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RE:
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(SCH # 2012021045)

Dear Ms. Descoteaux:
Attorney General Xavier Becerra, in his independent capacity, 1 and the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) jointly submit the following comments on the April 2020 Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) prepared for the World Logistics Center (the Project) in
advance of the Project’s May 14, 2020 Moreno Valley (City) Planning Commission hearing.
The Attorney General and CARB have the following concerns regarding the FEIR, as
explained in detail below:
1. The FEIR does not correct the improper GHG analysis the Attorney General and
CARB critiqued in multiple comment letters on prior versions of the Project’s
environmental impact report. 2
1

The Attorney General’s Office submits these comments pursuant to his independent
power and duty to protect the environment and natural resources of the State from pollution,
impairment, or destruction, and in furtherance of the public interest. (See Cal. Const., art. V,
§ 13; Gov. Code, §§ 12511, 12600–12612; D’Amico v. Bd. of Medical Examiners (1974) 11
Cal.3d 1, 14–15.) This letter is not intended, and should not be construed, as an exhaustive
discussion of the FEIR’s compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
2
The Attorney General and CARB previously reviewed the City’s July 2018 Revised
Final Environmental Impact Report (RFEIR) and submitted comments regarding the RFEIR on
September 7, 2018. As noted in those comment letters, the RFEIR’s analysis of greenhouse gas
(GHG) related impacts does not meet CEQA’s requirements. On January 30, 2020, CARB also
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2. The FEIR also continues to misrepresent CARB’s positions.
3. The FEIR’s new GHG Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 is inadequate.
4. The FEIR fails to adopt feasible mitigation measures that would substantially
lessen the Project’s significant adverse effects.
5. The addition of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 is “significant information” that
requires recirculation of the FEIR.
Until these shortcomings are corrected, the FEIR should not be certified by the City.
I.

THE FEIR CONTINUES TO RELY ON ENVIRONMENTALLY IRRESPONSIBLE AND
LEGALLY FLAWED ARGUMENTS TO AVOID PROPERLY ANALYZING AND
MITIGATING THE PROJECT’S ENORMOUS GREENHOUSE GAS IMPACTS.

Under CEQA, a project’s significant GHG impacts must be disclosed and mitigated to the
extent feasible whenever the lead agency determines that the project contributes to a significant,
cumulative climate change impact. 14 Cal. Code Regs. (CEQA Guidelines) § 15064.4. Yet, the
FEIR continues to improperly divide the Project’s GHG emissions into two categories, which it
terms “capped” and “uncapped”; classifications that are created by the FEIR and have no
relevance under CEQA. The FEIR asserts that “capped” emissions are “covered” by CARB’s
Cap-and-Trade Program, and therefore claims that they are exempt from any further CEQA
analysis or mitigation. 3
To purportedly support its improper approach to GHG analysis and mitigation, the FEIR
relies on a few weak, misguided bases: (1) two mitigated negative declarations (MND); (2) an
outdated guidance document from an air district with no jurisdiction in the South Coast Air
Basin; (3) an inapposite appellate court decision that did not benefit from the input of
California’s expert agencies and other key stakeholders, and (4) unsupported arguments about
indirect costs.
The FEIR does not, and cannot, explain why its GHG analysis and mitigation approach did
not comply with the CEQA Guidelines, applicable case law, and other relevant guidance
regarding GHG analysis and mitigation. In addition, the FEIR ignores the objections in our
previous comment letters.

filed comments on the Draft Recirculated Revised Sections of the Final Environmental Impact
Report (RRSFEIR). These three comment letters are attached to this letter as Exhibits A-C.
Further, the Attorney General and CARB’s amicus brief in Paulek et al. v. Moreno Valley
Community Services District et al. (E071184) (Paulek), which further discusses the legal
inadequacies of the GHG analysis, is attached hereto as Exhibit D.
3
Though Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 agrees to offset “capped” emissions in the event the
City’s GHG analysis is invalidated in Paulek, the improper legal arguments regarding the
distinction between “capped” and “uncapped” emissions will remain.
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The City cites the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) Policy
APR-2025, issued in 2014, and two MNDs approved by SCAQMD in 2014. The City states that
its approach has been applied “for years” in light of those same documents. (FEIR at 23.)
However, as the California Supreme Court has repeatedly held in more recent years, GHG law
continues to evolve, and lead agencies have an obligation under CEQA to “stay in step.”
Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Assn. of Governments (2017) 3 Cal.5th 497,
504 (SANDAG). 4 The documents the City relied on are out of date and not the appropriate
guidance for analyzing GHG impacts under CEQA.
Note that in 2014, the California Supreme Court had not yet issued its seminal Newhall
decision, which was published on November 30, 2015. Center for Biological Diversity v. Dept.
of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, 230 (Newhall). The Court then issued the SANDAG
decision on July 13, 2017. (SANDAG, supra, (2017) 3 Cal.5th 497.) The FEIR ignores post2014 materials that establish its approach is unlawful, including the SANDAG California
Supreme Court decision referenced above, as well as CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan. 5
The City also relies on Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of
Supervisors (2017) 17 Cal.App.5th 708 (AIR). However, as previously noted, AIR did not
broadly validate the City’s approach of excluding all fuel and electricity related emissions from
its GHG analysis, particularly for a project that is not regulated by the Cap-and-Trade
Regulation. (See FEIR at 22, 23.) That issue simply was not before the court, and was not given
due consideration as a result. (See Exhibit A at 6; Exhibit B at 11-12; Exhibit D at 30-31.) AIR
is thus inapposite.
Finally, the City also attempts to argue that the Project would effectively be paying for
GHG mitigation through fuel and electrical costs passed down to the end consumer. (FEIR at
18-19.) It still remains unclear how there would be any price signal to Project proponents in this
situation, given that any fuel-related costs would be paid by the fuel suppliers, and potentially
passed down to the Project’s tenant logistics companies. Regardless, these fuel costs would not
be paid by the Project proponents.
4

As the California Supreme Court has held, “CEQA requires public agencies ... to ensure
that such analysis stay in step with evolving scientific knowledge and state regulatory schemes.”
(SANDAG at 504.) The Court viewed the Scoping Plan as a particularly useful source of
information, given the extensive study and public participation involved in its preparation. (Ibid.)
A recent article provides a useful primer on this body of law. (See Janill Richards, The SANDAG
Decision: How Lead Agencies Can “Stay in Step” with Law and Science in Addressing the
Climate Impacts of Large-Scale Planning and Infrastructure Projects (2017) 26:2 Environmental
Law News 17.)
5
Available at https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf. See, in
particular, the “Climate Action through Local Planning and Permitting” chapter beginning at
page 99, which describes the critical role played by local government contributions to CEQA
reductions, including through the CEQA review process. See also CARB’s 2018 comment letter
for more information on this point.
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In sum, the City’s weak attempts to support the FEIR’s unlawful GHG analysis and
mitigation approach are without merit. Thus, the FEIR violates CEQA by failing to fully analyze
and mitigate the significant GHG impacts of the Project.
II.

THE FEIR CONTINUES TO INCORRECTLY CLAIM THAT CARB SUPPORTS THE
WLC’S GHG APPROACH.

The FEIR continues to misrepresent CARB’s views on GHG analysis and mitigation. 6 As
noted in CARB’s September 7, 2018 letter and in its Paulek amicus brief, CARB does not
support the approach proposed; the approach is unlawful, inconsistent with relevant climate
plans and regulations, and likely to set back the state’s climate mitigation efforts if applied.
Once again, the Cap-and-Trade Program was not designed to mitigate all GHG impacts
associated with land use planning decisions. Rather, it was designed with responsible local
CEQA compliance in mind as a complementary strategy. (See, e.g., 2017 Scoping Plan at 99102.) Cap-and-Trade, which is neither tailored to nor affected by the Project, simply does not
provide project-level mitigation in this case.
The FEIR points to several cherry-picked provisions from the 2011 Final Statement of
Reasons for the Cap-and-Trade Project. (FEIR at 18-19.) Yet it fails to explain why there is not
a single provision, from any point in time, indicating that CARB intended Cap-and-Trade
compliance to constitute CEQA mitigation for unregulated entities and projects, or that it excuses
land use projects wholesale from evaluating or mitigating their GHG emissions. Cap-and-Trade
does not and CARB plainly never intended Cap-and-Trade to obviate CEQA mitigation
requirements; that is a much bigger change that CARB would have expressly addressed had that
been the intent. While the FEIR points out selected Scoping Plan provisions (FEIR at 25), it
conveniently omits the directly applicable “Climate Action through Local Planning and
Permitting” chapter describing how CARB relies on complimentary local planning actions
(including robust CEQA analysis and mitigation) to accomplish the state’s GHG mandates and
goals. (See 2017 Scoping Plan at 99-102.) The City’s approach would effectively render
superfluous the CEQA mitigation recommendations in CARB’s Scoping Plan, as there would be
essentially nothing left to mitigate if agencies took the City’s approach. It would also allow lead
agencies to disregard their CEQA obligations and make less informed decisions. (See, e.g.,

6

In the Paulek litigation, attorneys for the developer argued that because CARB did not
specifically object to the project’s GHG significance methodology in its early comment letters,
CARB “apparently had no problem with the EIRs not counting capped emissions against the
[WLC] in order to determine the significance of greenhouse gas emissions.” (Transcript of
January 22, 2018 hearing in Paulek case, before Hon. Sharon J. Waters, p. 18, lines 3–7.) The
City has failed to address this issue or otherwise correct this clear and consequential
misrepresentation in its responses to comments.
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SANDAG, supra, 3 Cal.5th at p. 519 [“nothing we say today invites regional planners to ‘shirk
their responsibilities’ under CEQA”].)
Despite failing to mitigate 95% of the Project’s emissions, the FEIR appears to claim that
the Project would be consistent with the “Climate Action through Local Planning and
Permitting” chapter of the Scoping Plan mentioned above. (FEIR at 29.) This is incorrect. As
noted above, that chapter of the Scoping Plan discusses how the State needs more, not less,
responsible GHG planning and mitigation from project developers and lead agencies. Here, the
City seeks to avoid almost entirely its obligation to mitigate its GHG emissions.
III. THE NEW GHG MITIGATION MEASURE 4.7.7.1 IS INADEQUATE.
As stated in our previous comments, under CEQA, the City must revise the FEIR to
analyze all of the Project’s significant impacts relating to GHG emissions, including capped
emissions. The FEIR must also adopt all feasible mitigation to address the Project’s significant
GHG impacts. (Newhall, supra, 62 Cal.4th at p. 231.) Instead, the City revised the FEIR to add
a mitigation measure for the Project, but this measure does not correct the FEIR’s CEQA
violations. The new GHG mitigation measure would require the Project to purchase GHG
offsets to mitigate its emissions, but only if the City loses the Paulek appellate litigation.
(Measure 4.7.7.1.) This measure is inadequate for multiple reasons.
First, the City should adopt meaningful GHG mitigation measures in the FEIR, rather
than continuing to avoid its responsibility to require mitigation unless specifically so ordered by
a court. The City has conceded that such a measure is feasible by including its contingent GHG
mitigation measure in the FEIR. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15092, subd. (b)(2)(A) [“A public agency
shall not decide to approve or carry out a project for which an EIR was prepared unless . . . [t]he
agency has . . . [e]liminated or substantially lessened all significant effects on the environment
where feasible.”].) Indeed, more beneficial mitigation measures are feasible – including the use,
for instance, of electrified trucks for the Project, which would reduce both GHGs and air
pollution risk, as CARB has long recommended. Yet, the Project has not even adopted its
inadequate offset measure, much less failed to explained why it has not adopted ostensibly
feasible measures presented by CARB regarding design changes to favor zero emission vehicles.
There is no indication in the record that even a more robust, legally-adequate GHG mitigation
measure would be infeasible for the Project.
Second, the proposed measure, if it ever becomes effective, may not actually reduce the
Project’s GHG emissions. Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 uses similar language to CARB’s offsets
program, it lacks the essential safeguards that make CARB’s program successful. For example,
the measure states that any offsets used must be “real, permanent, additional, quantifiable,
verifiable, and enforceable by an appropriate agency.” (FEIR at 36.) However, these terms are
not defined in the mitigation measure. They are left to the sole interpretation and discretion of
the City’s Planning Official and thus not enforceable as CEQA requires. (See Pub. Resources
Code, § 21081.6, subd. (b); CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(2).) There is a broad
continuum of voluntary-market offsets available for purchase by project proponents, ranging
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from ineffective and unenforceable to rigorous. It remains unclear which types of offsets would
be deemed by the City’s Planning Official to meet these undefined criteria.
In the land-use planning context, offsets—particularly offsets that are not tied to local
projects—have distinct disadvantages as compared to on-site mitigation or other direct emission
reduction measures. Offsets do not provide the important co-benefits of on-site mitigation such
as local jobs, reduced local air pollution, local infrastructure and efficiency improvements. (See
e.g. 2017 Scoping Plan at 102 (“CARB recommends that lead agencies prioritize on-site design
features that reduce emissions, especially from [vehicle miles traveled], and direct investments in
GHG reductions within the project’s region that contribute potential air quality, health, and
economic co-benefits locally.”) This is why the 2017 Scoping Plan prioritizes local direct
investments, and recommends turning to offset credits “[w]here further project design or regional
investments are infeasible or not proven to be effective.” (2017 Scoping Plan at 102.) The
proposed measure, by contrast, does not obligate the Project to first consider additional direct
reductions, or other local or regional GHG emissions reductions, before deciding to purchase
offsets. Such direct or local measures could otherwise benefit those in the Project vicinity.
Furthermore, the measure does not in any way limit the percentage of offsets which may be used
to mitigate the Project’s GHG emissions, as compared to more direct methods of GHG reduction.
California’s Cap-and-Trade Program, for its part, sets a quantitative usage limit, which allows
only 4-8% (depending on the calendar year) of an entity’s compliance obligation to be met
through surrendering offsets. (See 17 Cal. Code Regs., § 95854.) This helps ensure that offsets
are a relatively small part of the overall Cap-and-Trade Program, ensuring that the majority of
GHG reductions come from reductions by regulated entities rather than from non-covered
sectors.
The FEIR’s proposed measure entirely lacks this protection, instead allowing offsets
(even ones that may not actually result in GHG reductions, as described above) as the sole GHG
mitigation mechanism. These disadvantages, combined with the lack of any adequate criteria to
ensure quality or enforceability of the offsets that may be purchased in this case, make the
mitigation measure ineffective and unreliable.
Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 also seems to imply that CARB has broadly “approved” the
offset registries it lists. The measure’s text states: “Credits registered by a carbon registry
approved by the California Air Resources Board, such as, but not limited to, the Climate Action
Reserve, American Carbon Registry, Verra (formerly Verified Carbon Standard) or GHG
Reduction Exchange (GHG RX), shall be conclusively presumed to meet all of the criteria set
forth above.” (FEIR at 36). CARB has approved only the American Carbon Registry, Climate
Action Reserve, and Verra for the limited purpose of participation as Offset Project Registries in
CARB’s Cap-and-Trade Program, pursuant to the process set forth in section 95986 of Title 17
of the California Code of Regulations. This approval only pertains to the registry’s participation
in the Cap-and-Trade Regulation, in connection with issuing CARB offset credits. By contrast,
the offsets contemplated by Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 are known as “voluntary market” offsets,
which are generated under separate protocols adopted by the registries. CARB does not review
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these voluntary market protocols. CARB’s “approval” of a registry as an Offset Project Registry
under the Cap-and-Trade Program does not mean CARB has reviewed or approved that
registry’s voluntary market offset protocols.
Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 improperly bypasses onsite and local mitigation and violates
CEQA because of its unenforceability and thus must be revised.
IV.

