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effects of their proposed actions under the National Environmental Policy Act

EPA). CEQ is issuing thi idan interim gui




The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) issues this guidance to assist

Fedetal Federal agencies in their consideration of the effects of greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions'! and climate change when evaluating proposed major Federal actions in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)? and the CEQ
Regulations Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (CEQ Regulations). 23 This
guidance will facilitate compliance with existing NEPA requirements, thereby-improving
the efficiency and consistency of reevieews of proposed Federal actions for agencies,
decision malekers, project proponents, and the public.®-* Theis guidance provides Federal

agencies a common




O " B Poh
bitiding approach for assessmg their proposed actions, while recognlzlng each agency’s
unique circumstances and authorities.*

The Unit tates f: rofound climate crisis and there is little time left t

fundamental environmental issue, and its effects_.on the human environment fall squarely

within NEPA’s purview.’ Major Federal actions may result in substantial GHG emissions

han they shoul igned in consideration of resilience an tation t
changing climate.® Climate change is a particularly complex challenge given its global

nature and the inherent interrelationships among its sources;-causation;-mechanisms-of

SNEPA recognizes “the profound impact of man’s activity on the interrelations of all components of the natural
environment. ” (42 U.S.C. 4331(a)). *Among other things, it was enacted to,interalia— promote efforts which-
thatl

will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere and stimulate the health and welfare of







As discussed in this guidance, when addressingconducting climate change_

analyses in NEPA reviews, agencies should consider: (1) Fthe potential effects of a
proposed action on climate change-as-indieated, including by assessing both GHG

emissions {e-&-to-i . i . ton);’and reductions from




environmental impacts. Analyzing reasonably foreseeable climate effects in NEPA




threats includin tential r I nflicts, str to milit rations an

Inerabl mmunities, ther I nding to environmental justi ncern
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revised NEPA procedures, including anv revision of existing categorical exclusions, in
light of this euid 17
II.  Summary of Key Content

This guidance explains the-appheation-ethow agencies should apply NEPA
principles and existing best practices to the-analysis-eftheir climate change analyses by:




ageney-action;

Recommendsing that agencies use projected GHG emissions—+{te-inehide~where-

applicablecarbonsequestrationimpheations associated with the-proposed

Discussesing methods to appropriately analyze reasonably foreseeable

direct, indirect, and cumulative GHG emissions-and-chimate-effeets;

s the sl || o L benefits i theGuid; .
considering reasonable alternatives and mitigation anatysismeasures, as well as.
addressing short- and long-term climate change effects;

Advisesing agencies to use the best available information_and science when

assessing the potential future state of the affected environment in & NEPA



providing up to date examples of existing sources of scientific information;
CounselsRecommending agencies-te use the information developed during the
NEPA review to consider reasonable alternatives that would make the actions
and affected communities more resilient to the effects of a changing climate;
Outlinesing-speetal unique considerations for agencies analyzing biogenic

carbon dioxide sources and carbon stocks!® associated with land and resource

management actions under NEPA;

CounselsAdvising agencies that the “rule of reason” inherent in NEPA and the
CEQ Regulations alewsshould guide agencies te-in determineing, based on
their expertise and experience, how to consider an environmental effect and

prepare an analysis based on the available information-; and




A. NEPA

NEPA is designed to promote consideration of potential effects on the human
environment™22 that would result from proposed Federal agency actions, and to provide
the public and decision makers with useful information regarding reasonable

alternatives™23 and mitigation measures to improve the environmental outcomes of

Federal agency actions. NEPA encourages early planning, ensures that the environmental

1pdated guidance is also con ent with E.O 990, 14008, and 140 which set forth commitments to

442 40 CFR 150825(:1501.9(e)(2) (“Alternatives, which include:)Ne_the no action alternative—2)-Other; other
reasonable courses of actiens—3) Mitigationaction; and mitigation measures (not in the proposed action).”).



effects of proposed actions are taken-into-aceountconsidered before decisions are made,

and informs the public of significant environmental effects of proposed Federal agency

actions, promoting transparency and accountability-eoncerning Federal actionsthat-may
i Boantly affoct ] Lt of the 1 . e
Agencies implement NEPA through one of three levels of analysis: a categorical

statement (EIS), Agencies have discretion in how they tailor their individual NEPA
reviews in consideration of this guidance, consistent with the CEQ Regulations and their

respective implementing procedures and policies.2 NEPA reviews should identify

measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects of Federal agency actions.2®
Better analysis and informed decisions are the ultimate goal of the NEPA process.*2’
Inherent in NEPA and the CEQ Regulations is a “rule of reason” that allows agencies to
determine, based on their expertise and experience, how to consider an environmental
effect and prepare an analysis based on the available information. The usefulness of that

information to the decision-making process and the public, and the extent of the

anticipated environmental consequences, are important factors to consider when applying
that “rule of reason.”

