff/. 
290 “More Communities Seek To Protect Taxpayers From Increasing Costs Of Wildfire, Drought, Rising Seas And Extreme Precipitation,” Sher Edling, 

December 20, 2017, https://www.sheredling.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/Media-Santa-Cruz-Press-Release-FINAL-121917.pdf. 
291 “Former Sec Official Debunks Fossil Fuel Industry Misinformation,” Sher Edling, April 30, 2018, https://www.sheredling.com/wp-content/up-

loads/2018/04/Media-Bond-Analysis-Press-Release-FINAL-4-30-18-002.pdf. 
292 “John Lamson,” Sher Edling, https://www.sheredling.com/team/john-lamson/. 
293 “Emmett Institute Program: Suing Over Climate Change Damages,” YouTube, November 7, 2017, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eCsg9ACPex-

4&feature=youtu.be. 
294 “Climate Nexus,” Rockefeller Philanthropy Advisors, https://www.rockpa.org/?s=climate+nexus. 
295 “Hunter Cutting,” Climate One, https://climateone.org/people/hunter-cutting. 
296 Hunter Cutting, “Looking for the Enemy,” Medium, July 28, 2018, https://medium.com/@huntercutting/looking-for-the-enemy-7b0813ff9b0c. 
297 “Hunter Cutting Twitter status,” Twitter, March 21, 2018, https://twitter.com/HunterCutting/status/976536028830773248. 
298 “FW: 4th Story?” What’s Up With That, p. 141, https://wattsupwiththat.files.wordpress.com/2016/06/searchable-gmu-emails-20160527200127.pdf. 
299 “Fwd: J Shulka,” What’s Up With That, p. 134, https://wattsupwiththat.files.wordpress.com/2016/06/searchable-gmu-emails-20160527200127.pdf. 
300 “Donald K Ross,” LinkedIn, https://www.linkedin.com/in/donald-k-ross-a217413/. 



46

301 Ibid. 
302 Ibid.
303 “Vitter Launches Next Phase of Environmental Collusion Investigation,” U.S. Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, September 18, 

2014, https://www.epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/2014/9/post-5ece8060-bc5a-de2c-2ce5-fa04f552075f. 
304 “News & Opinion Roundup,” Pay Up Climate Polluters, http://www.payupclimatepolluters.org/in-the-news/. 
305 “Exxon misled the public about climate change, Harvard study shows,” Eco Ethics, August 23, 2017, http://ecoethics.net/2017-ENVRE106/PD-

F/20170823-Exxon%20misled%20the%20public%20about%20climate%20change%2c%20Harvard%20study%20shows.pdf. 
306 “Homepage,” M+R, https://www.mrss.com/. 
307 “M+R Strategic Services,” SourceWatch, https://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php/M%2BR_Strategic_Services. 
308 “Hiring: Account Coordinator,” M+R, https://www.mrss.com/lab/hiring-account-coordinator-2/. 
309 “News & Opinion Roundup,” Pay Up Climate Polluters, http://www.payupclimatepolluters.org/in-the-news/. 
310 “Exxon misled the public about climate change, Harvard study shows,” Eco Ethics.
311 “Kyle Moler,” LinkedIn, https://www.linkedin.com/in/kyle-moler-b211a11b/. 
312 “Re: Breaking: Boulder, CO mountain communities sue oil industry for climate change costs,” Western Wire, June 2018, http://westernwire.net/

wp-content/uploads/2018/12/Boulder-CORA-response-June-2018-MR.pdf. 
313 “UH law school is co-organizer of climate change event at State Capitol,” University of Hawaii, https://manoa.hawaii.edu/news/article.

php?aId=9945. 
314 Dembicki, “Meet the Lawyer Trying to Make Big Oil Pay for Climate Change,” VICE.
315 “City Commission Conference Meeting,” City of Fort Lauderdale, October 23, 2018, http://fortlauderdale.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_

id=2&clip_id=962&meta_id=9096.
316 Guadalupe Angulo, “Possible Meeting,” Climate Litigation Watch, March 14, 2016, https://climatelitigationwatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/

IL-OAG-scheduling-emails.pdf. 
317 Mooney, “Slew of environmental lawsuits aren’t about climate change, they’re about attacking energy companies,” Washington Examiner. 
318 “Hagens Berman Doubles Down on Environmental Law, Adding Three Environmental Law Trailblazers to Firm Roster,” Business Wire, September 5, 

2017, https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20170905006206/en/Hagens-Berman-Doubles-Environmental-Law-Adding-Environmental. 
319 “Oakland City Attorney Barbara J. Parker remarks from Sept. 20, 2017 press conference announcing climate change lawsuits,” Oakland City Attor-

ney, September 20, 2017, https://www.oaklandcityattorney.org/News/Press%20releases/Climate%20Change%20Lawsuits%20Remarks.html. 
320 “Matthew F. Pawa,” Hagens Berman, https://www.hbsslaw.com/attorneys/partner/matthew-f-pawa-partner-co-chair-of-environmental-practice-

group.
321 Ann Carlson, “Op-Ed:  Why Big Oil fears being put on trial for climate change,” Los Angeles Times, August 12, 2019, https://www.latimes.com/opin-

ion/story/2019-08-10/climate-change-lawsuits-oil-companies-state-courts.
322 “Sher Leff, LLP, v. Pawa Law Group, P.C.,” United States District Court for the District of New Hampshire, April 14, 2014, http://www.nhd.uscourts.

gov/sites/default/files/opinions/14/14NH073.pdf
323 Ibid.
324 Chris White, “Docs suggest a personal vendetta between two lawyers might be fueling climate crusade,” Daily Caller, November 29, 2018 https://

dailycaller.com/2018/11/29/climate-lawsuits-exxon-mobil-new-york/.
325 Shepherd, “Emails Show Law Firm Pitched San Francisco on Idea of Suing Energy Producers,” Washington Free Beacon.
326 Erin Mundahl, “What Will the 9th Circuit Make of Oakland and San Francisco’s Climate Lawsuit Appeals?” Inside Sources, August 29, 2018, https://

www.insidesources.com/what-will-the-9th-circuit-court-make-of-oakland-and-san-franciscos-climate-lawsuit-appeals/.
327 Fisher, “Oakland, San Francisco Switch Lawyers As Climate Change Lawsuits Face Possible Reckoning,” Forbes.
328 “City Commission Conference Meeting,” City of Fort Lauderdale, October 23, 2018, http://fortlauderdale.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_

id=2&clip_id=962&meta_id=9096.
329 Harris, “Why Miami is the first stop on a campaign to ask polluters to pay for climate action,” Miami Herald.
330 Breslin, “Fort Lauderdale says it has no intention of filing suit against fossil fuel companies over climate change,” Florida Record.
331 Ibid.
332 “City Commission Conference Meeting,” City of Fort Lauderdale.
333 Ibid.
334 “Seth” + “Platt,” https://ftlweb01app.azurewebsites.us/Ethicstrac/Lobbyists.aspx.