THE FEIR IMPROPERLY DECLINES TO ADOPT FEASIBLE MITIGATION MEASURES
THAT WOULD SUBSTANTIALLY LESSEN THE PROJECT’S SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE
EFFECTS.

The FEIR simultaneously argues the proposed use of offsets and credits is a feasible
mitigation measure, and yet refuses to adopt such a measure now by conditioning it on the
outcome of the Paulek litigation. This approach violates CEQA, which instructs that “public
agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are… feasible mitigation measures
available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such
projects.” (Pub. Res. Code 21002). The FEIR recognizes it is possible to offset the entire
232,402 metric tons of GHG from this Project but only guarantees the offset of 8,563 metric tons
of GHG emissions. (See FEIR at page 39.) The entire 232,403 metric tons of GHGs will not be
offset if the “trial court’s judgment in Paulek is affirmed after the appellate process is completed
or if the appeal is dismissed.” However, if the appeal is dismissed, an appellate court will not
have upheld the City’s GHG analysis and, as described above, the City’s misleadingly-named
“capped” emissions would be considered a significant environmental effect. These emissions
would need to be mitigated, and could be via a feasible and rigorous GHG mitigation measure
(as described above). By refusing to adopt such a feasible mitigation measure here, the FEIR
violates CEQA. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15092.)
V.

MITIGATION MEASURE 4.7.7.1 IS “SIGNIFICANT NEW INFORMATION” THAT
REQUIRES RECIRCULATION OF THE FINAL EIR.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21092.1, Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 is
“significant new information” that requires a new opportunity for public comment. “Significant
new information” includes a new “feasible way to mitigate or avoid [a substantial adverse
environmental effect]… that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.” (Laurel
Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1129,
as modified on denial of rehg. (Feb. 24, 1994)). As described above, Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1
identifies a feasible, although not necessarily proper, way to mitigate the Project’s greenhouse
gas emissions, yet declines to adopt such mitigation unconditionally.
When “significant new information… is added to an environmental impact report after
notice… but prior to certification” the public agency must “give notice again pursuant to Section
21092… before certifying the environmental impact report.” (Pub. Resources Code, § 21092.1).
Notice pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092(b)(2) requires a comment period.
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However, Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 was added to the FEIR through a “Response to Comments
on the Revised Sections of the Final EIR and Draft Recirculated Revised Sections of the Final
EIR” without any such comment period. Instead, the City simultaneously released that
document and a Notice of Completion informing the public that the Moreno Valley Planning
Commission would review the Revised FEIR at a public hearing on May 14, 2020. Moreno
Valley should have recirculated the EIR and provided an opportunity for public comment on the
EIR with the addition of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. 7
VI.

CONCLUSION

The Attorney General and CARB urge the City of Moreno Valley not to certify the FEIR
without further revisions to the GHG analysis as described above. As stated in our previous
comments, the City must take its obligations as a local government to mitigate climate change
impacts seriously. The addition of a weak GHG measure that would apply only if the City’s
approach is invalidated on appeal is not enough. However, if the City implements the actions
that the state’s expert agencies have requested for years, the Project could be an important
environmental leadership project. Indeed, the Project could create jobs by building a worldleading clean logistics project, protecting communities all along its supply chains. We
encourage the City to take this opportunity to innovate and to lead. As always, we would be
happy to work with the City to take the additional steps needed to fully comply with CEQA’s
GHG analysis and proper mitigation requirements for the Project. We appreciate your
consideration of our comments.
Sincerely,

HEATHER LESLIE
Deputy Attorney General
For

7

XAVIER BECERRA
Attorney General

In its January 30, 2020 comments, CARB informed the City of its concerns with not
being able to review the new GHG-related mitigation measure. (See January 30, 2020 CARB
comment letter at page 1.) When CARB reached out to a City representative at that time, CARB
was informed that the reference to the new GHG mitigation measure was included in the
RRSFEIR in error, and it would be removed in the FEIR. Rather than remove that measure, the
FEIR now includes a new GHG mitigation measure that has never before been circulated for
public review, and which the City had previously indicated would not be part of the FEIR. The
City only now has decided to release this measure as part of a vast FEIR package, just 14 days
prior to the Project approval hearing.
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Richard W. Corey
Executive Officer, CARB
cc:

Albert Armijo, Interim Planning Manager, alberta@moval.org
Kenneth B. Bley, Attorney for Project Proponents, kbley@coxcastle.com
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HWVHT DQGDSSOLFDEOHFDVHODZ 7KH&LW\¶VDSSURDFKLQWKH5)(,5KDVWKHSRWHQWLDOWR
VHULRXVO\XQGHUPLQHWKHRYHUDOOHIIRUWWRPHHWWKH6WDWH¶VVFLHQFHEDVHG*+*UHGXFWLRQJRDOVIRU
WKHWUDQVSRUWDWLRQDQGODQGXVHVHFWRUVDQGWRGLVSURSRUWLRQDWHO\GLVDGYDQWDJHHQYLURQPHQWDO
MXVWLFHFRPPXQLWLHV
THE RFEIR’S GHG ANALYSIS VIOLATES CEQA AND UNDERMINES THE
STATE’S CLIMATE OBJECTIVES.
$VWKH5)(,5DFNQRZOHGJHVWKLV3URMHFWDWEXLOGRXWZLOOFDXVHRYHUPHWULFWRQV
RI*+*VWREHUHOHDVHGLQWRWKHDWPRVSKHUHHYHU\\HDUDQGZLOOUHVXOWLQRYHUPHWULF
WRQVRI*+*HPLVVLRQVEHJLQQLQJDVHDUO\DV 5)(,5DW  7KHVHHPLVVLRQVZLOO
SUHVXPDEO\FRQWLQXHWKURXJKRXWWKHOLIHRIWKHSURMHFWWKRXJKWKH5)(,5GRHVQRWDGGUHVVWKLV
7KH5)(,5WDNHVDYHU\XQXVXDODQGWURXEOLQJDSSURDFKWRDGGUHVVLQJWKH3URMHFW¶V
*+*UHODWHGLPSDFWVHVSHFLDOO\VLQFHFOLPDWHSROOXWLRQLVXQGHQLDEO\Dcumulative SUREOHP.
Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish & Wildlife  &DOWK
 7KH5)(,5GLYLGHVWKH3URMHFW¶V*+*HPLVVLRQVLQWRWZRFDWHJRULHVZKLFKLWWHUPV
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³FDSSHG´DQG³XQFDSSHG´±FODVVLILFDWLRQVFUHDWHGE\WKLV5)(,5 :KDWWKH5)(,5GHHPV
³XQFDSSHG´HPLVVLRQVFRQVWLWXWHRQO\DERXWRIWKH3URMHFWHPLVVLRQV7KH\LQFOXGHWKH
FRPSDUDWLYHO\PLQRUODQGILOOHPLVVLRQVFDXVHGE\ZDVWHJHQHUDWHGDWWKH3URMHFWDQGWKHXVHRI
UHIULJHUDQWVDWWKH3URMHFW 5)(,5DW  )RUWKHVHHPLVVLRQVWKH5)(,5IROORZVWKH
DSSURDFKWKDWZRXOGEHH[SHFWHGXQGHU&(4$WKH&LW\KDVLQLWVGLVFUHWLRQGHVLJQDWHGD
VLJQLILFDQFHWKUHVKROG LQWKLVFDVHPHWULFWRQVRI*+*VDVUHFRPPHQGHGE\WKH6RXWK
&RDVW$LU4XDOLW\0DQDJHPHQW'LVWULFW FRPSDUHGWKH³XQFDSSHG´HPLVVLRQVWRWKDWWKUHVKROG
DQGUHTXLUHGIHDVLEOHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVWRHQVXUHWKRVHHPLVVLRQVIDOOEHORZWKDWWKUHVKROG 
5)(,5DWS  :KDWWKH5)(,5WHUPV³FDSSHG´HPLVVLRQVKRZHYHUFRQVWLWXWHWKH
UHPDLQLQJRIWKH3URMHFW¶VSUHGLFWHGHPLVVLRQV7KRVHLQFOXGHHPLVVLRQVFDXVHGE\PRELOH
VRXUFHV QDPHO\GLHVHOWUXFNV DQGHOHFWULFLW\XVHDWWKH3URMHFW 5)(,5DWS  :LWK
UHVSHFWWRWKHVHHPLVVLRQVWKH5)(,5GHYLDWHVGUDPDWLFDOO\IURPVWDQGDUG&(4$PHWKRGRORJ\
7KH5)(,5DVVHUWVWKDWWKHVHHPLVVLRQVDUH³FRYHUHG´E\WKH&DOLIRUQLD$LU5HVRXUFHV%RDUG¶V
³&$5%´ &DSDQG7UDGH3URJUDPDQGWKHUHIRUHFODLPVWKDWWKH\DUHH[HPSWIURPDQ\IXUWKHU
&(4$DQDO\VLVRUPLWLJDWLRQ 5)(,5DWS  7KLVLVDQRYHODQGXQVXSSRUWDEOHDSSURDFK
XQGHU&(4$
$VGLVFXVVHGEHORZWKH5)(,5¶VDSSURDFKGRHVQRWFRPSO\ZLWK&(4$IRUVHYHUDO
UHDVRQV)LUVWWKH3URMHFWLVQRWUHJXODWHGXQGHUWKH6WDWH¶V&DSDQG7UDGH3URJUDPVR
SXUSRUWHGFRPSOLDQFHZLWKWKDW3URJUDPFDQQRWEHXVHGWRH[FOXGHRIWKH3URMHFW¶V*+*
HPLVVLRQVIURPWKHDQDO\VLVRIZKHWKHUWKH3URMHFW¶V*+*HPLVVLRQVZLOOUHVXOWLQVLJQLILFDQW
FOLPDWHFKDQJHLPSDFWV6HFRQG&(4$UHTXLUHVWKDWDOORIWKHHPLVVLRQVDWWULEXWDEOHWRWKH
3URMHFWEHHYDOXDWHGIRUVLJQLILFDQFHUHJDUGOHVVRIWKHLUVRXUFH7KLUGZKHQFRPSDULQJDOORI
WKH3URMHFW¶VHPLVVLRQVWR&DOLIRUQLD¶VDPELWLRXVVFLHQFHEDVHGFOLPDWHJRDOVDVZHOODV
VWDWHZLGHUHJLRQDODQGORFDOSODQVIRUWKHUHGXFWLRQRUPLWLJDWLRQRI*+*HPLVVLRQVWKH
3URMHFW¶V*+*HPLVVLRQVDUHFOHDUO\VLJQLILFDQWUHTXLULQJIXUWKHUIHDVLEOHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHV
:HDUHFRQFHUQHGDERXWWKH&LW\¶VXVHRIWKLVDQDO\WLFDODSSURDFKERWKLQWKHFRQWH[WRI
WKLV3URMHFWDQGPRUHJHQHUDOO\,IWKH5)(,5¶VDSSURDFKLVSXWLQWRJHQHUDOXVHE\WKH&LW\RU
IROORZHGE\RWKHUOHDGDJHQFLHVHPLVVLRQVIURPWUDQVSRUWDWLRQDQGHOHFWULFLW\FRXOGODUJHO\EH
H[HPSWIURPDQDO\VLVDQGPLWLJDWLRQXQGHU&(4$7KLVLVGLUHFWO\FRXQWHUWRWKHSXUSRVHVRI
&(4$DQGWKH/HJLVODWXUH¶VFRQVLGHUHGGHFLVLRQWRPDNHFOHDUWKDW*+*HPLVVLRQVPXVWEH
DQDO\]HG 6HQDWH%LOO  3XE5HVRXUFHV&RGH  7KH6WDWHFDQQRWPHHWLWV
ZHOOHVWDEOLVKHGORQJWHUPHQYLURQPHQWDO*+*UHGXFWLRQJRDOVLIQHZORFDOSURMHFWVDUHIUHHWR
DGGKXQGUHGVRIWKRXVDQGVRIWRQVRI*+*VWRWKHDWPRVSKHUHHYHU\\HDUZLWKRXWXQGHUJRLQJWKH