B. Climate Change

Climate change seience-continuesto-expand-andrefine-ourunderstandingof the-

#2740 CFR 1500.1(ca) (“ ount-NEPA’S purpose is-ot

to W&W&%@F&p@emﬂewm foster excellent [
action.The»



human environment. It is well established that rising global atmospheric GHG

i i affecting the Earth’s climate i

CEQ’s first Annual Report in 1970 referenced-ehimatechangeindicating that“bmian-
bl i hisdi 11l ) hat | s )

understood to potentially alter global temperatures and weather>** patterns.? At that

time, the mean level of atmospheric carbon dioxide (CO;) had been measured as

increasing to 325 parts per million (ppm) from ara pre-Industrial average

+4zSee CEQ, Environmental Quality: The First Annual Report, p-93 (AugustAug. 1970):availableat,
https://ceq.doe.gov/ceq—- reports/annual _environmental quality reports.html.



of 280 ppm-pre-tndustrial-levels. 30 Since 1970, the global average concentration of
atmospheric earben-dioxideCQO» has increased to appreximately460414.21 ppm (2645~
alobally averaged value)-*as of 2021, setting a new record high.>! Methane is a potent

HG: r a 100-vear period, the emissions of a ton of methan ntribute 28 t tim

H.), have more than led from pre-Industrial levels.33 Methane concentration

publication of CEQ’s first Annual Report, ithas-been-determined-thathuman activities

have caused the carbon dioxide content of the atmosphere of our planet to increase to its

30 See USGCRP, Climate Change Impacts in the United States: The Third National Climate Assessment,_
Appendix 3: Climate Science Supplement, 739 (Jerrsyl. M. Melllloleres%(qu)—R}ehmeﬂd—&GaFy—\Mehe_eLaL
eds., 2014) [—hefemaftePL“Thlrd National Climate Assessment™]), i i Seiene

EPA), April2015:EPA 430-R—15-004, Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse _G_as_Emlsswns

and Sinks, 1990- 2013%&;4@1#@%1&&1%@&;
https://www3.epa.gov/elima wiloads/sheer
w 2015 Mmaln--ILext pdf . Ssee also D.L._Hartmann@L—ArMGAQemiaﬂk—%
Rustieueei; et al.,2013 Observations: Atmosphere and Surface—i»,_in Climate Change 2013; The Physical
Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group I to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental
Panel on Chmate Change HT.E. Stocker% et al. (edsy}., Cambridge UniversityUniv. Press:

e d-Ne A http_2013), https://wwwarchive.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-

report/ arS/WgINV GlARS Chapter02 FmalElNAL pdf




highest level in at least 800,000 years.*”3%

environment, including water availability, ocean acidity, sea-level rise, ecosystem

functions, biodiversity, energy production, energy transmission and distribution,

_http //earthobservatorynasa gov/Features/CarbonCycle U-m—veltsﬁ-y[)n]y, of Gal+fem+aQaL Rlver51de National-
Aeronauties-and-Space-AdministationNASA), and Riverside Unified School District, Down to Earth Climate
Change, http://globalclimate.ucr.edu/resources.html; USGCRP, Zki=/Fourth National Climate Assessment,

3 Cli e Sl




agriculture and food security, air quality, and human health.**38

Based primarily on the scientific assessments of the U.S. Global Change Research
Program (USGCRP), the National Research Council, and the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change_(JPCC), in 2009 the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued a
finding that declared that the changes in our climate caused by elevated concentrations of
sreenhousegasesGHGS in the atmosphere are reasonably anticipated to endanger the
public health and pubkie-welfare of current and future generations.>*? 1a-2615Since then,
EPA _has acknowledged more recent scientific assessments that <highlight the urgency of

addressing the rising

concentration of €O2GHGs in the atmosphere;~finding?? and has found that certain

Nations and Indigenous communities, are especially vulnerable to climate-related

Mﬁ See USGCRP, ZrixdFEourth National Climate Assessment, available-at-
http//nea20t4-clobalchange-covisystem/filesforee/downloadstow/NCA e

Climate Change_and Land, (_R KPachauri-& L-A-Meyer Shukla et al., eds., %MZQ | 9) -available-at
https://www.ipcc.ch/pdfiassessment-report/arS/syr/SYR-ARSFINAL fullpdfsrccl/; see also USGCRP,
http [IWwWw. globalchange gov 40 CFR 1508.81508.1(g)(4) (_effects include ecologlcal (such as the effects on

] a , aesthetic,
h1storlc cultural economic, social, andor health_ effects) USGCRP Tl he Impacts of Climate Change on
Human Health in the United States. A Scientific Assessment (2010),-availableat
https://health2016.globalchange.gov/.