47

335 Seth Platt, “Follow-up Information for Monday’s Meeting,” Climate Litigation Watch, June 22, 2018, https://climatelitigationwatch.org/wp-content/
uploads/2019/05/Emails-for-CLW-FTL-Post.pdf.

336 “Seth” + “Platt,” https://ftlweb01app.azurewebsites.us/Ethicstrac/Lobbyists.aspx. 
337 Breslin, “Fort Lauderdale says it has no intention of filing suit against fossil fuel companies over climate change,” Florida Record.
338 “Emails Reveal Coordination by Network of Lawyers, NGOs, Publications to Find Climate Litigation Clients,” Climate Litigation Watch, May 8, 2019, 

https://climatelitigationwatch.org/emails-reveal-coordination-by-network-of-lawyers-ngos-publications-to-find-climate-litigation-clients/
339 Harris, “Why Miami is the first stop on a campaign to ask polluters to pay for climate action,” Miami Herald.
340 “The Center for Climate Integrity,” Institute for Governance & Sustainable Development.
341 Lynn Zinser, “News Site Dedicated to Climate and Law Launches,” Climate Defense, July 13, 2017, https://www.climateliabilitynews.org/2017/07/13/

news-site-dedicated-to-climate-and-law-launches/.
342 “Meeting with Mr. Boileau,” Climate Litigation Watch, May 2019, https://climatelitigationwatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Emails-for-CLW-

FTL-Post.pdf#page=6. 
343 “Seth” + “Platt,” https://ftlweb01app.azurewebsites.us/Ethicstrac/Lobbyists.aspx.
344 Breslin, “Fort Lauderdale says it has no intention of filing suit against fossil fuel companies over climate change,” Florida Record.
345 “Fwd: Follow-up information for Monday’s Meeting,” Climate Litigation Watch, June 22, 2018, https://climatelitigationwatch.org/wp-content/up-

loads/2019/05/Emails-for-CLW-FTL-Post.pdf.
346 Breslin, “Fort Lauderdale says it has no intention of filing suit against fossil fuel companies over climate change,” Florida Record.
347 “Chuck Savitt,” Sher Edling, https://www.sheredling.com/team/chuck-savitt/.
348 “Time for a quick call,” Washington Free Beacon, February 7, 2018, https://freebeacon.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/SavittEmail6.pdf.
349 Ibid.
350 “Meeting with Chuck Savitt,” Washington Free Beacon, June 22, 2018, https://freebeacon.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/SavittEmail4.pdf.
351 “Lobbyist Information,” Miami Beach, https://www.miamibeachfl.gov/city-hall/city-clerk/lobbyist-information/.
352 “Want to speak at a Miami Beach meeting? For business owners, that could cost $850,” Miami Herald, May 24, 2018, https://www.miamiherald.

com/news/local/community/miami-dade/miami-beach/article211656714.html.
353 “Meeting with Chuck Savitt,” Climate Litigation Watch, December 2018, https://climatelitigationwatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/PRR_1423_

v103018.pdf#page=118. 
354 “City of Miami Beach: Lobbyist With Active Issues,” Miami Beach, April 19, 2019, https://www.miamibeachfl.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/Lob-

byist-List-2.pdf.
355 “Contact Info,” Washington Free Beacon, May 16, 2018, https://freebeacon.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/SavittEmail1.pdf.
356 “Contact Info,” Washington Free Beacon, May 17, 2018, https://freebeacon.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/SavittEmail2.pdf.
357 Todd Shepherd, “Law Firm Pitching Climate Suits Sought to Evade Detection by Open Records,” Washington Free Beacon, December 4, 2018, 

https://freebeacon.com/issues/law-firm-pitching-climate-suits-sought-to-evade-detection-by-open-records/.
358 Tomas Kassahun, “Manufacturers group continues transparency initiative with records request to Richmond, the latest climate change plaintiff,” Le-

gal Newsline, March 13, 2018, https://legalnewsline.com/stories/511356998-manufacturers-group-continues-transparency-initiative-with-records-re-
quest-to-richmond-the-latest-climate-change-plaintiff.

359 “Florida: Climate Polluters Should Pay Fair Share of Past and Future Costs,” Pay Up Climate Polluters, http://www.payupclimatepolluters.org/cam-
paigns/florida/.

360 Harris, “Why Miami is the first stop on a campaign to ask polluters to pay for climate action,” Miami Herald.
361 Ibid.
362 “Miami Climate Alliance Launches Pay Up Climate Polluters Campaign,” Pay Up Climate Polluters, http://www.payupclimatepolluters.org/

press/03062018-miami-climate-alliance-launches-pucp-campaign/.
363 “Breaking: Boulder, CO mountain communities sue oil industry for climate change costs,” Western Wire.
364 “Miami Climate Industry Emails,” Washington Free Beacon, https://freebeacon.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/Miami-climate-industry-emails.

pdf.
365 “Fwd: Follow-up information for Monday’s Meeting,” Climate Litigation Watch.
366 Todd Shepherd, “Union of Concerned Scientists Pushed Climate Lawsuit Resolution Over Goal Line,” Washington Free Beacon, September 12, 

2019, https://freebeacon.com/issues/union-of-concerned-scientists-pushed-climate-lawsuit-resolution-over-goal-line/.
367 Ibid.



48

368 Donald Fukui, “City keeps up fight against climate change | Mayor’s message,” Santa Cruz Sentinel, June 1, 2019, https://www.santacruzsentinel.
com/2019/06/01/city-keeps-up-fight-against-climate-change-mayors-message/. 

