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The California Energy Commission repores that the main source of greenbonse gases in the state 15 transportation, contributing 41

percent of the toral. How should the impact of these emissions on global climate change be analyzed under CEQA? Absent official
guidance from the state, a recent white paper by the Association of Environmental Professionafs suggests a few approaches.

Analyzing Impacts Related to Global
Climate Change Under CEQA

by Niko Letunic and Michael Hendrix

By now, the scientific consensus is that
emissions of greenhouse gases (GHG)
from human activities are causing the

| earth’s average temperature to rise and

that this warming will have severe
environmental and public health
consequences unless GHG emissions are
significantly reduced. With the issuance of
Governor Schwarzenegger’s Executive
Order S-3-05 and passage of AB 32, the
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006,
California’s state government has adopted
this consensus. It is now official state
policy that global climate change poses a
threat to California’s resources and the
public.

In the face of such official state
action, “lead agencies” under CEQA are
under growing pressure to analyze the
GHG emissions of their projects and any
resulting impacts related to global
climate change (GCC). In April, for
example, the California Office of the
Attorney General joined three environ-
mental organizations in suing the
County of San Bernardino under
CEQA, alleging that the county had not
adequately evaluated the GCC impacts
of its newly approved general plan.

As that and similar cases are
currently pending in trial courts, they are
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