/HDGDJHQFLHVPD\FKRRVHWRXVHD³WKUHVKROGRIVLJQLILFDQFH´DZRUNLQJSUHVXPSWLRQ
WKDWFDQDVVLVWLQGHWHUPLQLQJZKHWKHUDQLPSDFWLVVLJQLILFDQW &DO&RGH5HJVWLW
 E   ³$WKUHVKROGRIVLJQLILFDQFHLVDQLGHQWLILDEOHTXDQWLWDWLYH
TXDOLWDWLYHRUSHUIRUPDQFHOHYHORIDSDUWLFXODUHQYLURQPHQWDOHIIHFWQRQFRPSOLDQFHZLWKZKLFK
PHDQVWKHHIIHFWZLOOQRUPDOO\EHGHWHUPLQHGWREHVLJQLILFDQWE\WKHDJHQF\DQGFRPSOLDQFH
ZLWKZKLFKPHDQVWKHHIIHFWQRUPDOO\ZLOOEHGHWHUPLQHGWREHOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQW´ &DO&RGH
5HJVWLWVXEG D  
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DQDO\VLVDQGPLWLJDWLRQWKDW&(4$UHTXLUHV 0RUHRYHUWKH5)(,5¶VDSSURDFKZLOOOLNHO\H[SRVH
DOUHDG\EXUGHQHGFRPPXQLWLHVLQWKH6WDWHWRJUHDWHUDPRXQWVRI*+*FRSROOXWDQWVVXFKDV
GLHVHOSDUWLFXODWHPDWWHUDQGQLWURJHQR[LGHV
:HXUJHWKH&LW\WRUHYLVHLWV*+*DQDO\VLVWRFRPSO\ZLWK&(4$E\SURSHUO\
HYDOXDWLQJZKHWKHUall RIWKH3URMHFW¶VHPLVVLRQVʊIRUDOOSKDVHVRIWKH3URMHFWGLUHFWDQG
LQGLUHFWVKRUWWHUPDQGORQJWHUPʊDUHFXPXODWLYHO\ VLJQLILFDQWDQGDGRSWLQJIHDVLEOH
PLWLJDWLRQWRHQVXUHWKRVHHPLVVLRQVGRQRWKDYHDVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWRQWKHHQYLURQPHQW
I.

THE RFEIR’S NOVEL APPROACH TO “CAPPED” EMISSIONS VIOLATES CEQA.

7KHSXUSRVHRIDQHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWUHSRUWLV³WRSURYLGHSXEOLFDJHQFLHVDQGWKH
SXEOLFLQJHQHUDOZLWKGHWDLOHGLQIRUPDWLRQDERXWWKHHIIHFWZKLFKDSURSRVHGSURMHFWLVOLNHO\WR
KDYHRQWKHHQYLURQPHQWWROLVWZD\VLQZKLFKWKHVLJQLILFDQWHIIHFWVRIVXFKDSURMHFWPLJKWEH
PLQLPL]HGDQGWRLQGLFDWHDOWHUQDWLYHVWRVXFKDSURMHFW´ 3XE5HVRXUFHV&RGH 
7KH&LW\¶VDSSURDFKYLRODWHVDQXPEHURIZHOOHVWDEOLVKHG&(4$SULQFLSOHV/HDG
DJHQFLHVPXVW³FRQVLGHUWKHZKROHRIDQDFWLRQQRWVLPSO\LWVFRQVWLWXHQWSDUWVZKHQ
GHWHUPLQLQJZKHWKHULWZLOOKDYHDVLJQLILFDQWHQYLURQPHQWDOHIIHFW´ &DO&RGH5HJVWLW
VXEG K  7KLV3URMHFWDVDZKROHLQFOXGHVERWKWKH³FDSSHG´DQG³XQFDSSHG´*+*
HPLVVLRQVEXWWKH5)(,5IDLOVWRDQDO\]HDQGPLWLJDWH³FDSSHG´HPLVVLRQV0RUHRYHUERWK
³GLUHFWDQGLQGLUHFWVLJQLILFDQWHIIHFWV´DQG³VKRUWWHUPDQGORQJWHUPHIIHFWV´VKRXOGEH
FRQVLGHUHG &DO&RGH5HJVWLWVXEG D   7KH5)(,5IDLOVWRLQIRUPWKH
SXEOLFRIWKHORQJWHUPHIIHFWVRIWKH3URMHFW¶V*+*HPLVVLRQVE\IDLOLQJWRDQDO\]H*+*
HPLVVLRQVSDVWEXLOGRXW
,QDGGLWLRQWRYLRODWLQJWKHVHPRUHJHQHUDOSULQFLSOHVWKH&LW\¶VDSSURDFKWR³FDSSHG´
HPLVVLRQVFRQWUDGLFWVWKH&(4$*XLGHOLQHVVSHFLILFWR*+*DQDO\VLV ³7KHGHWHUPLQDWLRQRI
ZKHWKHUDSURMHFWPD\KDYHDVLJQLILFDQWHIIHFWRQWKHHQYLURQPHQWFDOOVIRUFDUHIXOMXGJPHQWRQ
WKHSDUWRIWKHSXEOLFDJHQF\LQYROYHGEDVHGWRWKHH[WHQWSRVVLEOHRQVFLHQWLILFDQGIDFWXDO
GDWD´ &DO&RGH5HJVWLWVXEG E   7KH&(4$*XLGHOLQHVDGYLVHOHDGDJHQFLHV
RQKRZWRGHWHUPLQHWKHVLJQLILFDQFHRID3URMHFW¶V*+*HPLVVLRQV$OHDGDJHQF\VKRXOG
FRQVLGHUWKUHHQRQH[FOXVLYHPHWKRGVIRUGHWHUPLQLQJFOLPDWHVLJQLILFDQFH
 7KHH[WHQWWRZKLFKWKHSURMHFWPD\LQFUHDVHRUUHGXFHJUHHQKRXVHJDVHPLVVLRQVDV
FRPSDUHGWRWKHH[LVWLQJHQYLURQPHQWDOVHWWLQJ
 :KHWKHUWKHSURMHFWHPLVVLRQVH[FHHGDWKUHVKROGRIVLJQLILFDQFHWKDWWKHOHDGDJHQF\
GHWHUPLQHVDSSOLHVWRWKHSURMHFW>@
 7KHH[WHQWWRZKLFKWKHSURMHFWFRPSOLHVZLWKUHJXODWLRQVRUUHTXLUHPHQWVDGRSWHGWR
LPSOHPHQWDVWDWHZLGHUHJLRQDORUORFDOSODQIRUWKHUHGXFWLRQRUPLWLJDWLRQRI
JUHHQKRXVHJDVHPLVVLRQV,IWKHUHLVVXEVWDQWLDOHYLGHQFHWKDWWKHSRVVLEOHHIIHFWVRI

0U$UPLMR
6HSWHPEHU
3DJH
DSDUWLFXODUSURMHFWDUHVWLOOFXPXODWLYHO\FRQVLGHUDEOHQRWZLWKVWDQGLQJFRPSOLDQFHZLWK
WKHDGRSWHGUHJXODWLRQVRUUHTXLUHPHQWVDQ(,5PXVWEHSUHSDUHGIRUWKHSURMHFW
&DO&RGH5HJVWLWVXEG E 
:KLOH³>D@QLURQFODGGHILQLWLRQRIVLJQLILFDQWHIIHFWLVQRWDOZD\VSRVVLEOH´ &DO&RGH
5HJVWLWVXEG E WKH5)(,5¶VFRQFOXVLRQWKDWWKH3URMHFW¶V*+*LPSDFWVDUHQRW
VLJQLILFDQWXQGHU&(4$ 5)(,5DWS LVEDVHGVROHO\RQLWVXQMXVWLILDEOHH[FOXVLRQRIWKH
YDVWPDMRULW\RIWKH*+*HPLVVLRQVRIWKH3URMHFW7KDWH[FOXVLRQLVQHLWKHUFRQVLVWHQWZLWK
&(4$QRUMXVWLILHGE\WKH&DSDQG7UDGH3URJUDPZKLFKGRHVQRWDSSO\WRWKH3URMHFW
A.

Since the Project is Not Regulated Under Cap-and-Trade, The RFEIR
Cannot Use Cap-and-Trade to Ignore the Significance of the Project’s
GHG Emissions.

