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May 19, 2010

The Council on Environmental Quality 

Attn: Ted Boling, Senior Counsel 

722 Jackson Place, NW 

Washington, D.C. 20503

Re: Comments on National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Draft Guidance, "Consideration of the Effects of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions"

Dear Mr. Boling:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Council on Environmental Quality’s Draft National Environmental Protection Act Guidance on Consideration of the Effects of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, published in the Federal Register on February 18, 2010.  As you know, California recently completed and adopted its own set of guidelines for addressing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions under the California Environmental Quality Act.
  Those regulations and the California Natural Resources Agency’s Final Statement of Reasons
 provide both a resource for CEQ in developing the Guidance and an example of how state and local efforts to address this issue are significant components of any environmental assessment of project-related GHG emissions.  

In this regard, we would suggest that where the CEQ guidance document discusses federal policies relevant to determining when to evaluate GHG emissions (p. 3-4), and the factors that agencies should consider as part of their GHG evaluation (p. 4-6), the project agency should also be expected to consider local, regional and statewide plans to control GHG emissions and related planning documents that describe or evaluate sources and carbon sinks that could contribute to the cumulative effect of the project.
  Such plans may include local, state, tribal and regional planning documents and other plans for the reduction of GHGs.  This approach is consistent with CEQ’s existing regulations for evaluating the environmental consequences of an agency’s action in light of existing land use plans, policies and controls.  40 C.F.R. §1502.16(c). 

Consideration of state, local and tribal GHG-reduction efforts is particularly important for the analysis of GHG emissions which are cumulative in nature.  As CEQ’s guidance document recognizes, the climate change problem is the result of numerous and varied sources, each of which might add a relatively small contribution (p. 2).  Local, regional, and state efforts have produced significant and multisectoral approaches to addressing both the problem of assessing the relative significance of GHG emissions on state and regional goals and the relative efficacy of mitigation measures to address anticipated impacts from those emissions.  

The California Climate Action Team is currently coordinating statewide efforts to implement California’s Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 and the state’s Climate Adaptation Strategy.
  The West Coast Governors’ Agreement signed by the governors of California, Oregon and Washington seeks to develop reference models appropriate for providing information and assessing regional climate changes, and for predicting and responding to shoreline changes from storm surges and sea level rise.
  These kinds of state and regional efforts should also be consulted in assessing when to evaluate GHG emissions and what information agencies should consider as part of the GHG evaluation. 
We support the attention the draft Guidance gives to the impact of climate change on a proposed action (commonly referred to as adaptation).  CEQ deserves praise for recognizing that federal projects will likely be affected by climate change just as climate change may also be exacerbated by emissions produced by federal projects.  We suggest the Guidance go even further in discussing the need to provide analyses with respect to “long term projects” which are vulnerable to the effects of climate change—particularly sea level rise.  For example, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, the National Academy of Sciences and many coastal states are actively involved in providing tools for evaluating a project’s vulnerability to sea level rise and evaluating appropriate design and mitigation efforts to address the anticipated rise.  At a minimum, we would suggest that the Guidance direct users to NOAA's website, which provides a more comprehensive data sets specific to adaptation, and recognize the presence of a significant body of statewide assessments of these impacts.
  
Long-term projects should also assess project impacts that may have indirect effects on coastal processes, such as sediment supply to the coastal areas and development of infrastructure that may require armoring to protect against storm surge and other anticipated changes to the coastline.  See 40 C.F.R. §§1502.16(b) & 1508.  We support your recommendation that the agency evaluate how the environment will adapt to anticipated changes (p.7) and suggest that the discussion of the projected effects of climate change on the proposed action also reference tools for adapting to these proposed changes.  The California Ocean Protection Council and other California state agencies
 are currently developing recommendations for government efforts to plan and mitigate for these anticipated effects.