369 Todd Shepherd, “Advocacy Group Pays Conference Fees for Mayor to Promote Energy Lawsuits,” Washington Free Beacon, June 17, 2019, https://
freebeacon.com/politics/advocacy-group-pays-conference-fees-for-mayor-to-promote-energy-lawsuits/.

370 Leslie Hook, “Oil majors gear up for wave of climate change liability lawsuits,” Financial Times, June 9, 2019, https://www.ft.com/content/d5fbeae4-
869c-11e9-97ea-05ac2431f453.

371 “Climate Change Science & Litigation,” Environmental Law Program: University of Hawai’i, http://blog.hawaii.edu/elp/elp-conferences-symposia/cli-
mate-change-science-and-litigation-communities-go-to-court-to-recover-costs-of-the-climate-crisis/.

372 Ibid.
373 “Team,” Sher Edling, https://www.sheredling.com/team/vic-sher/.
374 “Application for COWRM,” Hawaii State Legislature, March 1, 2015, https://www.capitol.hawaii.gov/session2015/other/GM821_Antolini_resume_.

pdf.
375 “CCSLC Part 4,” Vimeo, July 2019, https://vimeo.com/347393710/4a70f4157b.
376 Nicholas Kusnetz, “Why cities suing over climate change want the fight in state court, not federal,” InsideClimate News, July 26, 2019, https://inside-

climatenews.org/news/26072019/climate-change-lawsuits-cities-baltimore-rhode-island-legal-strategy-state-court-not-federal. 
377 “Climate Change Science & Litigation,” Environmental Law Program: University of Hawai’i.
378 Denise Antolini, Charles Fletcher and Alyssa Johl, “Climate-change litigation for Hawaii?” Star Advertiser, May 5, 2019, https://www.staradvertiser.

com/2019/05/05/editorial/island-voices/climate-change-litigation-for-hawaii/. 
379 “Watch Live: The First Hearing Of The Senate Democrats Special Committee On The Climate Crisis Where Mayors From Across The Country 

Discuss Climate Action At The Local Level,” Senate Democrats, July 17, 2019, https://www.democrats.senate.gov/newsroom/press-releases/watch-
live-the-first-hearing-of-the-senate-democrats-special-committee-on-the-climate-crisis-where-mayors-from-across-the-country-discuss-climate-ac-
tion-at-the-local-level. 

380 Valerie Richardson, “D.C. attorney general seeks to kickstart Exxon climate-fraud probe,” The Washington Times, March 28, 2019, https://www.
washingtontimes.com/news/2019/mar/28/karl-racine-restarts-exxon-knew-climate-fraud-prob/.

381 Wade, “U.S. state prosecutors met with climate groups as Exxon probes expanded,” Reuters.
382 “Solicitation, Offer, and Award: Outside Counsel for Climate Change Litigation,” Office of the Attorney General for the District of Columbia, Feb-

ruary 28, 2019, https://oag.dc.gov/sites/default/files/2019-03/OAG-RFP-DCCB-2019-R-0011-Outside-Counsel-for-Climate-Change-Litigation-Is-
sued-2-28-19_1.pdf.

383 Todd Shepherd, “Gas Guzzling DC Threatens Oil Companies,” Washington Free Beacon, July 28, 2019, https://freebeacon.com/issues/gas-guzzling-
dc-threatens-oil-companies/.

384 Todd Shepherd, “D.C. Attorney General Sued for Documents Related to Bloomberg Scheme,” Washington Free Beacon, December 19, 2018, 
https://freebeacon.com/issues/d-c-attorney-general-sued-for-documents-related-to-bloomberg-scheme/.

385 “Special Report: Climate & Health Showdown in the Courts,” State Energy & Environmental Impact Center, NYU School of Law, March 2019, https://
www.law.nyu.edu/centers/state-impact.

386  John O’Brien, “Using Bloomberg’s activists to sue Exxon is ethics violation, group complains of N.Y. AG,” Legal Newsline, December 10, 2018, 
https://legalnewsline.com/stories/511660566-using-bloomberg-s-activists-to-sue-exxon-is-ethics-violation-group-complains-of-n-y-ag. 

387 Shepherd, “D.C. Attorney General Sued for Documents Related to Bloomberg Scheme,” Washington Free Beacon.
388 “Response to Subpoena,” Greenpeace, July 27, 2016, https://www.greenpeace.org/usa/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/GP-350-Response-to-Sub-

poena-7-27-16.pdf.
389 “Climate Letter,” Seattle City Attorney’s Office, May 10, 2018, https://news.seattle.gov/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/051018ClimateLetter.pdf.
390 Ibid.
391 “Class Action & Consumer Litigation,” Keller Rohrback, https://www.krcomplexlit.com/practiceareas/class-action-consumer-litigation/.
392 “Brief of Amici Curiae Robert Brule, Center for Climate Integrity, Justin Farrell, Benjamin Franta, Stephan Lewandowsky, Naomi Oreskes, and Geof-

frey Supran in Support of Appellees and Affirmance,” Daily Caller.
393 “Brief of Amici Curiae Robert Brulle, Center for Climate Integrity, the Chesapeake Climate Action Network, Justin Farrell, Benjamin Franta, Stephan 

Lewandowsky, Naomi Oreskes, Geoffrey Supran, and the Union of Concerned Scientists in Support of Plaintiff-Appellee and Affirmance,” Sher 
Edling, September 3, 2019, https://www.sheredling.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/2019-09-03-4th-Circuit-Center-for-Climate-Integrity-et-al-
Amicus-Baltimore.pdf. 

394 Catherine Holt and Dan Dagg, “Letter to Victoria Council,” Greater Victoria Chamber of Commerce, March 7, 2019, https://www.victoriachamber.ca/
uploads/1/0/6/0/106054273/letter_to_victoria_council_-_mar7-2019-oil_and_gas.pdf.

395 “Overview: Climate litigation in British Columbia,” Resource Works, https://www.resourceworks.com/overview-litigation. 



49

396 Sean Boynton, “Oil and gas industry drops out of Whistler investor conference over mayor’s climate change letter,” Global News, December 14, 
2018, https://globalnews.ca/news/4765432/cibc-drops-oil-and-gas-whistler-conference/. 