7KH5)(,5HIIHFWLYHO\WUHDWVWKH&DSDQG7UDGH3URJUDPDVLWLILWLVDTXDOLILHG
PLWLJDWLRQSODQIRUWKH3URMHFWDQGLWV³FDSSHG´HPLVVLRQV 6HH&DO&RGH5HJVWLW
VXEG K  VXEG E  ,WLVQRW
&DOLIRUQLD¶V&DSDQG7UDGH3URJUDPDSSOLHV³DQDJJUHJDWHJUHHQKRXVHJDVDOORZDQFH
EXGJHW>WR@covered entities DQGSURYLGHVDWUDGLQJPHFKDQLVPIRUFRPSOLDQFHLQVWUXPHQWV´
&DO&RGH5HJVWLW HPSKDVLVDGGHG  7KH&DSDQG7UDGH3URJUDPRQO\DSSOLHV
WRH[SUHVVO\LGHQWLILHGHQWLWLHVVXFKDVFHPHQWSURGXFHUVSHWUROHXPUHILQHUVHOHFWULFLW\
JHQHUDWRUVQDWXUDOJDVVXSSOLHVIXHOLPSRUWHUVDQGOLTXLGSHWUROHXPJDVVXSSOLHV &DO&RGH
5HJVWLW :DUHKRXVHDQGORJLVWLFVFRPSOH[HVDUHnot FRYHUHGHQWLWLHV
$OWKRXJKWKHRSHUDWRURIDUHILQHU\WKDWSURGXFHVOLTXHILHGSHWUROHXPJDVLQ&DOLIRUQLDLV
VXEMHFWWRWKH&DSDQG7UDGH3URJUDP &DO&RGH5HJVWLWVXEG H  HQWLWLHV
GRZQVWUHDPIURPWKDWUHILQHU\LQWKHFKDLQRIFRPPHUFHDUHQRW 7KHUHILQHU\LWVHOIPD\KDYH
FRPSOLDQFHREOLJDWLRQVXQGHUWKH&DSDQG7UDGH3URJUDPZKLFKFDQEHPHWE\UHGXFLQJLWVRZQ
*+*HPLVVLRQVRUVXUUHQGHULQJFRPSOLDQFHLQVWUXPHQWVEXWWKHJDVVWDWLRQWKDWUHVHOOVWKHJDV
WKHWUXFNGULYHUVZKRSXUFKDVHLWDQGWKHZDUHKRXVHVWRZKLFKWKHWUXFNVGULYHGRQRW%HFDXVH
&(4$*XLGHOLQHVVHFWLRQVXEGLYLVLRQ E  LQVWUXFWOHDGDJHQFLHVWRFRQVLGHUWKH
H[WHQWWRZKLFKthe project FRPSOLHVZLWK*+*UHJXODWLRQVRUUHTXLUHPHQWVLWLVLQDSSURSULDWHWR
UHO\XSRQFRPSOLDQFHZLWK&DSDQG7UDGHE\RWKHUHQWLWLHVGRZQVWUHDPLQWKHFKDLQRI
FRPPHUFHDVDEDVLVIRUDYRLGLQJDQDO\VLVRISURMHFWUHODWHGHPLVVLRQV ,QWKH)LQDO6WDWHPHQWRI
5HDVRQVIRUWKH&(4$*XLGHOLQHVDGGUHVVLQJ*+*HPLVVLRQVWKH&DOLIRUQLD1DWXUDO5HVRXUFHV
$JHQF\FRQILUPHGWKDWLQLPSOHPHQWLQJ&(4$*XLGHOLQHVVHFWLRQDOHDGDJHQF\PXVW
VKRZWKDWD*+*UHGXFWLRQSODQ³DFWXDOO\DGGUHVVHVWKHHPLVVLRQVWKDWZRXOGUHVXOWIURPWKH
SURMHFW´ &DOLIRUQLD1DWXUDO5HVRXUFHV$JHQF\)LQDO6WDWHPHQWRI5HDVRQVIRU5HJXODWRU\
$FWLRQ$PHQGPHQWVWRWKH6WDWH&(4$*XLGHOLQHV$GGUHVVLQJ$QDO\VLVDQG0LWLJDWLRQRI
*UHHQKRXVH*DV(PLVVLRQV3XUVXDQWWR6%  DYDLODEOHDW
KWWSUHVRXUFHVFDJRYFHTDGRFV)LQDOB6WDWHPHQWBRIB5HDVRQVSGIDWS 
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)XUWKHUWKH&LW\¶VDSSURDFKLVQRWDVWKH5)(,5FODLPV 5)(,5DW VXSSRUWHGE\
Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Bd. of Supervisors  &DO$SSWK
³AIR´  :LWKRXWFRPPHQWLQJRQZKHWKHURUQRWWKDWFDVHZDVULJKWO\GHFLGHGAIR LVIDFLDOO\
LQDSSRVLWHEHFDXVHWKHSURMHFWEHLQJHYDOXDWHGXQGHU&(4$LQWKDWFDVHZDVDUHILQHU\D
FRYHUHGHQWLW\XQGHUWKH&DSDQG7UDGH3URJUDP %HFDXVHWKLV3URMHFWLVQRWDFRYHUHGHQWLW\
XQGHUWKH&DSDQG7UDGH3URJUDPLWLVXQMXVWLILDEOHIRUWKH5)(,5WRXVHFRPSOLDQFHZLWK&DS
DQG7UDGHDVDIDFWRULQDQDO\]LQJWKHVLJQLILFDQFHRIWKH3URMHFW¶V*+*HPLVVLRQV7KHUHLVQR
EDVLVLQWKHODZIRUWKHXVHRI&DSDQG7UDGHWRH[FOXGHDIXOORIWKH3URMHFW¶V*+*
HPLVVLRQVIURPDQDO\VLVRUPLWLJDWLRQ
7KHIODZLQWKH&LW\¶VDSSURDFKEHFRPHVHYHQPRUHDSSDUHQWZKHQRQHFRQVLGHUVLWV
LQFRQJUXRXVUHVXOWV7KH5)(,5GHVFULEHVWKH3URMHFWLQSDUWDVIROORZV³*RRGVLPSRUWHG
WKURXJKWKH3RUWVRI/RQJ%HDFKDQG/RV$QJHOHVDVZHOODVRWKHUORFDWLRQVDUHGHOLYHUHGYLD
WUXFNWRWKHSURSRVHGGLVWULEXWLRQFHQWHUVDQGGLVWULEXWHGYLDWUXFNERWKLQDQGRXWRIVWDWH
ORFDWLRQV´ 2ULJLQDO)(,5DW 7KHKHDUWRIWKLV3URMHFWLVWKLVPRYHPHQWRI
JRRGVYLDWUXFNV<HWWKH&LW\¶VDSSURDFKDYRLGVDQ\DQDO\VLVRIPHWULFWRQVRI*+*
HPLVVLRQVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHPRYHPHQWRIJRRGVYLDWUXFNV 5)(,5DWS  RIWKH
3URMHFW¶VWRWDO*+*HPLVVLRQVDUHVLPSO\GLVPLVVHGXQGHUWKLVDSSURDFK &(4$GRHVQRWSHUPLW
VXFKDGLVPLVVDO
B.

The RFEIR Must Consider All Emissions in Determining Significance.

&RUUHFWO\DSSO\LQJ&(4$UHTXLUHVDQHYDOXDWLRQRIall WKH3URMHFW¶V*+*HPLVVLRQVLQ
GHWHUPLQLQJVLJQLILFDQFH 6HH&DO&RGH5HJVWLWVXEG E  
GHILQLQJ³SURMHFW´DV³WKHZKROHRIDQDFWLRQ´ 7KHUHLVQREDVLVKHUHIRUFRPSDULQJVRPH
RIWKH3URMHFW¶VHPLVVLRQVWRWKHVLJQLILFDQFHWKUHVKROGEXWQRWRWKHUV+HUHWKH&LW\HOHFWHGWR
XVHDWKUHVKROGRIPHWULFWRQVRI*+*V 5)(,5DWS  &(4$*XLGHOLQHVVHFWLRQ
VXEGLYLVLRQ E  QRWHVWKDWZKHQXVLQJDWKUHVKROGDQDJHQF\VKRXOGFRPSDUHDOORI
WKH³SURMHFWHPLVVLRQV´RI*+*VWRWKDWWKUHVKROG(PLVVLRQVIURPWUXFNVDQGHOHFWULFLW\DUHD
UHVXOWRIWKH3URMHFWMXVWDVPXFKDVWKH³XQFDSSHG´HPLVVLRQV 7KH\WKHUHIRUHPXVWEH
FRPSDUHGWRWKHVLJQLILFDQFHWKUHVKROGDQGPLWLJDWHGWRWKHH[WHQWIHDVLEOH
)XUWKHUWKH&LW\¶VDWWHPSWWRH[HPSWDQLPSDFWIURPDQ\VLJQLILFDQFHDQDO\VLVEDVHG
VROHO\RQSXUSRUWHGFRPSOLDQFHZLWKDVLQJOHUXOHRUUHJXODWLRQLVXQZDUUDQWHG&RXUWVKDYH
UHSHDWHGO\KHOGFRPSOLDQFHZLWKDVLQJOHHQYLURQPHQWDORUODQGXVHODZRUUHJXODWLRQGRHVQRW
FUHDWHDQH[HPSWLRQIURP&(4$¶VUHTXLUHPHQWWKDWOHDGDJHQFLHVHYDOXDWHDOORIDSURMHFW¶V
VLJQLILFDQWHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWV)RUH[DPSOH³FRPSOLDQFHZLWKDJHQHUDOSODQLQDQGRILWVHOI
µGRHVQRWLQVXODWHDSURMHFWIURPWKH(,5UHTXLUHPHQWZKHUHLWPD\EHIDLUO\DUJXHGWKDWWKH
SURMHFWZLOOJHQHUDWHVLJQLILFDQWHQYLURQPHQWDOHIIHFWV¶´ East Sacramento Partnerships for a
Livable City v. City of Sacramento  &DO$SSWKVHHDOVRKeep Our Mountains
Quiet v. County of Santa Clara  &DO$SSWK ³>$@Q(,5LVUHTXLUHGLI
VXEVWDQWLDOHYLGHQFHVXSSRUWVDIDLUDUJXPHQWWKDW>DSURMHFW@PD\KDYHVLJQLILFDQWXQPLWLJDWHG
QRLVHLPSDFWVHYHQLIRWKHUHYLGHQFHVKRZVWKH>SURMHFW@ZLOOQRWJHQHUDWHQRLVHLQH[FHVVRI>D@
&RXQW\¶VQRLVHRUGLQDQFHRUJHQHUDOSODQ´ 
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C.

In Light of the Project’s Substantial, Long-Term Projected Emissions, Its
GHG Impacts Must Be Deemed Significant.

,WVHHPVLPSRVVLEOHDSURSHUHYDOXDWLRQRIWKH3URMHFW¶VHPLVVLRQVXQGHU&(4$FRXOG
VXSSRUWDILQGLQJWKDWWKH3URMHFW¶VHPLVVLRQVDUHQRWVLJQLILFDQW7KLV3URMHFWʊDVFXUUHQWO\
GHVLJQHGʊZLOOORFNLQKXQGUHGVRIWKRXVDQGVRIWRQVRI*+*HPLVVLRQVIRUGHFDGHVWRFRPH
DQGPD\SXWWKLV&LW\DQGWKHUHJLRQRQDSDWKWKDWGHHSO\XQGHUPLQHVWKH6WDWH¶VFOLPDWHJRDOV
7RUHGXFHDQGDYRLGWKHPRVWFDWDVWURSKLFHIIHFWVRIFOLPDWHFKDQJHVFLHQFHWHOOVXVWKDW
ZHPXVWGUDPDWLFDOO\UHGXFHRXUDQQXDOVWDWHZLGH*+*HPLVVLRQV &DOLIRUQLDKDVWDNHQ
DPELWLRXVVWHSVWRDFFRPSOLVKWKDWREMHFWLYH$VVHPEO\%LOO ³$%´ UHTXLUHV&DOLIRUQLDWR
UHGXFHLWVWRWDOVWDWHZLGH*+*HPLVVLRQVWROHYHOVE\ +HDOWK 6DI&RGH
 8QGHU6HQDWH%LOO ³6%´ &DOLIRUQLDPXVWUHGXFHLWV*+*HPLVVLRQVWR
EHORZOHYHOVE\ +HDOWK 6DI&RGH  ,QDGGLWLRQWKH*RYHUQRU¶V
([HFXWLYH2UGHU6 ³(26´ GLUHFWVVWDWHDJHQFLHVWRUHGXFHVWDWHZLGH*+*HPLVVLRQV
WREHORZOHYHOVE\ 7RDFKLHYHVXFKDPELWLRXVEXWQHFHVVDU\JRDOV&DOLIRUQLD
ZLOOKDYHWRUHGXFH*+*HPLVVLRQVIURPYDULRXVVHFWRUVRIWKHHFRQRP\7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ
LQGXVWU\DQGHOHFWULFLW\JHQHUDWLRQDUHWKHWRSWKUHHFRQWULEXWLQJVHFWRUVWRWKH6WDWH¶VWRWDO*+*
HPLVVLRQV &$5%&OLPDWH&KDQJH6FRSLQJ3ODQ 1RY DWS ³6FRSLQJ3ODQ´  
%HORZLVDJUDSKVKRZLQJWKHGUDPDWLFGRZQZDUGWUDMHFWRU\RIVWDWHZLGH*+*UHGXFWLRQV
QHFHVVDU\WRDFKLHYHWKH6WDWH¶VFOLPDWHJRDOV

6FRSLQJ3ODQDWS 
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&DOLIRUQLDKDVDGRSWHGDPXOWLWXGHRIUHJXODWLRQVUHTXLUHPHQWVSODQVDQGSROLFLHVWR
DFKLHYHWKHVXEVWDQWLDOUHGXFWLRQVLQVWDWHZLGH*+*HPLVVLRQVUHTXLUHGE\$%6%DQG
(26&$5%LGHQWLILHGLQLWV&OLPDWH&KDQJH6FRSLQJ3ODQPXOWLSOHUHTXLUHGDQG
YROXQWDU\PHDVXUHVZRUNLQJLQFRQFHUWDVQHFHVVDU\IRU&DOLIRUQLDWRDFKLHYHLWVDPELWLRXV
FOLPDWHJRDOVDVGHSLFWHGLQWKHJUDSKEHORZ 6HH6FRSLQJ3ODQDWS 