39 See generally EPA, Endangerment and Cause or Contribute Findings for Greenhouse Gases Under Section
202(a) of the Clean Air Act;. Final Rule, 74 Eed-Ree.FR 66496 (Dec. 15, 2009)- (Fe:noting, for example,-at
66497-98: “[t]he evidence concerning how human-induced climate change may alter extreme weather events
also clearly supports a finding of endangerment, given the serious adverse impacts that can result from such
events and the increase in risk, even if small, of the occurrence and intensity of events such as hurricanes and
floods. Additionally, public health is expected to be adversely affected by an increase in the severity of coastal
storm events due to r1s1ng sea levels,”_id. at 66497 98)




effects.>*2! Broadly

limate chan I1so is likely to incr mmunity’ Inerability t

effects

of climate change observed to date and projected to occur in the future include more
frequent and intense heat waves, longer fire seasons and more severe wildfires, degraded
air quality, mere-heavy-downpeurs-and-Heeding-increased drought, greater sea-level rise,
mere-intense-stormsan incr in the intensity and fr ncy of extrem

harm to water resources, harm to agriculture, ocean acidification, and harm to wildlife

and ecosystems.?*42

41 See EPA, Final Rule for Carbon Pollution Emission Guidelines for Existing Stationary Sources Electric
Utllzty Generating Unzts 80 EFed-RegFR 64661, é%#ﬁﬁﬁﬁl (Oct. 23, 2015)-¢Certain,_
- « groups, including children, the elderly, and the
poor, are most vulnerable to climate- related effects.” Recent studies also find that certain communities,
including low-income communities and some communities of color ... are disproportionately affected by

certain chmate change related 1mpacts— including heat waves, degraded alr quahty, and_cxtmm.emalhﬁr_




Tribal Nations and Indigen mmunities with environmental justi ncerns.*4-

Consistent with section 102(2)(C) of NEPA, Federal agencies shouldmust

disclose and consider the reasonably foreseeable effects of their proposed actions.

including the extent to which a proposed action and its reasonable alternatives

emissions that contribute to climate change;-through-GHG-emissions;and-take-into-
aceount, Federal agencies also should consider the ways in which a changing climate

may impact the proposed action and any-alternative-actionsits reasonable alternatives,_
and change the action’s environmental effects over the lifetime of those effects;-and-alter
This guidance is intended to assist agencies in disclosing and considering the
effects of GHG emissions and climate change-alengwith-the-otherreasonabhy
foreseeable-environmental-effects-of their propesed-aetions. This guidance does not

establish any




measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for climate ehange-over

otherecffects-onthe human-environment.




| teral . der the | | ‘bution of thei

tions to climate chan ncies shoul ntify the r nably for le direct an

ith o octed emissions i [ysis. 45
Climate change results from an increase in atmospheric GHG concentrations from

the incremental addition of GHG emissions from siliensa vast multitude of individual

sources:*which-collectively have alarsc impact on-a global scale,

CEQrecognizes-that the The totality of climate change impacts is not

attributable to any single action, but areis exacerbated by a series of actions including

actions taken pursuant to decisions of the Federal Government. Therefore, it is crucial for




proposed actions.*’

NEPA requires more than a statement that emissions from a proposed Federal
action_or its alternatives represent only a small fraction of global or domestic emissions-

is-essentially, Such a statement abeutmerely notes the nature of the climate change
challenge, and is not an-apprepriatea useful basis for deciding whether or to what extent
to consider climate change s#mpaetseffects under NEPA. Moreover, thesesuch

comparisons areand fractions also_are not an appropriate method for characterizing the

petentialimpaets-assoeiated-withextent of a proposed action’s and its alternatives-and-
mitigations’_contributions to climate change because this approach does not reveal

anything beyond the nature of the climate change challenge itself:—the fact that diverse

individual sources of emissions each make a relatively small addition to global

atmospheric GHG concentrations that collectively have a large impaet—Wheneffect.
Therefore, when considering GHG emissions and their significance, agencies

should use appropriate tools and methodologies fer-to quantifying GHG emissions-ane-

comparing, compare GHG_emission quantities across alternative scenarios—Ageneies-
shouwld-netlimitthemselvesto-ealeulatingapropesed_(including the no action’s_
alternative), and place emissions as-a-pereentage-of sectornationwide,orglobal




present the environmental and public health effects of a proposed action in clear terms
and with sufficient information to make a reasoned choice between no action and other

alternatives and appropriate mitigation measures i i ensure the

professional and scientific integrity of the NEPA review.*8




Quantification_and assessment tools are widely available; and are already in broad

use in the Federal Government and private sectors, by state and local governments, and

globally.*®




have different levels of technical sophistication, data availability, and GHG source

profiles. W

data. These tools can provide estimates-of GHG emissions_estimates, including emissions
from fossil fuel combustion and estimates-of GHG-emissions-and-carbon sequestration?’
for many of the sources and sinks potentially affected by proposed resource management
actions.>”?® When considering which teelsjtools to employ, it is important to consider the

proposed action’s temporal scale; and the availability of input data.>*>® Examples-ofthe-

In the rare instance when an agency determines that-guantifring GHG-emissions-

e
warranted-beeause tools, methodologies, or data inputs are not reasonably

available_to gqua

s For example USDA’s i
Analysis tool can be used to assess the carbon sequestratlon of ex1st1ng agneu#umm act1v1t1es along with
the reduction in carbon sequestratlon (emissions) of project-level activities; http:/eometfarmnrelcolostate-edul