CEQ's Guidance document also solicits public input on what should be included in NEPA guidance for projects applicable to federal land management agencies (Question 2).  We are aware that Interagency Climate Change Adaption Task Force is currently looking at issues that will be relevant to the guidance CEQ can provide project agencies.  In addition, bioclimatic envelope models, which are used to predict changes in large-scale vegetation patterns, and population models, which are used to predict changes in species abundance or persistence, can also be useful in evaluating the long-term environmental effects of climate change on a landscape or resource.  One of the most commonly-cited recommendations is to protect landscape linkages, wildlife passages and other movement corridors that would allow species to migrate or disperse to move favorable habitat as climate conditions change.
  
Landscape connectivity can be enhanced by various means, such as by creating reserve networks of large reserves (perhaps connected by small habitat islands that act as “stepping stones” or stop-over areas), and reforesting or rehabilitating degraded areas to improve the functional connection between landscapes.  Environmental assessments and other NEPA documents should look to features to the surrounding ownership to identify constraints and opportunities to provide adequate adaption to anticipated climatic changes.  Promoting wildlife movement means more than defining wildlife corridors; it also includes removing physical and non-physical impediments to wildlife movement across all lands.  Assessing the impacts of roads and other structural impediments to migration is also important.

We support CEQ in its efforts to assist federal agencies in assessing GHG emissions in a consistent and comprehensive manner.  The information developed by federal agencies will also assist state and local governments in developing coordinated environmental assessment of projects that also require state or local permits.  Adequate analysis provides informed governmental decision-making and avoids delay and duplication of effort.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and would be pleased to discuss these issues further if our expertise would be helpful.

Sincerely,
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Sam Schuchat

Executive Officer

State Coastal Conservancy
�








� California Public Resources Code § 21000, et seq. �HYPERLINK "http://ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/Adopted_and_Transmitted_Text_of_SB97_CEQA_Guidelines_Amendments.pdf"�http://ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/Adopted_and_Transmitted_Text_of_SB97_CEQA_Guidelines_Amendments.pdf�.  


� Available at �HYPERLINK "http://ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/Final_Statement_of_Reasons.pdf"�http://ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/Final_Statement_of_Reasons.pdf�. 


� The Guidelines mention these plans only briefly on p. 5 in the context of energy conservation.  A much broader discussion of this issue is warranted given the significant local and regional efforts to analyze these effects.  


� For a list of the actions currently underway in California, please refer to the CAT website: �HYPERLINK "http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/climate_action_team/index.html"�http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/climate_action_team/index.html�. 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.resources.ca.gov/ocean/docs/WCGADraftActionPlan.pdf"�http://www.resources.ca.gov/ocean/docs/WCGADraftActionPlan.pdf�. 


� See Calif. Energy Comm’n, Projecting Future Sea Level, available at �HYPERLINK "http://www.energy.ca.gov/2005publications/CEC-500-2005-202/CEC-500-2005-202-SF.PDF"�http://www.energy.ca.gov/2005publications/CEC-500-2005-202/CEC-500-2005-202-SF.PDF�; Pacific Institute, The Impacts of Sea-Level Rise on the California Coast, available at �HYPERLINK "http://www.pacinst.org/reports/sea_level_rise/index.htm"�http://www.pacinst.org/reports/sea_level_rise/index.htm� (related to California coastline); �HYPERLINK "http://cses.washington.edu/db/pdf/moteetalslr579.pdf"�http://cses.washington.edu/db/pdf/moteetalslr579.pdf�  (Washington coastline) 


� See California Coastal Comm’n., Overview of Sea Level Rise and Some Implications  for Coastal California (2001), available at �HYPERLINK "http://www.coastal.ca.gov/climate/SeaLevelRise2001.pdf"�http://www.coastal.ca.gov/climate/SeaLevelRise2001.pdf�. 


� See, e.g., Heller, N. E., and E. S. Zavaleta. Biodiversity management in the face of climate change: A review of 22 Years of Recommendations, Biological Conservation 142:14-32.
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