7KH6FRSLQJ3ODQSURSRVHVYDULRXVVWUDWHJLHVIRUUHGXFWLRQVLQHPLVVLRQVIURP
WUDQVSRUWDWLRQDQGHQHUJ\VHFWRUV7KH6FRSLQJ3ODQQRWHVWKDWIRUWKH*+*UHGXFWLRQVIURPWKH
WUDQVSRUWDWLRQVHFWRU³>YHKLFOHPLOHVWUDYHOHG ³907´ @UHGXFWLRQVDUHQHFHVVDU\WRDFKLHYHWKH
WDUJHWDQGPXVWEHSDUWRIDQ\VWUDWHJ\HYDOXDWHGLQWKLVSODQ´ 6FRSLQJ3ODQDWS  ,Q
DGGLWLRQXQGHU6%&$5%DVVLJQV&DOLIRUQLD¶V0HWURSROLWDQ3ODQQLQJ2UJDQL]DWLRQV
WDUJHWVIRU*+*HPLVVLRQUHGXFWLRQVLQWKHWUDQVSRUWDWLRQVHFWRUZKLFKDUHWREHDFKLHYHGEDVHG
RQODQGXVHSDWWHUQVDQGWUDQVSRUWDWLRQV\VWHPV &$5%8SGDWHG)LQDO6WDII5HSRUW3URSRVHG
8SGDWHWRWKH6%*UHHQKRXVH*DV(PLVVLRQ5HGXFWLRQ7DUJHWV  DYDLODEOHDW
KWWSVZZZDUEFDJRYFFVEILQDOBVWDIIBSURSRVDOBVEBWDUJHWBXSGDWHBRFWREHUBSGI 
&$5%¶VUHFRPPHQGHGWDUJHWIRUWKH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD$VVRFLDWLRQRI*RYHUQPHQWVLVD
UHGXFWLRQLQ*+*HPLVVLRQVIURPWUDQVSRUWDWLRQE\ Id. DWS 
&(4$UHTXLUHVWKH&LW\HYDOXDWHWKHFRQVLVWHQF\RIWKH3URMHFW¶VVXEVWDQWLDOLQFUHDVHVLQ
*+*HPLVVLRQVZLWKVWDWHDQGUHJLRQDOSODQVDQGSROLFLHVFDOOLQJIRUDGUDPDWLFUHGXFWLRQLQ
*+*HPLVVLRQV 7KH6XSUHPH&RXUWLQCleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego
Association of Governments  &DOWK ³SANDAG´) DIILUPHGWKDWDQ(,5VKRXOG
FRQVLGHUWKHSURMHFW¶VORQJUDQJHJUHHQKRXVHJDVHPLVVLRQLPSDFWVWKURXJKWKH\HDUDQG
DGGUHVVZKHWKHUWKHSURMHFWDVDZKROHLVLQDFFRUGZLWKWKHVWDWH¶VFOLPDWHJRDOV Id. DWS 
7KH6XSUHPH&RXUWIXUWKHULQVWUXFWHGOHDGDJHQFLHVWR³VWD\LQVWHSZLWKHYROYLQJVFLHQWLILF
NQRZOHGJHDQGVWDWHUHJXODWRU\VFKHPHV´ Id. DWS 

0U$UPLMR
6HSWHPEHU
3DJH
7KH5)(,5HVWLPDWHVWKDWWKH3URMHFW¶VWRWDOHPLVVLRQVZLOOLQFUHDVHIURPWKHH[LVWLQJ
FRQGLWLRQVRIQRHPLVVLRQVDWWKH3URMHFWVLWHWRRYHUPHWULFWRQVRI*+*HPLVVLRQV
DQQXDOO\DWIXOOEXLOGRXWRIWKH3URMHFWLQ 5)(,5DWS  6HHWKHJUDSKEHORZ
GHSLFWLQJWKHWUDMHFWRU\RIWKH3URMHFW¶V*+*HPLVVLRQV 

7KH3URMHFW¶VVXEVWDQWLDOincrease LQ*+*HPLVVLRQVFRQIOLFWVZLWKWKHGRZQZDUG
WUDMHFWRU\IRU*+*HPLVVLRQVQHFHVVDU\WRDFKLHYHVWDWHFOLPDWHJRDOV 7KLVLVLOOXVWUDWHGFOHDUO\
LQWKHVKDUSGLIIHUHQFHLQWKHXSZDUGWUDMHFWRU\RIWKHJUDSKRIWKH3URMHFW¶V*+*HPLVVLRQV
YHUVXVWKHVWHHSGRZQZDUGWUDMHFWRU\LQWKHJUDSKRIWKH6WDWH¶VFOLPDWHJRDOVDVGHSLFWHGLQ
)LJXUHRIWKH6FRSLQJ3ODQDQGUHSURGXFHGDERYH <HWWKH5)(,5IDLOHGWRHYDOXDWHWKH
3URMHFW¶VFRQVLVWHQF\ZLWKVWDWHDQGUHJLRQDOJRDOVUHTXLUHPHQWVSODQVDQGSROLFLHVWRUHGXFH


9LVXDOGHSLFWLRQVVXFKDVWKLVJUDSKPDNHLWHDVLHUWRXQGHUVWDQGWKHVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFW
RI*+*HPLVVLRQVIURPWKH3URMHFWRQWKHHQYLURQPHQW6XFKFODULW\LVHQFRXUDJHGE\WKH
&(4$*XLGHOLQHVZKLFKVWDWHWKDW(,5VVKRXOGEH³ZULWWHQLQSODLQODQJXDJHDQGPD\XVH
DSSURSULDWHJUDSKLFVVRWKDWGHFLVLRQPDNHUVDQGWKHSXEOLFFDQUDSLGO\XQGHUVWDQGWKH
GRFXPHQWV´ &DO&RGH5HJVWLW 6XFKJUDSKVDUHDOVRKHOSIXOEHFDXVHWKH\
DOORZWKHGHFLVLRQPDNHUVWRVHHDSURMHFW¶VSURSRVHGJUHHQKRXVHJDVHPLVVLRQVDVDWUDMHFWRU\
DQGDVVHVVWKH³VLJQLILFDQFHRIWKHshape RIWKDWHPLVVLRQVFXUYHDVDZKROH´ -DQLOO5LFKDUGV
The SANDAG Decision: How Lead Agencies Can “Stay in Step” with Law and Science in
Addressing the Climate Impacts of Large-Scale Planning and Infrastructure Projects  
(QYLURQPHQWDO/DZ1HZVDYDLODEOHDWKWWSOHJDOSODQHWRUJZS
FRQWHQWXSORDGVHQYLURQPHQWDOODZQHZVBBYROQRBIDOOBWKHVDQGDJ
GHFLVLRQSGI  7REHWWHULQIRUPWKHSXEOLFRIWKH3URMHFW¶VXQPLWLJDWHG*+*HPLVVLRQVZH
UHFRPPHQGUHYLVLQJWKH5)(,5WRLQFOXGHJUDSKLFDOUHSUHVHQWDWLRQVRIWKHHPLVVLRQVWUDMHFWRU\
RIWKHSURMHFW

0U$UPLMR
6HSWHPEHU
3DJH
*+*VWKDWVKRXOGKDYHEHHQDQDO\]HGXQGHU&(4$ &RPSDULQJWKH3URMHFW¶V*+*WUDMHFWRU\
DJDLQVWWKHVWDWH¶VFOLPDWHJRDOVZRXOGLQIRUPWKHSXEOLFRIWKH3URMHFW¶V*+*LPSDFWV )RU
H[DPSOHWKH5)(,5¶V*+*DQDO\VLVVKRXOGKDYHFRQVLGHUHGZKHWKHUWKH3URMHFWZLOOLQFUHDVH
907 %HFDXVHLWGLGQRWLWLVLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWK6% $OWKRXJKWKH5)(,5¶VUHYLVHGWUDIILF
DQDO\VLVGRHVLQFOXGHD907DQDO\VLVLWLVLQFOXGHGRQO\WRDGGUHVVDLUTXDOLW\LVVXHVDQGQRW
*+*V 5)(,5DWSSDQG  8QGHU&(4$WKH&LW\LVUHTXLUHGWRFRQVLGHUKRZ
WKHSURMHFWFDQUHGXFH907DQGHOHFWULFLW\XVH³UDWKHUWKDQH[SHFWLQJ>LQJ@WKHVHUHGXFWLRQVWR
FRPH>RQO\@IURPWHFKQRORJLFDODGYDQFHVRURWKHUPHDVXUHV´ SANDAGDW 7KH&LW\
LJQRUHVLWV&(4$REOLJDWLRQVDQGLQVWHDGWKH5)(,5REVFXUHVWKH3URMHFW¶V*+*LPSDFWVE\
LPSURSHUO\H[HPSWLQJWKHPIURP&(4$DQDO\VLV
,QDGGLWLRQWKHUHLVQRGLVFXVVLRQLQWKH5)(,5RIWKH*+*HPLVVLRQVIURPWKH3URMHFW
RYHULWVH[SHFWHGOLIHVSDQ*+*HPLVVLRQVDUHHVWLPDWHGXSXQWLOWKH3URMHFW¶VIXOOEXLOGRXWLQ
 5)(,5DWS EXWWKH3URMHFWZLOOFOHDUO\FRQWLQXHEH\RQGWKDWSRLQWDQGWKH
5)(,5JLYHVQRLQGLFDWLRQRIKRZORQJWKDWZLOOEH7KHFXPXODWLYHLPSDFWRIWKH3URMHFW¶V
*+*HPLVVLRQVRYHULWVHQWLUHOLIHVSDQVKRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHGDQGPLWLJDWHGWRWKHJUHDWHVWH[WHQW
IHDVLEOH1RWDEO\E\IDLOLQJWRHVWLPDWHHPLVVLRQVWKURXJKWKH5)(,5REVFXUHVWKHH[WHQW
WRZKLFKWKH3URMHFWGRHVRUGRHVQRWFRPSO\ZLWK&DOLIRUQLD¶VH[SOLFLWFOLPDWHJRDOV
D.

The RFEIR Should Analyze and Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures to
Avoid or Lessen the Project’s GHG Impacts.

&(4$UHTXLUHVWKDWDQ(,5FRQVLGHUDQGDGRSWIHDVLEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVRUPLWLJDWLRQ
PHDVXUHVWKDWZRXOGVXEVWDQWLDOO\OHVVHQWKHVLJQLILFDQWDQGKDUPIXOHQYLURQPHQWHIIHFWVRIWKH
SURMHFWEHLQJDQDO\]HG 6HH3XE5HVRXUFHV&RGH  7KH5)(,5¶VIDLOXUHWRSURSHUO\
DQDO\]HWKH3URMHFW¶VVLJQLILFDQW*+*LPSDFWVDOVRUHVXOWVLQDIDLOXUHWRPLWLJDWHWKRVHLPSDFWV
DVUHTXLUHGE\&(4$,IWKH5)(,5¶VDQDO\VLVZHUHGRQHSURSHUO\WKH3URMHFW¶V*+*HPLVVLRQV
IURPYHKLFOHVDQGHOHFWULFLW\ZRXOGKDYHYDVWO\H[FHHGHGWKHVLJQLILFDQFHWKUHVKROGVHOHFWHGE\
WKH&LW\7KRVHHPLVVLRQVZRXOGWKHUHIRUHKDYHWREHUHGXFHGWKURXJKFKDQJHVRUDOWHUDWLRQVLQ
WKH3URMHFWRUWKH&LW\ZRXOGEHUHTXLUHGWRH[SODLQZK\³>V@SHFLILFHFRQRPLFOHJDOVRFLDO
WHFKQRORJLFDORURWKHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQVLQFOXGLQJSURYLVLRQRIHPSOR\PHQWRSSRUWXQLWLHVIRU
KLJKO\WUDLQHGZRUNHUVPDNHLQIHDVLEOHWKHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVRUSURMHFWDOWHUQDWLYHV«´
&DO&RGH5HJVWLWVXEGV D  DQG D    7KHUHPD\EHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHV
RUSURMHFWDOWHUQDWLYHVWKDWFRXOGUHGXFHRUDYRLGWKH3URMHFW¶V*+*HPLVVLRQVVXFKDVWKH
DGRSWLRQRIUHTXLUHPHQWVPDQGDWLQJWKHXVHRI]HURHPLVVLRQYHKLFOHVRUDFHUWDLQSHUFHQWDJHRI
HOHFWULFLW\IURPUHQHZDEOHHOHFWULFLW\VRXUFHVVXFKDVRQVLWHVRODUSRZHUJHQHUDWLRQ  %\



7KH$WWRUQH\*HQHUDOUHFRJQL]HVWKDWGHYLVLQJFOLPDWHPLWLJDWLRQRQDSURMHFWE\
SURMHFWEDVLVFDQEHFKDOOHQJLQJ0DQ\ORFDOJRYHUQPHQWVKDYHWKHUHIRUHHOHFWHGWRPRYH
WRZDUGHQIRUFHDEOH&OLPDWH$FWLRQ3ODQV ³&$3V´ LQWHJUDWHGZLWKWKHLUJHQHUDOSODQV &$5%
&DOLIRUQLD&OLPDWH$FWLRQ3RUWDO0DSKWWSVZHEPDSVDUEFDJRYFDSPDS DVRI6HSW
  'RQHFRUUHFWO\&$3VFDQSXWORFDOJRYHUQPHQWVRQWKHSDWKWRDORZHUFDUERQIXWXUH

0U$UPLMR
6HSWHPEHU
3DJH
H[FOXGLQJRIWKH3URMHFW¶V*+*HPLVVLRQVIURPLWVVLJQLILFDQFHGHWHUPLQDWLRQWKH5)(,5
REVFXUHVWKHH[WHQWRIWKH3URMHFW¶VHPLVVLRQVDQGLPSURSHUO\HYDGHVWKH&LW\¶VREOLJDWLRQWR
PLWLJDWHWKH3URMHFW¶V*+*LPSDFWV
II.

ADOPTION OF THIS METHOD OF EXEMPTING “CAPPED” EMISSIONS FROM CEQA
ANALYSIS WILL UNDERMINE THE STATE’S VARIOUS POLICIES AND PROGRAMS TO
REACH OUR AMBITIOUS CLIMATE GOALS.