*59See 40 CFR 4502.221502.21.
3 Seef




If an n termines that it cannot provi nar nable ran f

potential GHG emissions, the agency should provide a qualitative analysis and its

rationale for determining that thea quantitative analysis is not warrantedpossible. A

qualitative analysis eanrely-onmay include sector-specific descriptions of the GHG

emissions effrom the category of Federal agency action that is the subject of the

NEPA analysis, but should seek to provide additional context for potential resulting




action.® The rule of reason and the concept of proportionality caution against providing
an in-depth analysis of emissions regardless of the insignificance of the quantity of GHG

B.  Disclosing and Providing Context for a Proposed Action’s GHG




luable metric that gi ision makers and th li | information an ntext







(2) Where helpful to provi ntext h as for pr. tions with relati







C. 3-Reasonable Alternatives

Considering reasonable alternatives, including alternatives that_avoid or mitigate
GHG emissions, is fundamental to the NEPA process and accords with NEPA-Sections
102(2)(C) and 102(2)(E)-—"Fhe-CEQregulations-emphasize-that the-alternatives-
analysis is the heart of the EIS under NEPA Scetion T02(2)(C). " NEEPA Scetion
o2 E)-provides-an-independent requirement-for, which independently require the
consideration of alternatives in environmental documents.?*’* NEPA calls upon agencies

to use the NEPA process to “identify and assess the reasonable alternatives to proposed

actions that will avoid or minimize adverse effects efthese-actionsupon-the-guality
efon the human environment.2*-Therequirement-to’>

Consideration of alternatives-alse provides eachan agency decision maker the

information needed to examine other possible approaches to a particular proposed action




the balance of factors considered in making the decision. AgeneyAgencies make better
informed decisions are-aided-when-there-are-reasonable-alternatives-that-allew-forby
comparing relevant GHG emissions, GHG emission reductions, and carbon sequestration
potential;_across reasonable alternatives, assessing trade-offs with other environmental
values, and evaluating the risks from —andor resilience to— climate change inherent in a
proposed action and its design.

Agencies must consider a range of reasonable alternatives-censistent-with-the-

aetion, as well as reasonable mitigation measures if not already included in the proposed

action or alternatives-H-Aeccerdinghya-comparison-of these-alternatives based-on GHG-

ageney, consistent with the level of NEPA review (e.g., EA or EIS) and the purpose and
need for the proposed action,”® Agencies should leverage the early phases of their

should compare

the anticipated levels of GHG emissions from each alternative including the no-

action alternative and mitigation-aetions to provide information to the public and

enable the decision maker to make an informed choice.

Agenetes_To help provide clarity, agencies should consider reasenable-alternatives-and-




appropriate, to compare GHG emissions and climate effects across alternatives-anéd-
L . l . focts.

Neither NEPA, the CEQ Regulations, andor this guidance-de-net require the

decisionmaa




E. Direct and Indirect Effects

NEPA requires agencies sheuldto consider-and-diselose the reasonably

foreseeable direct and indirect emissions-when-analbyzingthe-direct-and-effects of their
















Depending on the relationship between any of the phases, as well as the authority under
which they may be carried out, agencies should use the analytical scope that best informs

their decision making.

F. 5.Cumulative Effects

3 . . 99 * . . 73] I ] ]. .

Cumulative effects are effects on the environment that results from the incremental

impaeteffects of the action when added to the effects of other past, present, and

reasonably foreseeable-future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or

non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions.”**-AH-GHG-emissions-contribute-

10140 CFR 1501.9(e)(1)
12 See 40 CFR 1502.16, 1508.1(2)(3).

B




G. 6-Short- and Long-Term Effects

When considering effects, agencies should take into account both the short- and
long-term adverse and beneficial effects using a temporal scope that is grounded in the
concept of reasonable foreseeability. Some proposed actions wil-have-to-considerand
reasonable alternatives will require consideration of effects atfrom different stages_of the
action to ensure the direct effects and reasonably foreseeable indirect effects are

appropriately assessed; for example, the effects of construction are different from the

10340 CFR 1508.1(2)(3)
104 See infrg section VI(E)



effects of the operations and maintenance of a facility.

example, development of a new wind energy project may result in short-term
construction GHG emissions andHess-ofstored-carbonwhile-inthe longerterma-

thebut overall long-term GHG benefits. Agencies should describe both short- and

long-term effects—should-be-deseribed in comparison to the no action alternative in the-




“106 See 40 CFR 4—5(-)8—29—1508—24%% | QQ& [151, 1501 !ggggg;g gg!;gmggggg 1nclude mltlgatlon measures not
included i in the proposed actlon)'




n ment, and alternati nalvsis. As part of early and meaningful li

compensate for GHG emissions and climate change effects when those measures are
reasonable and consistent with achieving the purpose and need for the proposed action.
Such mitigation measures could include enhanced energy efficiency, renewable energy
generation and energy storage, lower -GHG-emitting technology, reduced embodied
carbon in construction materials, carbon capture;-earben_and sequestration-(e-g-forest-
agrictltural sotls;-and-coastal-habitat restoration), sustainable land management

practices, and capturing er-beneficiallyusing- GHG emissions such as methane.




that GHG mitigation is additional, verifiable, durable, enforceable, and will be

implemented. [ NEPA does not limit consideration of mitigation to actions involving.

including mitigation supporting a finding of no significant impact.**!'% Theln addition,
nsistent with existin n t practi n agency’s final-decision on thea proposed

action should identify these mitigation measures that the agency commits to take,

recommends, or requires others to take. Menitoringisparticularly-appropriate-to-confirm-







that may require unique consideration (e.g.. reservoir management practices can reduce
methane releases, wetlands management practices can enhance carbon sequestration, and
water conservation can improve energy efficiency).