397 Kyle Brown, “Ellison announces lawsuit against ExxonMobil, Koch Industries, American Petroleum,” KTSP, June 24, 2020, https://kstp.com/news/
live-video-minnesota-attorney-general-ellison-files-lawsuit-against-exxonmobil-koch-industries-american-petroleum-climate-change/5770393/.

398 “Minnesota is Suing Climate Polluters: Why, How, and What’s Next?,” YouTube, July 1, 2020, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2MqX14GTm-o&-
feature=youtu.be&t=90. 

399 Tim Pugmire, “Lawsuit challenges Bloomberg link to MN attorney general office,” MPR News, August 14, 2019, https://www.mprnews.org/sto-
ry/2019/08/14/lawsuit-challenges-bloomberg-link-to-mn-ag-office. 

400 John O’Brien, “Minnesota AG sued for info on employees who are climate change activists paid by Bloomberg,” Legal Newsline, July 14, 2020, 
https://legalnewsline.com/stories/542612795-minnesota-ag-sued-for-info-on-employees-who-are-climate-change-activists-paid-by-bloomberg. 

401 “Minnesota is Suing Climate Polluters: Why, How, and What’s Next?,” YouTube, July 1, 2020, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2MqX14GTm-o&-
feature=youtu.be&t=90.

402 Brown, “Ellison announces lawsuit against ExxonMobil, Koch Industries, American Petroleum,” KTSP.
403 Michael Sol Warren, “N.J. city makes history, is 1st to sue oil giants for climate change damages,” NJ.com, September 2, 2020, https://www.nj.com/

news/2020/09/nj-city-makes-history-is-1st-to-sue-oil-giants-for-climate-change-damages.html. 
404 “Resolution Authorizing the City to Enter into Retainer Agreement with Emery, Celli, Brinckerhoff & Abady LLP to Pursue Climate Litigation on 

Behalf of the City of Hoboken,” January 15, 2020, http://hobokennj.iqm2.com/Citizens/Detail_LegiFile.aspx?Frame=&MeetingID=1891&MediaPosi-
tion=&ID=3251&CssClass=. 

405 “Hoboken Retainer Agreement for Climate Change Litigation,” http://hobokennj.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=4&ID=4359&Meetin-
gID=1891. 

406 Mundahl, “Meet the Man Behind the Global Warming Lawsuits Racket,” Inside Sources.
407 Charlie Brennan, “Boulder governments could end up paying in climate change lawsuit,” Daily Camera, January 14, 2018, https://www.dailycamera.

com/2018/06/14/boulder-governments-could-end-up-paying-in-climate-change-lawsuit/. 
408 “Form 990,” Resources Legacy Fund, 2017, https://resourceslegacyfund.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/RLF_990_2017.pdf.
409 “When You Need a Lawyer,” American Bar Association, https://www.americanbar.org/groups/public_education/resources/law_issues_for_consum-

ers/lawyerfees_contingent/
410 Angela Wennihan, “Let’s Put the Contingency Back in the Contingency Fee,” SMU Law Review, 49.5, 1996, https://scholar.smu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.

cgi?article=2523&context=smulr
411 Ibid.
412 “Master Settlement Agreement,” Public Health Law Center at Mitchell Hamline School of Law, https://www.publichealthlawcenter.org/topics/com-

mercial-tobacco-control/tobacco-control-litigation/master-settlement-agreement.
413 “Mitigating Municipality Litigation: Scope and Solutions,” U.S. Chamber Institute for Legal Reform, March 2019, https://www.instituteforlegalreform.

com/uploads/sites/1/Mitigating-Municipality-Litigation-2019-Research.pdf. 
414 William McQuillen, “Michigan Tobacco Lawyers Awarded $450 Mln From Accord,” Bloomberg, September 7, 2001.   
415 Daniel Wise, “New York Tobacco Fee Hearing Has Lawyers Smoking,” New York Law Journal, July 26, 2002, https://web.archive.org/

web/20021007230228/http://www.law.com/jsp/article.jsp?id=1024079049413. 
416 John Fund, “Cash In, Contracts Out: The Relationship Between State Attorneys General and the Plaintiffs’ Bar,” U.S. Chamber Institute for Legal 

Reform, 2004, http://www.instituteforlegalreform.com/hooks/1/get_ilr_doc.php?fn=Fund%20AG%20report.pdf. 
417 Glen Justice, “In Tobacco Suit, Grumblings Over Lawyer Fees,” Philadelphia Inquirer, October 4, 1999.
418 John Moritz, “Morales Gets 4 Years in Prison,” Ft. Worth Star Telegram, November 1, 2003.
419 “State Tobacco Litigation,” Hagens Berman, https://www.hbsslaw.com/cases/state-tobacco-litigation. 
420 Rick Pearson, “Lawyers Demand A Bigger Piece Of Tobacco Cash Pie,” Chicago Tribune, November 23, 1999. https://www.chicagotribune.com/

news/ct-xpm-1999-11-23-9911230094-story.html.
421 Dembicki, “Meet the Lawyer Trying to Make Big Oil Pay for Climate Change,” VICE.
422 Bastasch, “Trial Lawyers are Behind the Latest Climate Lawsuit Against Big Oil—For a Fee, of Course,” Daily Caller.
423 O’Brien, “Oakland Would Pay 23.5% Of Recovery From Its Global Warming Lawsuit To Private Layers,” Forbes.
424 “Contract Reveals—Climate Industry Attorneys Face massive Windfall,” Climate Litigation Watch, December 12, 2018, https://climatelitigationwatch.

org/contract-reveals-climate-industry-attorneys-face-massive-windfall/.
425 “King County sues oil companies for climate change impacts,” King County, May 9, 2018, https://www.kingcounty.gov/elected/executive/constan-

tine/news/release/2018/May/09-climate-lawsuit.aspx. 



50

426 Ibid.
427 John O’Brien, “Denver environmental and personal injury lawyer files Boulder’s climate change lawsuit against energy companies,” Legal Newsline, 

April 19, 2018, https://legalnewsline.com/stories/511395474-denver-environmental-and-personal-injury-lawyer-files-boulder-s-climate-change-law-
suit-against-energy-companies.