7KH5)(,5¶VIDLOXUHWRFRPSO\ZLWK&(4$ZLOOKDYHUHDOFRQVHTXHQFHV ,IWKLV5)(,5¶V
DSSURDFKLVZLGHO\DGRSWHGWKH6WDWHZLOOQRWEHDEOHWRDFKLHYHLWVDPELWLRXVFOLPDWHJRDOV 7KH
5)(,5H[HPSWVWKH3URMHFW¶VHPLVVLRQVDWWULEXWDEOHWRPRELOHVRXUFHVDQGHOHFWULFLW\XVHIURP
&(4$DQDO\VLVDQGPLWLJDWLRQ $QG\HWWUDQVSRUWDWLRQDQGHOHFWULFLW\DUHWZRRIWKH6WDWH¶VWKUHH
ODUJHVWVRXUFHVRI*+*HPLVVLRQV 6FRSLQJ3ODQDWS 7UDQVSRUWDWLRQDQGHOHFWULFLW\DUH
WKXVWZRRIWKHPRVWLPSRUWDQWDUHDVLQZKLFK*+*HPLVVLRQVPXVWEHUHGXFHG
7KH5)(,5¶VDSSURDFKWRWKHWUDQVSRUWDWLRQDQGHOHFWULFLW\VHFWRUVLQFRUUHFWO\SUHVXPHV
WKDWWKH&DSDQG7UDGH3URJUDPZLOODFKLHYHall *+*UHGXFWLRQVQHFHVVDU\LQWKRVHDUHDV%XW
DV&$5%¶V6FRSLQJ3ODQSRLQWVRXW³>O@RFDOODQGXVHGHFLVLRQVSOD\DSDUWLFXODUO\FULWLFDO
UROHLQUHGXFLQJ*+*HPLVVLRQVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWUDQVSRUWDWLRQERWKDQGWKHSURMHFWOHYHODQGLQ
ORQJWHUPSODQV«´ 6FRSLQJ3ODQDWSS  ,IRWKHUOHDGDJHQFLHVDGRSWWKH&LW\¶V
DSSURDFKPLOOLRQVRIPHWULFWRQVRI*+*VUHVXOWLQJIURPGHYHORSPHQWSURMHFWVZRXOGEH
LJQRUHGDQGXQPLWLJDWHGWKURXJKZKDWDPRXQWVWRDFDWHJRULFDOH[HPSWLRQIURP&(4$/RFDO
JRYHUQPHQWVZRXOGWKHUHIRUHQRWEHGRLQJWKHLUSDUWWRKHOSWKH6WDWHUHDFKLWVDPELWLRXV\HW
QHFHVVDU\FOLPDWHJRDOVRIHPLWWLQJEHORZ*+*OHYHOVE\DQGEHORZ
OHYHOVE\ +HDWK 6DI&RGH*RYHUQRU¶V([HFXWLYH2UGHU1R6 -XQH
  
,QVWHDGRIFODLPLQJWKDWQRDPRXQWRIWUDQVSRUWDWLRQDQGHOHFWULFLW\HPLVVLRQVFDQEH
VLJQLILFDQWXQGHU&(4$DQGWKXVH[FOXGLQJWKHPIURPDQ\DQDO\VLVDQGPLWLJDWLRQOHDG
DJHQFLHVKDYHDQREOLJDWLRQWRDFNQRZOHGJHWKHVLJQLILFDQFHRIVXFKHPLVVLRQVDQGZRUNWR
LPSOHPHQWIHDVLEOHPLWLJDWLRQRIWKHP 
III.
REVISING THE GHG ANALYSIS WILL LIKELY LEAD TO GREATER
PROTECTION OF ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE COMMUNITIES.
,QDGGLWLRQWRDQGVHSDUDWHIURPWKH&(4$LVVXHVUHYLVLQJWKH5)(,5¶V*+*DQDO\VLV
ZLOOOLNHO\KHOSPLWLJDWHVRPHRIWKH3URMHFW¶VGLUHFWKDUPIXOHIIHFWVRQHQYLURQPHQWDOMXVWLFH
FRPPXQLWLHV0RUHQR9DOOH\FRQWDLQVVRPHRIWKHPRVWSROOXWLRQEXUGHQHGFHQVXVWUDFWVLQWKH
ZKLOHVXEVWDQWLDOO\VWUHDPOLQLQJWKHDSSURYDORILQGLYLGXDOSURMHFWVWKDWDUHFRQVLVWHQWDQG
FRPSO\ZLWKWKH&$3


7KHUHDUHVHYHUDOH[DPSOHVRIHFRQRPLFDOO\YLDEOHODQGXVHGHYHORSPHQWSURMHFWVWKDW
FRQWULEXWHGQRQHWDGGLWLRQDO*+*HPLVVLRQV 6FRSLQJ3ODQDWS 

0U$UPLMR
6HSWHPEHU
3DJH
6WDWHDFFRUGLQJWR&DOLIRUQLD(QYLURQPHQWDO3URWHFWLRQ$JHQF\¶V&DO(QYLUR6FUHHQWRRO  &LW\
UHVLGHQWVH[SHULHQFHR]RQHDQGSDUWLFXODWHPDWWHU 30 DWUDWHVKLJKHUWKDQRIWKH6WDWH
7KH6RXWK&RDVW$LU%DVLQZKHUH0RUHQR9DOOH\LVORFDWHGH[FHHGVIHGHUDOSXEOLFKHDOWK
VWDQGDUGVIRUR]RQHR]RQHSUHFXUVRUVDQGSDUWLFXODWHPDWWHU([SRVXUHWRWKHVHDLU
FRQWDPLQDQWVFRQWULEXWHVWRDVWKPDOXQJFDQFHUDQGFDUGLRYDVFXODUGLVHDVH,QGHHGUHVLGHQWVLQ
0RUHQR9DOOH\H[SHULHQFHKLJKHUWKDQDYHUDJHHPHUJHQF\URRPYLVLWVGXHWRDVWKPDDQGKLJKHU
WKDQDYHUDJHUDWHVRIFDUGLRYDVFXODUGLVHDVHSDUWLFXODUO\UHVLGHQWVOLYLQJDORQJIUHHZD\V
)XUWKHUPRUHHQYLURQPHQWDOMXVWLFHFRQFHUQVDUHVLJQLILFDQWIRUWKHUHVLGHQWVRI0RUHQR
9DOOH\0RUHQR9DOOH\UHVLGHQWVDUHSUHGRPLQDWHO\SHRSOHRIFRORUPDGHXSRI+LVSDQLF
DQG$IULFDQ$PHULFDQSRSXODWLRQV 8QLWHG6WDWHV&HQVXV%XUHDX4XLFN)DFWVIRU0RUHQR
9DOOH\&DOLIRUQLDKWWSVZZZFHQVXVJRYTXLFNIDFWVIDFWWDEOH
PRUHQRYDOOH\FLW\FDOLIRUQLDFD367 DVRI6HSW   7KHUDWHVRISRYHUW\DUH
GUDPDWLFDOO\KLJKHULQ0RUHQR9DOOH\FRPSDUHGWRWKHVWDWH²DFFRUGLQJWR86&HQVXVGDWD
RI0RUHQR9DOOH\UHVLGHQWVOLYHLQSRYHUW\FRPSDUHGZLWKWKHVWDWHZLGHSRYHUW\UDWHRI
 Ibid.DQG8QLWHG6WDWHV&HQVXV%XUHDX4XLFN)DFWVIRU&DOLIRUQLD
KWWSVZZZFHQVXVJRYTXLFNIDFWVIDFWWDEOHFD367 DVRI6HSW   7KH\
H[SHULHQFHKLJKUDWHVRIXQHPSOR\PHQWDQGKRXVLQJEXUGHQV SD\LQJPRUHWKDQRIWKHLU
LQFRPHIRUKRXVLQJFRVWV 7KHVHVRFLRHFRQRPLFFKDUDFWHULVWLFVRI0RUHQR9DOOH\UHVLGHQWV
LQFUHDVHWKHLUVHQVLWLYLW\WRWKHKHDOWKHIIHFWVRIWKHKHDY\SROOXWLRQEXUGHQVWKH\H[SHULHQFH
$GGLQJWRWKHVHEXUGHQV5LYHUVLGH&RXQW\DVDZKROHDQGWKH&LW\RI0RUHQR9DOOH\
VSHFLILFDOO\DUHH[SHULHQFLQJDJUHDWLQIOX[RIORJLVWLFVZDUHKRXVHSURMHFWV5HFHQW
GHYHORSPHQWVLQ0RUHQR9DOOH\DORQHLQFOXGHDQVTXDUHIRRWGLVWULEXWLRQIDFLOLW\IRUWKH
$OGLJURFHU\FKDLQDPLOOLRQVTXDUHIRRWGLVWULEXWLRQIDFLOLW\IRU'HFNHUV%UDQGVIRRWZHDU
FRPSDQ\DQGDPLOOLRQVTXDUHIRRWIXOILOOPHQWFHQWHUIRU$PD]RQ7KHVHODUJHSURMHFWV
DQGWKHLUUHODWHGLPSDFWVRQWKHORZLQFRPHFRPPXQLWLHVRIFRORUZKROLYHQHDUE\DQGLQWKH
FRPPXQLWLHVUHVLGLQJDORQJWKHIUHHZD\VVHUYLQJWKHPDUHGZDUIHGE\WKHRYHUPLOOLRQ
VTXDUHIRRW3URMHFW
%\FRQGXFWLQJDSURSHU*+*DQDO\VLVLQWKH5)(,5DQGDGRSWLQJIHDVLEOHPLWLJDWLRQ
WKH&LW\ZLOOOLNHO\EHWWHUSURWHFWWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOMXVWLFHFRPPXQLWLHVOLYLQJQHDUERWKWKH
3URMHFWDQGDORQJWKHIUHHZD\VWKDWWUXFNVZLOOXVHWRUHDFKWKH3URMHFW5HGXFWLRQRI*+*
HPLVVLRQVOHDGVWRWKHUHGXFWLRQRIFRSROOXWDQWHPLVVLRQV 6HH1LFN\6KHDWVAchieving
Emissions Reductions for Environmental Justice Communities Through Climate Change
Mitigation Policy  :0 0$5<(197// 32/¶<5(9 ³>(@YHQZLWKRXW
WKHLQWHQWLRQDOPD[LPL]DWLRQRIFRSROOXWDQWUHGXFWLRQWKHUHVKRXOGEHLQFLGHQWDOFRSROOXWDQW


&DO(QYLUR6FUHHQLVDWRROWKDWXVHVHQYLURQPHQWDOKHDOWKDQGVRFLRHFRQRPLF
LQIRUPDWLRQWRSURGXFHVFRUHVDQGUDQNHYHU\FHQVXVWUDFWLQWKHVWDWH $FHQVXVWUDFWZLWKDKLJK
VFRUHLVRQHWKDWH[SHULHQFHVDPXFKKLJKHUSROOXWLRQEXUGHQWKDQDFHQVXVWUDFWZLWKDORZVFRUH
6HH&DO(QYLUR6FUHHQ5HSRUW2IILFHRI(QYLURQPHQWDO+HDOWK+D]DUG$VVHVVPHQW-DQXDU\
DYDLODEOHDWKWWSVRHKKDFDJRYPHGLDGRZQORDGVFDOHQYLURVFUHHQUHSRUWFHVUHSRUWSGI 

( rdg{
3O~OrFO
-B^O
OMId{wB"$"BOFOdx^OMIOM>`dI`@`{oMdr~{O`O`OBo`{Qo{IBo
J{rrweeO  5`eeOOJeBooOex`OJ{xO{RMeOOoJlOsee{waOOB8*5
OMId{w{oMOMIOF{a"$"Ordd{wBwMI{ ~{ooBwOrdd{w  %wMOOM`O1 &1
BJmx{oOM^OaB?AaO     dr~BI{w`O`OBo`{Q{
wOBordood{wOdMOwdwIoMdw^`{OdwMd~{~{d{wBoodr~BIOMBwMOwd{wrOwBo
hfIPI{rrwffObCCPI{wIPyCOMCo{w_{Cw}Cf{wI}dM{CwM_{{M
r{OrOwQBIdoddO     BwMaBc{Os{FeoO{ KO
J{weOaOexJeBoJ{xeG{{{BeBoeJ`BooOw^O  1!%2B  Ot~`Bd
BMMOD  6`OOYO`doOOddw^`O"$"BwBoddwOIOB{I{r~od`/`O
d`{oMBo{OO`dBBw{~~{wd{dr~oOrOwrdd^Bd{wrOBO`B{oMFOwOV
`OeOeMOxBxM`O{aOOxe{wrOwBoieJOJ{rrzeeOer~BJOMGae-{jOJ 

;OB~~OIdBO`OMdSWIodwBwBodw^"$"Ordd{wwMO/  ${OOo{IBo
B^OwIdOrI{r~od``O/"dMOodwOY"$"BwBodBwMLBww{OOr~"$"
Ordd{w\{rBwe^xeXJBwJOBxBoeGOJBO{RBoeZeBB BwM 6BMO.{^Br  ;O
^O`Od{Q(|Ow{8BqoO{OdO`O"$"BwBoddw`O1 %1BMOIdFOMBF{O{
B{{`e4BOOT[{OMJO#$"Osee{xBJaeOO{BrGee{FwOIOB
IodrBO^{BoBwMFOwOVo{IBoI{rrwddOdw`OBOB`{BOBoOBMUOdw^{rO{Q`O
{Cf~{ppf{wfwbOI{w  <O{pNHObB~~{{mfbbOf{Q){Pw{9EppO
{BnO`OBMMdd{wBoO~xPOMOM{]ooJ{uoea0"$#BwBodBxMvdd^Bd{w
OdOrOwY`O-{kOI  ;OB~~OIdBO{I{wdMOBd{w{Q{I{rrOw 

3dwIOOo

$7$1'3'%
1%+%' ,1
O~{wO"OwOBo
{

  
 

=:%111
{wO"OwOBo

EXHIBIT %

EXHIBIT &

EXHIBIT '

IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOURTH APPELLATE DISTRICT, DIVISION TWO
ALBERT THOMAS PAULEK, et al.,
Plaintiffs and Respondents,
v.
MORENO VALLEY COMMUNITY
SERVICES DISTRICT, et al.,

Case No. E071184
(Riverside Cty.
Super. Ct. No.
RIC1510967 MF,
RIC1511279, RIC1511327,
RIC1511421, &
RIC1511195)

Defendants and Appellants.