In the land and resource management context, how a proposed action and
reasonable alternatives (as well as the no-action alternative) affects a net carbon sink or

source will depend on multiple factors such as the local or regional climate and




of considering biogenic carbon fluxes and storage within the context of other

management objectives and ecosystem service goals, and integrating carbon

According to the USGCRP and others, GHGs already in the atmosphere will
continue altering the climate system into the future, even with current or future emissions
control efforts.*"120 FhereforeTo illustrate how climate change may impact proposed
actions and alternatives and to consider climate resilience,-2a NEPA reviews should
consider anaetionin-the eontextongoing impacts of climate change and the
futureforeseeable state of the environment, especially when evaluating project design,

3399-508_0.pdf.
5+iSee ThirdUSGCRP, Fourth National Climate Assessment, Appendix3supra note 28, Chapter 2, OQur Changing
Climate-Seience-Supplement153-I54-available-at-




siting, and reasonable alternatives. In addition, climate change resilience'?! and adaptation-

actual-orexpected-climate-changes—!22 are important considerations for agencies

contemplating and planning actions-with-effeets-that-will-eceurboth-at the time-of

A. +Affected Environment

An-ageneyAgencies should identify the affected environment to provide a basis
for comparing the current and the-future state of the environment as affected by the
proposed action or its reasonable alternatives.>*!2* TheAs discussed in Section IV(D),
the current and projected future state of the environment without the proposed action

(i.e., the no action alternative) represents the reasonably foreseeable affected

environment;-and-this-should-be-deseribed, In considering the effects of climate change

proposed action based on

autheritative_the best available climate change

reports,>*125 which often project at least two possible future emissions scenarios.**!26 The

B e R e i See E.O. 14008 supra note 7 and E.O. 14057, s1 pra note 7

532 See 40 CFR 1502.15 (providing that environmental impact statements shall succinctly describe the
environmental impacts on the area(s) to be affected or created by the alternatives under consideration). Note,
however, that GHG emissions have effects that are global in scale.

7125 See, e, g, %w National Climate AssessmentfRegmaJ, supra note 28 (regional impacts
chapters)-availab g0 dow

F126 See, e, g, W&Hen&k@hﬁm%%ses&mﬂ%@eg&e&ﬂ—%pﬁe&&ehapte%gg gcons1der1ng a low future global emissions
scenario; and a high emissions scenario)-eveile .




temporal bounds for the statedescription of the_affected environment are determined by

the projected initiation of implementation and the expected life of the proposed action

and its effects.®*!27 Agenciesshouldremain-awarc-of the-cvohdngbody-ol seientific-

The analysis of climate change #mpaetseffects should focus on those aspects of the

human environment that are impacted by beththe agency’s potential action (i.e., the
proposed action or its alternatives) and climate change. ChmateThe analysis also should

consider how climate change can make a resource, ecosystem, human community, or
structure more suseeptiblevulnerable to many types of impaetseffects and lessen its
resilience to other environmental impaets-apartfrom-climatechangeeffects. This increase
in vulnerability can exacerbate the environmental effects of the-prepesed-actionpotential
actions, including environmental justice impacts. For example, a proposed action_or its
alternatives may require water from a stream that has diminishing quantities of available
water because of decreased snow pack in the mountains, or add heat to a water body that
is already warming due to increasing atmospheric temperatures. Such considerations are
squarely within the scope of NEPA and can inform decisions on siting, whether to
proceed with; and how to design;-the-propesed-action_potential actions and reasonable
alternatives, and to eliminate or mitigate #mpaetseffects exacerbated by climate change.
They ean-also_can inform possible adaptation measures to address the i#mpaetseffects of

climate change, ultimately enabling the selection of smarter, more resilient actions.