428 Resilient Analytics, “The Impact of Climate Change: Projected Adaptation Costs for Boulder County, Colorado,” Boulder County, April 2018, https://
assets.bouldercounty.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/resilient-analytics-report-impacts-of-climate-change-boulder-county-colorado.pdf.

429 O’Brien, “States Against Climate Change Lawsuits Ask For Dismissal Of NYC’s,” Forbes. 
430 “Activists want city attorney to go after big oil companies, others instead of protesters,” KOMO News, September 5, 2018, https://komonews.com/

news/local/seattle-activists-want-city-attorney-to-go-after-big-oil-companies-instead-of-protesters.
431 “Solicitation, Offer, and Award: Outside Counsel for Climate Change Litigation,” Office of the Attorney General for the District of Columbia, Feb-

ruary 28, 2019, https://oag.dc.gov/sites/default/files/2019-03/OAG-RFP-DCCB-2019-R-0011-Outside-Counsel-for-Climate-Change-Litigation-Is-
sued-2-28-19_1.pdf.

432 Shepherd, “Gas Guzzling DC Threatens Oil Companies,” Washington Free Beacon.
433 Michael Bastasch, “DC Opens Door To Private Investors Financing Its Climate Change Case Against Exxon, Lawyer Says,” Daily Caller, March 18, 

2019, https://dailycaller.com/2019/03/18/dc-exxon-climate/.
434 Christopher Horner, “Law Enforcement for Rent,” Competitive Enterprise Institute, August 28, 2019, https://cei.org/AGclimatescheme.
435 “Bloomberg Helps Launch NYU Center for Environmental Litigation,” Philanthropy News Digest, August 21, 2017, https://philanthropynewsdigest.

org/news/bloomberg-helps-launch-nyu-center-for-environmental-litigation.
436 “State Energy & Environmental Impact Center: About the Center,” NYU Law, https://www.law.nyu.edu/centers/state-impact/about.
437 Chris White, “Bloomberg-Funded Fellow Signed NY AG’s Climate Lawsuit Against Exxon,” Daily Caller, October 24, 2018, https://dailycaller.

com/2018/10/24/bloomberg-ny-ag-climate-lawsuit-exxon/.
438 Editorial Board, “State AGs for Rent,” Wall Street Journal, November 6, 2018, https://www.wsj.com/articles/state-ags-for-rent-1541549567.
439 Nick Budnick,” New Novick job has political overtones,” Pamplin Media, June 22, 2018, https://pamplinmedia.com/pt/9-news/399166-294211-new-

novick-job-has-political-overtones-pwoff.
440 Oregonian Editorial Board, “Hold the applause for fossil fuels divestment: Editorial Agenda 2015,” Oregon Live, September 26, 2015, https://www.

oregonlive.com/opinion/2015/09/hold_the_applause_for_fossil_f.html. 
441 “Oregon government salaries (2017): Ellen F. Rosenblum,” Oregon Live,  https://gov.oregonlive.com/salaries/person/53497/rosenblum-ellen/.
442  Michael Sandoval, “New Mexico Ad Targets AG Race: ‘Law Enforcement Should Not Be For Sale,’” Western Wire, October 30, 2018, https://west-

ernwire.net/new-mexico-ad-targets-ag-race-law-enforcement-should-not-be-for-sale/.
443 Albuquerque Journal Editorial Board, “Editorial: NM AG’s staff must serve public, not special interests,” Albuquerque Journal, July 19, 2019, https://

www.abqjournal.com/1342276/nm-ags-staff-must-serve-public-not-special-interests.html.
444 Ibid.
445 Valerie Richardson, “Virginia blocks Mike Bloomberg’s climate lawyers,” Associated Press, April 18, 2019, https://apnews.com/38938e39f23c6b-

8f3a900b221797143e.
446 Jeff Patch, “How Bloomberg Embeds Green Warriors in Blue-State Governments,” RealClear Investigations, October 10, 2018, https://www.real-

clearinvestigations.com/articles/2018/10/09/bloomberg_funds_green_work_of_democrat_state_attorneys_offices.html.
447 John Solomon, “Michael Bloomberg, Exxon and the ethical pollution of buying justice,” The Hill, October 25, 2018, https://thehill.com/hilltv/what-

americas-thinking/413236-michael-bloomberg-exxon-and-the-ethical-pollution-of-buying.
448 Bastasch, “DC Opens Door To Private Investors Financing Its Climate Change Case Against Exxon, Lawyer Says,” Daily Caller.
449 Lester Brickman, Contingency Fees Without Contingencies: Hamlet Without the Prince of Denmark, 37 UCLA L. Rev. 29 (1989)
450 “Private Attorney General Sunshine/Attorney General Sunshine,” American Tort Reform Association, http://www.atra.org/issue/sunshine-attor-

ney-general-sunshine/.
451 “Mitigating Municipality Litigation: Scope and Solutions,” U.S. Chamber Institute for Legal Reform.
452 Robert B. Reich, “Don’t Democrats Believe in Democracy?” Wall Street Journal, January 12, 2000. 
453 John O’Brien, “From Policy To Payday: Former Interior Secretary Says Environmental Lawyers Have Shifted Focus,” Forbes, July 16, 2018, https://

https://www.forbes.com/sites/legalnewsline/2018/07/16/from-policy-to-payday-former-interior-secretary-says-environmental-lawyers-have-shift-
ed-focus.

454 Dawn Reeves, “As Climate Suits Keeps Issue Alive, Nuisance Cases Reach Key Venue Rulings,” Inside EPA, January 6, 2020, https://insideepa.com/
outlook/climate-suits-keeps-issue-alive-nuisance-cases-reach-key-venue-rulings.