Real Parties in Interest and Appellants.
LABORERS INTERNATIONAL UNION OF
NORTH AMERICA, LOCAL 1184, et al.,
Plaintiffs and Appellants,

(Riverside Cty. Super. Ct.
No. RIC 1511279 &
RIC1511327)

v.
MORENO VALLEY COMMUNITY
SERVICES DISTRICT, et al.,
Defendants and Respondents.
HF PROPERTIES, et al.,
Real Parties in Interest and Respondents.
Riverside County Superior Court
The Honorable Sharon J. Waters, Judge
BRIEF OF AMICI CURIAE THE ATTORNEY GENERAL AND THE
CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFFS
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CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS

INTRODUCTION
The massive World Logistics Center (Project) will cause
approximately 70,000 daily truck trips transporting goods from the ports of
Long Beach and Los Angeles to Moreno Valley. (AR 003039, 058605–
06.) These vehicle trips will emit hundreds of thousands of metric tons of
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions every year over the life of the Project.
(AR 002729.) These GHG emissions, along with emissions from electricity
needed to power the more than 40-million-square-foot project, will add to
the existing climate pollutant problem, accumulating in the atmosphere and
Rather than analyzing and mitigating the Project’s emissions, lead
agency Respondents Moreno Valley Community Services District, et al.
(Respondents) shirk their responsibility as a local government to address
climate change. They improperly rely on CARB’s statewide Cap-andTrade climate program (Cap-and-Trade Program), which does not impose
any regulatory requirements on this Project, as an excuse not to analyze and
mitigate the Project’s climate change impacts. Respondents improperly
ignore roughly 95% of the GHG emissions from the Project (AR 002718–
19), disregarding the significance of those emissions, avoiding their duty to
adopt all feasible mitigation measures, and failing to properly disclose their
responsibility for this pollution to the public.
Respondents’ approach mischaracterizes the way state climate
policies work and violates the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). CEQA directs that Respondents take “all action necessary” to
protect the environment, recognizing the importance of local action driven
through “meaningful” consideration of environmental impacts. (See Pub.
Resources Code, §§ 21000, 21001, 21002, 21002.1.) CEQA does not allow
Respondents to waive their CEQA obligations by pointing to a regulation
that does not bind them (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et seq. (CEQA

6

Document received by the CA 4th District Court of Appeal Division 2.

persisting for decades or longer.

Guidelines), § 15064.4), and Respondents wholly misconstrue the
regulatory scheme they seek to use.
Although Respondents claim their approach is consistent with state
climate policy, it is not. (See Plaintiffs/Appellants’ Supplemental Request
Regarding Judicial Notice, Exhibit 1, California Air Resources Board,
California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan (Nov. 2017) (2017
Scoping Plan) at pp. 19 [“Local actions are critical for implementation of
California’s ambitious climate agenda”], 97–99 [more extensive discussion
about the need for local action to achieve California’s climate goals]; see
priorities to balance in emissions reductions], 38592 [nothing in this
division relieves any person, entity, or agency of compliance with other
law], 38690 [identifying overlapping automobile emissions policy].)
Respondents’ approach has been repudiated by CARB, the Attorney
General’s Office, and the Natural Resources Agency, as contrary to critical
state climate goals. The state has long—and expressly—relied on a
portfolio of climate change measures, including significant efforts by local
governments, to address emissions that result from their land use decisions.
Respondents rely on the Cap-and-Trade Program to excuse their
obligation to make better land use decisions. Cap-and-Trade is not
intended as a stand-alone climate policy; instead, it assumes steady efforts
to reduce emissions across the state. While Cap-and-Trade has an
important role to play in limiting emissions from entities like power plants
and refineries, the Program does not cover a host of other sources,
including warehouses. Although the Program creates financial and legal
obligations on fuel suppliers and electricity generators that may ultimately
supply this Project, the Project experiences neither the direct legal
requirements of the Program nor the full economic costs associated with its
additional emissions. If projects were allowed to evade responsibility in

7
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also Health & Saf. Code, §§ 38502, subd. (h) [identifying competing

this way, they would steadily increase Cap-and-Trade Program costs
upstream, while locking the state into ever-more expensive and
inappropriate high-emitting development patterns. This is a recipe for
failure in achieving the state’s climate goals. To avoid this scenario, the
state relies on local governments to limit emissions from new development
projects. Emissions from such projects are the responsibility of local
governments and should be mitigated through the proper application of
CEQA. Eliminating this crucial piece of the state’s portfolio approach
undermines the state’s climate goals.
CEQA. If Respondents prevail, this case could singlehandedly undo the
will of the Legislature by excusing essentially all projects from the
obligation to consider GHG impacts from vehicle trips and energy use.
This Court should reject Respondents’ argument and confirm that all lead
agencies must do their part if we are to meet the state’s long-term climate
stabilization objective.
STATEMENT OF INTERESTS
I.

INTEREST OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
California has already begun to experience significant adverse

impacts from climate change such as “more frequent, more catastrophic and
more costly” wildfires, drought, “coastal erosion, disruption of water
supply, threats to agriculture, spread of insect-borne diseases, and
continuing health threats from air pollution.” (2017 Scoping Plan at p.
ES2.) As California’s chief law enforcement officer, the Attorney General
has the independent power and duty to protect the interest of all of
California’s current and future residents in a clean, health, and safe
environment. (See Cal. Const., art. V, § 13; Gov. Code, §§ 12511, 12600–
12612; D’Amico v. Bd. of Medical Examiners (1974) 11 Cal.3d 1, 15.)

8
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We have arrived at a crossroads for the future of GHG analysis under

Upholding this duty, the Attorney General has actively encouraged lead
agencies to fulfill their CEQA responsibilities as they relate to climate
change for well over a decade. (See, e.g., Cleveland National Forest
Foundation v. San Diego Association of Governments (2017) 3 Cal.5th 497
(SANDAG) at p. 519 [“nothing we say today invites regional planners to
‘shirk their responsibilities’ under CEQA”]; City of Long Beach v. City of
Los Angeles (2018) 19 Cal.App.5th 465; People v. County of San
Bernardino (San Bernardino County 2007) No. CIVSS0700329.)
The World Logistics Center, like every large development project, has
climate goals. Here, Respondents’ unsupported approach to analyzing the
Project’s GHG emissions has the potential to seriously undermine the
overall effort to meet the state’s science-based GHG reduction goals for the
transportation and land use sectors and to disproportionately affect
environmental justice communities.1 Given these significant interests, the
Attorney General submits this amicus brief in support of Appellants,2 in
compliance with rule 8.200(c)(7) of the California Rules of Court in his
independent capacity and on behalf of the California Air Resources Board
(CARB).

1

The Attorney General opposed this methodology in a comment
letter it submitted on the revised sections of the Final EIR for this Project
(Revised Final EIR or RFEIR). (Letter re: Revised Sections of the Final
Environmental Impact Report for the World Logistics Center Project, Sept.
7, 2018, at:
<https://oag.ca.gov/sites/all/files/agweb/pdfs/environment/commentsrevised-sections-feir.pdf?>.) The Revised Final EIR is not at issue in this
litigation, but it includes the original EIR’s same flawed GHG analysis.
2
This brief is submitted in support of Plaintiffs and Respondents
Albert Thomas Paulek, et al. and Plaintiffs and Appellants Laborers
International Union of North America, Local 1184, et al.
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the potential to either facilitate or hinder the state’s achievement of its

II.

INTEREST OF THE CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD
CARB has a strong interest in participating in this case as amicus

curiae. CARB is charged with protecting the public from the harmful
effects of air pollution and developing programs and actions to fight
climate change. As creator and administrator of the Cap-and-Trade
Program, and as the lead agency on the Scoping Plan setting out many of
the state’s climate policies, CARB is an expert on how the Cap-and-Trade
Program was designed to function and interact with other state laws and
programs as part of California’s portfolio approach to addressing GHG
effectively endorsing the EIR’s approach to GHG analysis. (Combined
Respondents’ and Cross-Appellants’ Opening Brief at pp. 17, 36–38, 47–
48, 56, 63.) But CARB has repeatedly made clear it does not support
Respondents’ approach.3 As explained more fully below, Respondents’
arguments regarding GHG analysis are contrary to the construction given to
applicable regulations by CARB, and by the Natural Resources Agency,
agencies charged with interpreting and enforcing the programs at issue.
BACKGROUND
I.

LEGAL BACKGROUND REGARDING CALIFORNIA’S EFFORTS
TO COMBAT CLIMATE CHANGE
In 2006, recognizing the importance of combatting climate change

and furthering the objectives of Executive Order S-3-05, the Legislature
enacted the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, commonly known as

3

CARB also explained this approach when it formally opposed the
GHG analysis Respondents rely on here through its comments on the
RFEIR for this Project. (Letter re: World Logistics Center Revised Final
Environmental Impact Report, Sept. 7, 2018, at:
<https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/toxics/ttdceqalist/logisticsfeir.pdf?_ga=2.2368136
40.855160185.1575908432-1460774677.1564163003>.)
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emissions. In their briefing, Respondents misrepresent CARB as

AB 32. (Health & Saf. Code, § 38500, et seq.) AB 32 mandates that, by
2020, California must reduce its total statewide annual GHG emissions to
the level they were in 1990, and to 40 percent below that level by 2030.
(Health & Saf. Code, §§ 38550, 38566.) This mandate putts the state on a
trajectory of significant and continuous GHG emissions reductions through
2050, in order to stabilize the atmospheric levels of GHGs and reduce the
risk of dangerous climate change.
Under AB 32, the Legislature tasked CARB with preparing a
guidance planning document, known as the Scoping Plan that, while not
economic analyses on how policies may be effectively implemented so that
California will meet the its ambitious GHG reduction goals. (See Health &
Saf. Code, §§ 38561 et seq.) The Scoping Plan emphasizes the need for a
multi-pronged emissions reduction approach that can be carried out by
many entities and reflects the state’s position that it is necessary to reduce
emissions at the source and through reductions in demand for energy.
(2017 Scoping Plan, pp. 12, 19, 28).
The Scoping Plan includes a suite of regulations, measures, and
policies designed to operate together to reduce GHG emissions. The Capand-Trade Program is one such policy. Entities that are directly subject to
the Cap-and-Trade Program—like power plants, factories, refineries, and
electricity generators and importers—must purchase and surrender
compliance instruments (e.g., allowances) for their emissions. (See Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 17, § 95812.) Downstream emitters such as cars and
trucks, much less warehouses that such cars and trucks drive to, are not
covered entities under Cap-and-Trade and have no such obligation to
purchase or surrender allowances. The existence of the Program, in other
words, does not obviate the need for action at other levels of the economy.
On the contrary: If sources like the long-lasting development project in this

11
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binding, set out the state’s views based on extensive environmental and

case build without regard to their emissions, they will increase overall state
emissions and hence increase pressure and costs within the Cap-and-Trade
Program.
To address the wide range of GHG emissions sources that are not
directly controlled through the Cap-and-Trade Program, the state relies on
other policies4—many of which require collaboration between the state and
local governments. Agencies large and small across the state (including,
crucially, cities and counties) are responsible for ensuring that proposed
new land use plans, transportation projects, and development projects are
CEQA is a critical tool for implementing these obligations.5 (See
SANDAG, supra, 3 Cal.5th at p. 519; see also CEQA Guidelines, §
15064.4, subd. (b).)
The Scoping Plan makes clear that the Cap-and-Trade Program was
not designed to replace local governments’ long-term planning obligations,
but rather designed to work in concert with those policies to achieve the
4