*127 CEQ Conszdermg Cumulatzve Eﬁ‘ects Under the National Environmental Policy Act1997),
. s Agen01es also should als&cons1der their work




3.Using Available Assessments and Scenarios_to Assess Present and Future Impacts

In accordance with NEPA’s rule of reason and standards for obtaining

information regarding reasonably foreseeable effects on the human environment,

agencies-need-#

impaets-in-the-propesed-action-area;-but may nstead-summarize and incorporate by
reference the-relevant scientific literature-**_concerning the physical effects of climate

change.!”® For example, agencies may summarize and incorporate by reference the
relevant chapters of the most recent national climate assessments or reports from the

USGCRP-**_and the IPCC.'?° Particularly relevant to some proposed actions and.

reasonable alternatives are the most current reports on climate change #mpaetseffects on

water resources, ecosystems, vulnerable communities, agriculture and forestry, health,

coastlines, and ocean and arctic regions in the United States.®’!30-Agencies-may-

Agencies should remain re of th lvin f scientific information

128 See 40 CFR 1502211501.12 (material may be incorporated by reference if it is reasonably available for
inspection by potentially interested persons during public review and comment).
pitnv-globalehange-govibrowselreports:129 Soe USGCRP, Fourth National Climate Assessment, supra note 28;
LPCC, The Physical Science Basis. supra note 28.
130 See Thisd USGCRP, Fourth National Climate ASSeSSMent, QurChansing Climate-aveilableat-
http:/nea20l4.globalchange.govireportsupra note 28. Agencies should consider the latest final assessments and
reports whenas they are updated.

131 igg e.g li



relying on a single study or projection, agencies should consider thetrany relevant

limitations and discuss them.®133

C. +Oppertunitiesfor Resilience and Adaptation

and on proposed actions in assessing vulnerabilities and resilience to the effects of
climate change such as increasing sea level, drought, high intensity precipitation events,

increased fire risk. or ecological change. i | i i

plans, as well as reasonable alternatives with preferable overall environmental outcomes
and improved resilience to climate 134 CJj ili i




the description of environmental consequences. For instance, agencies should consider
increased risks associated with development in floodplains, avoiding such development

wherever there is a practicable alternative, as required by Executive Orders 11988 and

transportation infrastructure on a coastal barrier island should i climate change

effects on the environment and, as applicable, consequences of rebuilding where sea level
effects on the environment.'3”
Agencies should integrate the NEPA review process sheuld-be-integrated-with the

agency_s planning, siting, and design efforts at the earliest possible time that would allow




for a meaningful analysis.®*138 InformationAgencies may incorporate information

developed during early planning processes that precede a NEPA review may-be-
ineerporated-into the NEPA review. Decades of NEPA practice have shown that
integrating environmental considerations with the planning processes provides useful

information that program and project planners can consider in the-design-oefdesigning the

proposed action, alternatives, and potential mitigation measures.-Forinstance,ageneies

Agencies also may consider co-benefits of the proposed action, alternatives, and
potential mitigation measures for human health, economic and social stability, ecosystem

services, or other benefits that increases climate change preparedness or resilience.

Individual agency adaptation plans and interagency adaptation strategies, such as agency

Climate Adaptation Plans, the National Fish, Wildlife and Plants Climate Adaptation

138 See 42 U.S.C. 4332 (“agencies of the Federal Government shall ... . . utilize a systematic, interdisciplinary
approach which will insure the integrated use of the natural and soc1a1 sciences and the environmental design
arts in planning and in decision-making”); 40 CFR 1501.2 (“Agencies shagulid integrate the NEPA process

with other planning Wm the earliest pesabkmasgnalﬂﬁ time—2"); Ssee also 7
CEQ* Memorandu ari




Strategy, and the National Action Plan: Priorities for Managing Freshwater

- Resources in a
Changing Climate, provide other good examples of the type of relevant and useful

information that agencies can be-censidered-*consider,'3?

139 See https://www.sustainability.performanee.gov/progress.html for agency sustalnablhty planS—wh-}eh—eeﬁm-x-&_and
agency adaptatlon plans =S.see also h&p#WwA&@eadaimas@afeegy-gev—lm

MMMA@ //www wh-ﬁeheuseg)__a gov/s1tes/defau1t/ﬁles/memmes#eeq_2£ )16-
lZLdQCJ.lmanS/ZOI 1_national action _plan_l pdf; and_CEQ, Off. of the Federal Chief Sustainability Officer,

https://www.epasustainability. gov/greeningepaadaptation/elimate-change-adaptation-plans,






Executive and consider whether the effects of climate change

in association with the effects of the proposed action may result in disproportionately

or selection of alternatives, including alternatives that can reduce disproportionate
impaets;effects on thesesuch communities.®” For example, chemical facilities located
near the coastline could have increased risk of spills or leakages due to sea level rise or

increased storm surges, putting local communities and




environmental resources at greater risk. Increased resilience could minimize such
potential future effects. Finally, considering climate change preparedness and resilience
can help ensure that agencies evaluate the potential for generating additional GHGs if a
project has to be replaced, repaired, or modified, and minimize the risk of expending

additional time and funds in the future.