455 “Establishing Accountability for Climate Change Damages: Lessons from Tobacco Control,” Climate Accountability Institute at https://www.climate-
accountability.org/pdf/Climate%20Accountability%20Rpt%20Oct12.pdf



51

456 Ibid.
457 Ibid.
458 Ibid.
459 Ibid.
460 Ibid.
461 Chris White, “Exclusive: Leaked Memo Reveals Extent Of Steyer’s Involvement In The Anti-Exxon Campaign,” Daily Caller, June 19, 2018, https://

dailycaller.com/2018/06/19/steyer-involved-in-anti-exxon/. 
462 “November 2015 Fossil Fuel Pod Q1 2016 OKRs with tactics,” Daily Caller, June 2018, https://dailycaller.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/Novem-

ber-2015-Fossil-Fuel-Pod-Q1-2016-OKRs-with-tactics.pdf. 
463 “Entire January Meeting agenda at RFF,” Washington Free Beacon, April 2016, https://freebeacon.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/Entire-Janu-

ary-meeting-agenda-at-RFF-1-1.pdf. 
464 Bob Van Voris, “New York Mayor Wants to Bring on ‘Death Knell’ of Oil Industry,” Bloomberg, January 25, 2018. https://www.bloomberg.com/news/

articles/2018-01-26/new-york-mayor-wants-to-bring-on-death-knell-of-oil-industry. 
465 Ibid. 
466 “Atmospheric Recovery Litigation: Making the Fossil Fuel Companies Pay for Cleaning up the Atmosphere,” Creek Project YouTube Channel, May 

23, 2018, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6HaTUqbElUY
467 Primary Source Recording 
468 William Sassani, “At Univ. of Colorado, climate change plaintiffs present their side; Energy industry says event was ‘one-sided,’” Legal Newsline, 

November 12, 2019, https://legalnewsline.com/stories/512456110-at-univ-of-colorado-climate-change-plaintiffs-present-their-side-energy-industry-
says-event-was-one-sided. 

469 San Diego Bldg. Trades Council v. Garmon, 359 U.S. 236, 246-47 (1959).
470 Larry Neumeister, “Judge shows skepticism to New York climate change lawsuit,” Associated Press, June 13, 2018, https://apnews.com/

dda1f33e613f450bae3b8802032bc449. 
471 “U.S. Court of Appeals Hears NYC Climate Tort Case, Properly Identifies that Case is About Emissions and Asks Whether It Should be Preempted,” 

Manufacturers’ Accountability Project, November 22, 2019, https://mfgaccountabilityproject.org/2019/11/22/u-s-court-of-appeals-hears-nyc-cli-
mate-tort-case-properly-identifies-that-case-is-about-emissions-and-asks-whether-it-should-be-preempted/.

472 Ibid.
473 Separating Climate Chane Litigation Facts from Myths,” Manufacturers’ Accountability Project, July 1, 2019, https://mfgaccountabilityproject.

org/2019/07/01/separating-climate-change-litigation-facts-from-myths/.
474 “Letter from Lindsey de la Torre,” National Association of Manufacturers, March 27, 2018, https://mfgaccountabilityproject.org/wp-content/up-

loads/2018/04/SEC-Letter_3.27.18-3.pdf..
475 Ibid.
476 John O’Brien, “Hold Government To Higher Standard, Former CA AG Says Of Climate Change Lawsuit Controversy,” Forbes, May 2, 2018, https://

www.forbes.com/sites/legalnewsline/2018/05/02/hold-government-to-higher-standard-former-ca-ag-says-of-climate-change-lawsuit-controver-
sy/#56128477134e. 

477 “City of Oakland, California, Limited Obligation Refunding Bonds, Utility Underground Assessment District No. 2007-232, Piedmont Pines Phase 1 
(Reassessment and Refunding of 2018),” City of Oakland, May 3, 2018, https://emma.msrb.org/ES1154654-ES902930-ES1304151.pdf. 

478 “Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Mateo Tax Allocation Refunding Bonds 2017 Series A,” City of San Mateo, 
September 21, 2017, https://emma.msrb.org/ER1089143-ER852323-ER1252952.pdf. 

479 “City of Oakland, California, Limited Obligation Refunding Bonds, Utility Underground Assessment District No. 2007-232, Piedmont Pines Phase 1 
(Reassessment and Refunding of 2018),” City of Oakland, May 3, 2018, https://emma.msrb.org/ES1154654-ES902930-ES1304151.pdf.

480 “Verified Petition For Pre-Suit Depositions Of: Matthew F. Pawa, John C. Beiers, John L. Maltbie, Jennifer Lyon, Andy Hall, Serge Dedina, Brian 
Washington, Matthew Hymel, Barbara Parker, Sabrina B. Landreth, Dennis Herrera, Edward Reiskin, Dana Mcrae, Carlos Palacios, Anthony P. Con-
dotti, and Martin Bernal,” January 8, 2018, https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/4345487-Exxon-Texas-Petition-Jan-2018.html. 

481 “Letter from Lindsey de la Torre,” National Association of Manufacturers, March 27, 2018.
482 John O’Brien, “Hold Government To Higher Standard, Former CA AG Says Of Climate Change Lawsuit Controversy.” 
483 “Expert Report of Martha Mahan Haines,” April 25, 2018, https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/4449179-Bond-Analysis-Report-and-Letter-

to-SEC-FINAL.html. 
484 Ibid.
485 “Climate Change Science & Litigation,” University of Hawai’i at Manoa, Environmental Law Program, http://blog.hawaii.edu/elp/elp-confer-

ences-symposia/climate-change-science-and-litigation-communities-go-to-court-to-recover-costs-of-the-climate-crisis/.
486 Nicholas Iovino, “Judge Skeptical of Cities’ Climate Change Suits,” Courthouse News Service, May 24, 2018, https://www.courthousenews.com/



52

judge-skeptical-of-cities-climate-change-suits/
487 Denise E. Antolini, Modernizing Public Nuisance: Solving the Paradox of the Special Injury Rule, 28 ECOLOGY L.Q. 755, 791 (2001)
488 97 Cal. Rptr. 639 (Cal. Ct. App. 1971).
489 Denise Antolini, Charles Fletcher and Alyssa Johl, “Climate-change litigation for Hawaii?” Honolulu Star Advertiser, May 5, 2019, https://www.starad-

vertiser.com/2019/05/05/editorial/island-voices/climate-change-litigation-for-hawaii/.
490 Denise Antolini, “Re: Hawai’i Climate Litigation Conference,” May 21, 2019, https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B3vK-1D44FIWOEp1UHJEMWtl-