A. Scoping and Framing the NEPA Review

Fo-effectuate-integratedScoping helps agencies integrate decision making, avoid
duplication, and focus the-NEPA review;-the- CEQ Regulationsprovidefor

seoping"reviews.!'*3 In scoping, the agency determines the issues that the NEPA review
will address and identifies the #apaetseffects related to the proposed action that the
analyseis will consider.”"!4* An agency can use the scoping process to help it determine
whether analysis is relevant and, if so, the extent of analysis appropriate for a proposed
action.”!4> When scoping for the climate change issues associated with the proposed
ageney-action, and reasonable alternatives (as well as the no-action_alternative), the

nature, location, timeframe, and type of the proposed action and the extent of its effects

m143 See 40 CFR 15017 | 5!2 l ,9 (“%eégm shall beLE_Q an early and open process feplg_detennlnmge the scope
of issues Mmﬁmforw 1dent1fylng the
significant issues related 1d
MM.”); see also CEQ 2 genei ‘ e
ﬁ-)iLPFepa%mg Efficient aﬁdiwelyEnwronmental ReVICWSwdei—éheﬁNaﬁeﬁa#Em%eﬁmemﬁLPekey%e{—MaFe#é%@J%

e 6 —06 pdf, supra note 139 (the

CEQ Regulatlons exphcltly requlre scoplng for preparmg an EIS however agencies ean-also can take
advantage of scoping whenever preparing an EA).

144 See 40 CFR 1500.4(5d), 1500.4(zi), +561.71501.9(a) and (e).

7145 See 40 CFR 1501.71501.9 (The agency preparing the NEPA analysis must use the scoping process to, among
other things, determine the scope and identify the significant issues to be analyzed in depth)-and; CEQ,
Memorandum for General Counsels, NEPA Liaisons, and Participants in Scoping-April (Apr. 30, 1981),-
available-ar
https://ceq-deewww.energy.gov/sites/default/files/nepapub/nepasegsiseopesscopinghin_documents/RedDont/G-CEQ
i . id if




will help determine the degree to which to consider climate projections, including
whether climate change considerations warrant emphasis, detailed analysis, and
disclosure.!46

Consistent with this guidance, agencies may develop their own agency-specific
practices and guidance for framing-the NEPA reviews. Grounded esin the principles

of

proportionality and the rule of reason, such aidspractices and guidance can help an agency

determine the extent to which an-analysis-efGHG-emisstons-andit should explore climate
change impaetsshould-be-exploeredeffects in theits decision- making processes and will

assist in the analysis of the no action and proposed alternatives and mitigation.”!4” The
agency should explain such a framing process and its application to the proposed action
to the decision makers and the public during the NEPA review and in the EA or EIS

document.

147See e.g., Ma F Runge
Dawd—@leaves—aﬁd—Memea—TemesyU,S, EQrcs]; Scrylgg T he Sctence of Deczszonmakmg,_ Applzcatlons for
Sustainable Forest and Grassland Management in the National Forest System (2013), available-at-

httphttps://Www .S fed-us/em/pubs—other/rmrs—2013thempsen—m004-pdfusda. gov/research/treesearch/44326; U.S.

Forest Service, The Comparative Risk Assessment Framework sand Tools(2010), evailable-at
https://www.fs.fed-us/pswitopies/fire—scieneeleraft/erafiisda. gov/treesearch/pubs/3456 1 ;-and Julien Martin, Michael-C--
Runge;James D Nichols; Bruee C-Lubew;and William L Kendallet al., Structured decision making as a conceptual
framework to zdenttﬁz thresholds for conservation and management2009), 19 Ecological Applications
htmswﬁwmwmwmwmw




B. CIncorporation by Reference

IneorporationAgencies should consider using in: ration by reference is-of
great-valte in considering GHG emissions or where an agency is considering the

implications of climate change for the proposed action and its environmental effects._ The

as well as anv relevant programmatic or other NEPA reviews.!'*® Agencies should identify

situations where prior studies or NEPA analyses are likely to cover emissions or

adaptation issues, in whole or in part, and incorporate them by reference in NEPA_

Incorporati may be helpful when larger scale analyses have considered

climate change #mpaetseffects and GHG emissions, and calculating GHG emissions ané-

earben-steeks-for a specific action saywould provide only limited information beyond




the information already collected and considered in the larger scale analyses.-Fhe NEPA-

Agencies should use the scoping process to consider whether they should
incorporate by reference GHG analyses from other programmatic studies, action specific
NEPA reviews, or programmatic NEPA reviews to avoid duplication of effort.
Furthermore, agencies should engage other agencies and stakeholders with expertise-or
an-nterestinknowledge of related actions to participate in the scoping process to identify
relevant GHG and adaptation analyses from other actions or programmatic NEPA

documents.







strategies, an agency may decide that it would be useful and efficient to provide an
aggregate analysis of GHG emissions or climate change effects in a programmatic
analysis and then incorporate it by reference into future NEPA reviews.

i ies conduct analyses or studies
national or other broad scale level (e.g., landscape, regional, or watershed) to assess the

status of one or more resources or to determine trends in changing environmental

actions. 150
A tiered, analytical decision-making approach using a programmatic NEPA
review is used for many types of Federal actions* and can be particularly relevant to

addressing proposed land, aquatic, and other resource management plans. Under such an




approach, an agency conducts a broad-scale programmatic NEPA analysis for decisions
such as establishing or revising_ the USDA Forest Service land management plans,
Bureau of Land Management resource management plans, or Natural Resources

Conservation Service conservation programs. Subsequent NEPA analyses for proposed

such as proposed actions that implementare consistent with

site-specific decisions

may be tiered from the broader

land, aquatic, and other resource management plans
programmatic analysis, drawing upon its basic framework analysis to avoid repeating
analytical efforts for each tiered decision. Examples of project- or site-specific actions
that may benefit from being able to tier to a programmatic NEPA review include: siting

and constructing transmission lines; siting and constructing wind, solar or geothermal
projects; conducting wildfire risk reduction activities such as prescribed burns_or.

hazardous fuels reduction; approving grazing leases; granting rights-of-way; issting-

A programmatic NEPA review-may also_may serve as an efficient mechanism in
which to assess Federal agency efforts to adopt broad-scale sustainable practices for
energy efficiency, GHG emissions avoidance and emissions reduction measures,
petroleum product use reduction, and renewable energy use, as well as other sustainability

practices.**13! While broad department- or agency-wide goals may be of a far larger scale

than a particular program, policy, or proposed action, an analysis that informs how a

particular action affects that broader goal can be of value.

D. Using Available Information

Agencies should mak 1sions usin rrent scientific information an




methodologies. CEQ does not ilv expect agencies to fund and conduct original

climate change research to support their NEPA analyses or for agencies to require project

proponents to do so. Agencies should exercise their discretion to select and use the tools,

methodologies, and scientific and research information that are of high quality and

available to assess relevant effects, alternatives, and mitigation,!'52

effects and may face barriers to engaging on issues that disproportionately affect them.

ngage environmental justice experts and




F. Monetizing Costs and Benefits

NEPA does not require monetizingcosts-and-benefitsFurthermeorea cost-benefit

the weighing of the merits and drawbacks of the various alternatives need not be

displayed using a monetary cost-benefit analysis and should not be when there are

important qualitative considerations.**!57 WhenUsing the SC-GHG to provide an estimate




If an agency determines that a menetized-assessment-of the-impaets-of
sreenhotse-gas-emissions-or-a-monetary cost-benefit analysis is appropriate and relevant
to the choice among different alternatives beingeonsidered;suehthe agency is
considering, the agency may include the analysis may-be-incorporated-by referenee®™in
or appendedappend it to the NEPA document, or incorporate it by reference!8 as an aid

in evaluating the environmental consequences.*® For example, a rulemaking could have
useful information for the NEPA review in an associated regulatory impact analysis,
which the agency could be-incerperatedincorporate by reference:-*’_in a NEPA_
document.'>®

When using a monetary cost-benefit analysis, just as with tools to quantify
emissions, thean agency should disclose the assumptions, alternative inputs, and levels of

uncertainty associated with such analysis. Finally, if an agency chooses to monetize some

but not all #mpaetseffects of an action, the agency providing this additional information

7159 For example, the regulatory impact analysis was used as a source of information and aligned with the NEPA
review for Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFEE) standards;see National, See Nat’l Highway Traffic
Safety AdministrationAdmin., Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards, Passenger Cars and Light Trucks,
Model Years 2017-20252017-2025, Final Environmental Impact Statement, Docket No. NHTSA-
2011-0056-2011-0056, section 5.3.2 (July 2012), §532,availableat
h&pm /[IWwWw. nhtsa gOV/I:aws:F&FReguJaﬂeﬂs%D

wzon 2025



should explain its rationale for doing so.*¢160

VCONCEUSION-AND EFFECHVE DATE

VII. Conclusions and Effective Date

Agencies should applyuse this guidance to inform the NEPA review for all new
proposed ageney-actions-when-aNEPAreview-isinitiated. Agencies should exercise
judgment when considering whether to apply this guidance to the extent practicable to an
on-going NEPA process. CEQ does not expect agencies to apply this guidance to
concluded NEPA reviews and actions for which a final EIS or EA has been issued.
Agencies should consider applying this guidance to prejeetsactions in the EIS or EA

preparation stage if this would inform the consideration of differences-between-

alternatives or help address comments raised through the public comment process-with-

882 For example, the information may be responsive to public comments or useful to the decision maker in further
distinguishing between alternatives and mitigation measures. In all cases, the agency should ensure that its
consideration of the information and other factors relevant to its decision is consistent with applicable
statutory or other authorities, including requirements for the use of cost-benefit analysis.



Document comparison by Workshare 10.0 on Saturday, January 7, 2023 3:20:08
AM

Input:

Document 1ID [file://C:\Users\V-BASHS\Desktop\2016.pdf
Description 2016

Document 2 ID  [file://C:\Users\V-BASHS\Desktop\2023.pdf
Description 2023

Rendering set Perkins

Legend:

Insertion

Deletion-

Moved-from-

Moved to

Style change

Format change

Inserted cell
Deleted cell
Moved cell
Split/Merged cell
Padding cell
Statistics:

Count
Insertions 1043
Deletions 734
Moved from 65
Moved to 65
Style change 0
Format changed 0
Total changes 1907