VURsYnZUTllyMWZvSUViZWxF/view.
491 David Bookbinder, “Global Warming Tort Litigation: Two Very Different Approaches,” Niskanen Center, September 28, 2017, https://www.niskanen-

center.org/global-warming-tort-litigation-two-different-approaches/.
492 “Future of Climate torts at Stake In 9th Circ. Doubleheader,” Law 360, February 4, 2020, https://www.law360.com/articles/1240303/future-of-cli-

mate-torts-at-stake-in-9th-circ-doubleheader.
493 Brooke Jarvis, “Climate Change Could Destroy His Home in Peru. So He Sued an Energy Company in Germany,” The New York Times Magazine, 

April 9, 2019,  https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2019/04/09/magazine/climate-change-peru-law.html.
494 State v. Lead Indus. Ass’n, 951 A.2d 428, 443 (R.I. 2008).
495 “Establishing Accountability for Climate Change Damages: Lessons from Tobacco Control,” Climate Accountability Institute at https://www.climate-

accountability.org/pdf/Climate%20Accountability%20Rpt%20Oct12.pdf.
496 Ibid.
497 “Baltimore Takes On Fossil Fuel Companies to Protect Taxpayers from the Costs and Consequences of Climate Change,” City of Baltimore, July 20, 

2018, https://mayor.baltimorecity.gov/news/press-releases/2018-07-20-baltimore-takes-fossil-fuel-companies-protect-taxpayers-costs-and. 
498  “More Communities Seek to Protect Taxpayers from Increasing Costs of Wildfire, Drought, Rising Seas and Extreme Precipitation,” City of Santa 

Cruz, December 20, 2017, https://www.cityofsantacruz.com/Home/Components/News/News/7718/36. 
499 State of Rhode Island v. Chevron Corp., July 2, 2018, http://www.riag.ri.gov/documents/KilmartinVChevronEtAl.pdf. 
500 Mayor & City Council of Baltimore v. BP p.l.c, July 20, 2018, http://blogs2.law.columbia.edu/climate-change-litigation/wp-content/uploads/sites/16/

case-documents/2018/20180720_docket-24-C-18-004219_complaint.pdf.
501 State of Rhode Island v. Chevron Corp., July 2, 2018, http://www.riag.ri.gov/documents/KilmartinVChevronEtAl.pdf
502 Plaintiff The City Of New York’s Memorandum Of Law In Opposition To Defendants’ Motion To Dismiss Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint.” City 

of New York v BP P.L.C., April 4, 2018, http://blogs2.law.columbia.edu/climate-change-litigation/wp-content/uploads/sites/16/case-docu-
ments/2018/20180425_docket-118-cv-00182_memorandum-of-law-1.pdf.

503 Ibid.
504 “Order Granting Motion to Dismiss Amended Complaints,” City of Oakland v. BP, June 25, 2018.
505 Ibid.
506 Ibid.
507 “Entire January Meeting agenda at RFF,” Washington Free Beacon.
508 “November 2015 Fossil Fuel Pod Q1 2016 OKRs with tactics,” Daily Caller. 
509 Dembicki, “Meet the Lawyer Trying to Make Big Oil Pay for Climate Change,” VICE.
510 Jerry Taylor and David Bookbinder, “Oil Companies Should Be Held Accountable For Climate Change,” Niskanen Center, April 17, 2018, https://

www.niskanencenter.org/oil-companies-should-be-held-accountable-for-climate-change/.

 i “Climate Accountability Institute,” Wallace Global Fund, http://wgf.org/?s=Climate+Accountability+Institute&security=70a4756a4a&_wp_http_refer-
er=%2Fgrants%2F. 

 ii “Climate Accountability Institute,” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, https://www.rbf.org/grantees/climate-accountability-institute. 

 iii “Center for International Environmental Law,” Wallace Global Fund, http://wgf.org/?s=center+for+international+environmental. 

 iv “Center for International Environmental Law,” Oak Foundation,  http://oakfnd.org/grant-database.html. 

 v “Center for International Environmental Law,” MacArthur Foundation  https://www.macfound.org/grantees/1049/. 

 vi “Rockefeller Philanthropy Advisors,” ProPublica, 2017, https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organizations/133615533/201832549349301403/
IRS990ScheduleI. 

 vii “Greenpeace,” Wallace Global Fund, http://wgf.org/?s=greenpeace. 

 viii “Greenpeace,” William + Flora Hewlett Foundation, https://hewlett.org/grants/?keyword=greenpeace&sort=relevance&current_page=1. 

 ix “Greenpeace,” Oak Foundation, http://oakfnd.org/grant-database.html. 

 x “Greenpeace,” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, https://www.rbf.org/grantees/greenpeace-fund-inc. 



53

 xi “Union of Concerned Scientists,” Wallace Global Fund, http://wgf.org/?s=Union+of+Concerned+Scientists. 

 xii “Union of Concerned Scientists,” William + Flora Hewlett Foundation, https://hewlett.org/grants/?keyword=union%20of%20concerned&sort=rele-
vance&current_page=1. 

 xiii “Union of Concerned Scientists,” Oak Foundation,  http://oakfnd.org/grant-database.html. 

 xiv “Rockefeller Brothers Fund Form990,” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, 2009, https://www.rbf.org/sites/default/files/attachments/2009_990-pf.pdf. 

 xv “Tides Foundation Form 990,” Tides Foundation, 2017 https://www.tides.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/2017_Tides_Foundation_Form_990.pdf. 

 xv “Tides Foundation Form 990,” Tides Foundation, 2015 http://www.tides.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/Tides-Foundation-2015-Federal-990-Pub-
Disc-Copy.pdf. 

 xv “Tides Foundation Form 990,” Tides Foundation, 2014 http://www.tides.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/Tides-Foundation-2014-Federal-990-Pub-
Disc-Copy.pdf. 

 xvi “John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation Form 990,” MacArthur Foundation, 2017, https://www.macfound.org/media/files/John_D._and_
Catherine_T._MacArthur_Foundation_2017_Form_990-PF.PDF. 

 xvi “John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation Form 990,” MacArthur Foundation, 2015, https://www.macfound.org/media/files/2015_Form_990-
PF_-_Final_Version_11.15.16_3EI8P0P.pdf. 

 xvi “Union of Concerned Scientists,” MacArthur Foundation, https://www.macfound.org/grantees/781/.

 xvii “Energy Foundation Form 990,” Energy Foundation, 2016 https://www.ef.org/wp-content/uploads/2016_990.pdf.

 xvii “Energy Foundation Form 990,” Energy Foundation, 2015 https://www.ef.org/wp-content/uploads/2015-990.pdf. 

 xvii “Energy Foundation Form 990,” Energy Foundation, 2014 https://www.ef.org/wp-content/uploads/2014-990.pdf. 

 xvii “Energy Foundation Form 990,” ProPublica, 2013, https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/display_990/943126848/2014_12_EO-
%2F94-3126848_990_201312. 

 xvii “Energy Foundation Form 990,” ProPublica, 2012, https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/display_990/943126848/2013_12_EO-
%2F94-3126848_990O_201212. 

 xvii “Energy Foundation Form 990,” ProPublica, 2011, https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/display_990/943126848/2012_12_EO-
%2F94-3126848_990_201112.

 xvii “Energy Foundation Form 990,” ProPublica, 2010, https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/display_990/943126848/2011_12_EO-
%2F94-3126848_990_201012. 

 xviii “350.org,” Wallace Global Fund, http://wgf.org/?s=350.org. 

 xxix “350.org,” Oak Foundation,  http://oakfnd.org/grant-database.html. 

 xx “Rockefeller Brothers Fund Form 990,” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, 2017, https://www.rbf.org/sites/default/files/2017_rbf_990pf.pdf. 

 xx “Rockefeller Brothers Fund Form 990,” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, 2016, https://www.rbf.org/sites/default/files/2016_rbf_990pf.pdf. 

 xx “Rockefeller Brothers Fund Form 990,” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, 2015, https://www.rbf.org/sites/default/files/2015_rbf_990-pf.pdf. 

 xx “Rockefeller Brothers Fund Form 990,” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, 2014, https://www.rbf.org/sites/default/files/2014_rbf_990-pf.pdf. 

 xx “Rockefeller Brothers Fund Form 990,” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, 2013, https://www.rbf.org/sites/default/files/2013_rbf_990-pf.pdf. 

 xx “Rockefeller Brothers Fund Form 990,” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, 2012, https://www.rbf.org/sites/default/files/2012_rbf_990-pf.pdf. 

 xxi “Tides Foundation Form 990,” Tides Foundation, 2017 https://www.tides.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/2017_Tides_Foundation_Form_990.
pdf. 

 xxi “Tides Foundation Form 990,” Tides Foundation, 2015 http://www.tides.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/Tides-Foundation-2015-Federal-990-
Pub-Disc-Copy.pdf. 

 xxi “Tides Foundation Form 990,” Tides Foundation, 2014 http://www.tides.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/Tides-Foundation-2014-Federal-990-
Pub-Disc-Copy.pdf. 

 xxi “Tides Foundation,” Free Beacon, http://freebeacon.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/TidesTo350org.png. 

 xxii “Rockefeller Family Fund Form 990,” Foundation Center, 2013, http://990s.foundationcenter.org/990_pdf_archi
ve/136/136257658/136257658_201312_990.pdf. 

 xxiii “Institute for Governance and Sustainable Development,” William + Flora Hewlett Foundation, https://hewlett.org/grants/?keyword=institute%20
for%20governance&sort=relevance&current_page=1. 

 xxiv “Institute for Governance and Sustainable Development,” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, https://www.rbf.org/grantees/institute-governance-and-sus-
tainable-development-inc. 

 xxv “InsideClimate News,” Wallace Global Fund, http://wgf.org/?s=InsideClimate. 

 xxvi “Lost Lights Project,” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, https://www.rbf.org/grantees/lost-light-projects-inc. 

 xxvii “NEO Philanthropy,” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, https://www.rbf.org/grantees/neo-philanthropy-inc/grants/13-12. 

 xxviii “Los Lights Project Inc.,” Energy Foundation, https://www.ef.org/grants/search-our-grants/?grant-keyword=Lost+Lights&grant-year=#grants-list. 

 xxix “Our Funders,” Inside Climate News, https://insideclimatenews.org/about/our-funders. 



54

 xxx “Resource Media,” William + Flora Hewlett Foundation, https://hewlett.org/grants/?keyword=resource%20media&sort=relevance&current_
page=1. 

 xxxi “Tides Foundation Form 990,” Tides Foundation, 2016, http://www.tides.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/2016-Tides-Foundation-Form-990.
pdf. 

 xxxi “Tides Foundation Form 990,” Tides Foundation, 2015, http://www.tides.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/Tides-Foundation-2015-Federal-990-
Pub-Disc-Copy.pdf. 

 xxxi “Tides Foundation Form 990,” Tides Foundation, 2014, https://www.tides.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/Tides-Foundation-2014-Federal-990-
Pub-Disc-Copy.pdf.  

 xxxii “Resource Media,” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, https://www.rbf.org/grantees/resource-media-nonprofit-corporation. 

 xxxiii “Tides Foundation Form 990,” Tides Foundation, 2015 http://www.tides.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/Tides-Foundation-2015-Federal-990-
Pub-Disc-Copy.pdf.

 xxxiv “Rockefeller Family Fund Form 990,” Foundation Center, 2013, http://990s.foundationcenter.org/990_pdf_archi
ve/136/136257658/136257658_201312_990.pdf. 

 xxxv “Resource Media,” Energy Foundation, https://www.ef.org/grants/search-our-grants/?grant-keyword=resource+media&grant-year=#grants-list. 

 xxxvi “Rockefeller Philanthropy Advisors,” MacArthur Foundation https://www.macfound.org/grantees/2322/. 

 xxxvii “Tides List of Grantees,” Tides, 2016, https://www.tides.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Tides_List_of_2016_Grantees.pdf. 

 xxxviii “Climate Nexus,” Energy Foundation, https://www.ef.org/grants/search-our-grants/?grant-keyword=Climate+Nexus&grant-year=#grants-list. 

 xxxix “Rockefeller Philanthropy Advisors,” Rockefeller Brothers Fund, https://www.rbf.org/grantees/rockefeller-philanthropy-advisors-inc. 