See, e.g., Health & Saf. Code, §§ 38561, subd. (e) (requiring
CARB to consider “the relative contribution of each source or source
category to statewide greenhouse gas emissions”), 43018.5, subd. (a)
(requiring CARB to “adopt regulations that achieve the maximum feasible
and cost-effective reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from motor
vehicles”).
5
For example, CARB provides regional emission reduction targets
for local jurisdictions’ land use and transportation planning obligations
under Senate Bill (SB) 375. (See Health & Saf. Code, § 65080, subd.
(b)(2)(A) [known as “The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection
Act”].) CARB also works with regional air pollution control districts and
air quality management districts to address emission sources that have both
local and global effect, including methane from landfills and
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), as well as to support state- and federallymandated permitting of certain industrial sources of GHG emissions. (See
California Air Resources Board, California’s 2017 Climate Change
Scoping Plan (Nov. 2017) pp. 3, 104
<https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf >.)
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consistent with evolving scientific knowledge and state regulatory schemes;

state’s goals. (2017 Scoping Plan at p. 102 [“California’s future climate
strategy will require increased focus on integrated land use planning”].)
Recent state reports have shown that California’s vehicular GHG
emissions continue to increase year after year, and CARB has emphasized
the need for local action. (See California Air Resources Board, 2018
Progress Report: California’s Sustainable Communities and Climate
Protection Act (November 2018) at 4.) These increasing emissions
demonstrate the crucial need for more complementary local action—not
less—to ensure the state meets its GHG targets in cost-effective ways.
embedding environmental considerations in local decision-making, the
Supreme Court has emphasized that careful CEQA analysis of GHG
impacts will be required going forward, as lead agencies must “stay in step”
with the evolving science and law related to the state’s long-term climate
objectives in order to carry out their duties under CEQA. (SANDAG,
supra, 3 Cal.5th at p. 519.)
II.

OVERVIEW OF THE GHG ANALYSIS IN RESPONDENTS’ EIR
Mischaracterizing the collaborative efforts required to combat climate

change and the role of the Cap-and-Trade Program, Respondents’ EIR
takes a very unusual and troubling approach to addressing the Project’s
GHG-related impacts.6 Respondents divide the Project’s GHG emissions
into two categories, which the EIR terms “capped” and “uncapped.” (AR
002719.) What the EIR deems “uncapped” emissions constitute only about
4.6% of the Project’s emissions. (Ibid.) The “uncapped” category includes
comparatively minor landfill emissions caused by waste generated at the
6

The Attorney General and CARB only address Respondents’
inappropriate use of the Cap-and-Trade Program in the GHG analysis of the
EIR. This amicus brief is not intended to and should not be construed as an
exhaustive discussion of the EIR’s compliance with CEQA.
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In light of the state’s GHG reduction policies, and CEQA’s focus on

Project and the use of refrigerants at the Project. (Ibid.) For these
emissions, the EIR follows the approach that would be expected under
CEQA: the City of Moreno Valley, in its discretion, designated a
significance threshold (in this case, 10,000 metric tons of GHG emissions
as recommended by the South Coast Air Quality Management District),
compared the “uncapped” emissions to that threshold, and required feasible
mitigation measures to ensure those emissions fall below that threshold.
(AR 002719, AR 002729.)
What the EIR terms “capped” emissions, however, constitute the
Those include emissions caused by mobile sources (namely, diesel trucks),
as well as natural gas and electricity use at the Project. (Ibid.) For these
emissions, the EIR deviates dramatically from standard CEQA
methodology. The EIR asserts these emissions are “covered” by Cap-andTrade and therefore wholly exempt from any further CEQA analysis or
mitigation. (AR 002723.) The EIR does not compare the Project’s
“capped” emissions to the 10,000 metric ton threshold. (AR 002725.)
Indeed, after mitigation measures are applied to the Project, the “capped”
emissions remain nearly 40 times greater than the significance threshold.
(AR 002729.) In forgoing any attempt to decrease the Project’s true total
emissions to a less-than-significant level, Respondents fail to consider
further mitigation measures that could have made this Project more
compatible with the state’s climate goals. As described below, this
approach is unlawful.
ARGUMENT
Respondents avoid disclosing and addressing mitigation for thousands
of tons of GHG emissions each year pursuant to the misguided theory that
those emissions are addressed by Cap-and-Trade. This argument is
founded on misunderstandings of both the Cap-and-Trade Program and

14
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remaining 95.4% of the Project’s predicted emissions. (AR 002719.)

CEQA—both of which require different industries and projects to take
responsibility for their own impacts, rather than rely on others for
mitigation. Most fundamentally, warehouse projects like the Project are not
subject to Cap-and-Trade. Respondents therefore cannot accurately assert
that “compliance” with Cap-and-Trade provides any legal basis to avoid
analyzing and adequately mitigating the majority of the Project’s emissions.
The CEQA Guidelines allow projects to consider regulations “[with]
which the project complies” for purposes of considering significance of
GHG emissions. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.4, subd. (b)(3).)
approach, which in effect relies on other entities to undertake Respondents’
CEQA mitigation, not only violates both CEQA’s legal requirements and
public disclosure and mitigation purposes, but also undermines the state
climate objectives Cap-and-Trade is intended to further. Cap-and-Trade is
designed to act in tandem with—not in spite of—critical tools like local
land use planning to reduce GHG emissions. If allowed for Respondents
and adopted by other local jurisdictions, such abdication by local
governments would dramatically hinder the state’s ability to achieve its
legislatively mandated long-term climate stabilization objectives and forgo
pollution reduction co-benefits from GHG mitigation measures that are
vital for environmental justice communities.
The Resources Agency agrees with CARB that “to demonstrate
consistency with an existing GHG reduction plan, a lead agency would
have to show that the plan actually addresses the emissions that would
result from the project.” (See California Natural Resources Agency, Final
Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action: Amendments to the State
CEQA Guidelines Addressing Analysis and Mitigation of Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Pursuant to SB 97 (2009),

15
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However, that consideration does not apply here and Respondents’

<http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/Final_Statement_of_Reasons.pdf>, at p.
27.)
I.

WAREHOUSE AND LOGISTICS PROJECTS ARE NOT
REGULATED BY CAP-AND-TRADE AND THEIR EMISSIONS
MUST STILL BE MITIGATED BY LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
Warehouse and logistics complexes are not regulated by Cap-and-

Trade. The Cap-and-Trade Program thus provides no legal or policy basis
for Respondents to avoid their obligation to evaluate and mitigate GHG
emissions. Cap-and-Trade applies “an aggregate greenhouse gas allowance
allowances. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 17, § 95801 (emphasis added).)
Respondents seek to use Cap-and-Trade to zero-out and excuse the
application of feasible mitigation measures to over 95% of all GHG
emissions from the Project. Cap-and-Trade applies only to expressly
identified entities (“covered entities”) such as cement producers, petroleum
refiners, electricity generators, natural gas suppliers, fuel importers, and
liquid petroleum gas suppliers. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 17, § 95811.)
Warehouse and logistics complexes are not covered entities. Cap-andTrade compliance instruments do not factor in whatsoever because this
Project is not covered by Cap-and-Trade.
The mere fact that warehouse and logistics complexes are in the chain
of commerce with covered entities does not transform them into covered
entities themselves. As an example, although the operator of a refinery that
produces gasoline in California is subject to Cap-and-Trade, (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 17, § 95811, subd. (e)(1)), entities downstream from that refinery
in the chain of commerce are not. The refinery itself may have compliance
obligations under the Cap-and-Trade Program, which can be met by
reducing the refinery’s own GHG emissions or surrendering allowances,
but the gas station that resells the gas, the truck drivers who purchase it, and

16
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budget [to] covered entities and provides a trading mechanism for” such

the warehouses to which the trucks drive do not have compliance
obligations. Under the state’s portfolio approach, while the refinery may
have met some or all of its climate obligations via Cap-and-Trade, the
downstream entities have not. Because warehouses receive no set price or
regulatory signals from Cap-and-Trade, they are not being directly
incentivized to reduce emissions. Instead, other components of the state’s
portfolio address those emissions. Nothing in Cap-and-Trade explicitly or
impliedly repealed the use of other measures to address climate change;
they were designed to work together. (See, e.g., 2017 Scoping Plan at p.
the state’s climate goals.
II.

ALLOWING RESPONDENTS’ UNTENABLE APPROACH TO GHG
ANALYSIS WOULD HAVE SIGNIFICANT, NEGATIVE
STATEWIDE CONSEQUENCES
If Respondents’ approach to GHG analysis is endorsed, other lead

agencies will undoubtedly follow this approach, and emissions from the
transportation and land use sectors will be largely omitted from analysis
and mitigation under CEQA. Widespread adoption of this approach would:
(1) place the entire burden of California’s well-established, long-term landuse related GHG reduction goals on Cap-and-Trade, thereby straining the
program beyond its intended purpose and (2) expose already burdened
communities in the state to greater amounts of GHG emissions and copollutants that accompany GHG emissions, such as diesel particulate matter
and nitrogen oxides.
A.

Respondents’ GHG analysis undermines California’s
GHG reduction goals

As explained above, the Cap-and-Trade Program is just one part of a
suite of complementary measures designed to achieve California’s
ambitious GHG reduction and climate stabilization objectives. Cap-and-

17
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28.) Local governments must responsibly plan new development to further

Trade provides no legal basis for Respondents to avoid local governments’
obligations as lead agencies under CEQA to evaluate and mitigate GHG
emissions from a project that the Cap-and-Trade Program does not even
cover.
While any one policy may be insufficient or at risk of circumvention,
the suite of policies work in concert toward the state’s goals.7,8 This
overlap is by design, and makes the suite of policies more resilient to
changed circumstances, enforcement problems, and legal challenges. The
upstream Cap-and-Trade Program thus works in tandem with downstream
decline and that projects throughout the state are designed to avoid putting
undue upstream pressure on emissions or control costs. Weakening one
policy because another policy might address it runs contrary to this
approach.

7

See 2017 Scoping Plan, supra, pp. ES7–8, 10, 22, 97; cf. Elinor
Ostrom, A Polycentric Approach for Coping with Climate Change (2014)
15 Annals Econ. & Fin. 97, 123 <https://perma.cc/YSF4-B7N8> (Nobel
laureate describing an ideal policy approach to climate change as
“Complex, Multi-Level Systems to Cope with a Complex, Multi-Level
Problem”); Amir Bazaz, et al., Global Covenant of Mayors, Summary for
Urban Policymakers: What the IPCC Special Report on Global Warming of
1.5.°C Means for Cities (Dec. 2018) pp. 22–23 <https://perma.cc/R37B3WDD> (identifying interaction between sources of governance and
importance of incentives beyond financial consequences at the community
level).
8
Complementary measures are also important in light of the risk to
any one measure posed by litigation. Private parties and the federal
government have challenged California’s GHG reduction policies,
including aspects of the Cap-and-Trade Program. California’s GHG
vehicle emissions regulatory authority is currently also under challenge.
The wisdom of the portfolio approach endorsed by the Scoping Plan is to
ensure that the state’s efforts continue via many channels, rather than
relying on any one potentially challenged measure.
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choices, including planning choices, to ensure both that total emissions

If other lead agencies adopt Respondents’ approach to GHG analysis
under CEQA, their development projects would produce millions of metric
tons of GHG emissions that would go unmitigated through what amounts to
an unauthorized categorical exemption from CEQA. The economic
analyses and feasibility of achieving the state’s legislatively mandated
goals in the Scoping Plan account for all policies working in tandem. If
any one policy fails to deliver reductions, this would put strain on the Capand-Trade Program to deliver more reductions than anticipated and at
higher costs.
GHG emissions from transportation is particularly troubling in light of the
fact that the transportation sector accounts for over 35% of the state’s total
GHG emissions and these emissions continue to rise. (2017 Scoping Plan,
supra, pp. ES1, 11 [charts of emissions by source]; see also California Air
Resources Board, 2018 Progress Report: California’s Sustainable
Communities and Climate Protection Act (November 2018) at 4.) As the
California Supreme Court noted, “transportation emissions are affected by
the location and density of residential and commercial development, the
Scoping Plan does not propose statewide regulation of land use planning
but relies instead on local governments.” (Center for Biological Diversity
v. Department of Fish and Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, 230; emphasis
added.) Local governments thus play a unique role in decreasing GHG
emissions from the transportation sector.
Respondents contend that because statewide emissions are capped
under the Cap-and-Trade Program, the amount of emissions from “capped”
sources will be the same with or without their Project, but this claim
ignores both their obligations under CEQA to disclose and mitigate their
emissions and the intended design of the Cap-and-Trade Program. (See
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Respondents’ failure to account for the significance of the Project’s

Combined Respondents’ and Cross-Appellants’ Opening Brief at pp. 48–
49.)
Cap-and-Trade is not a program designed to reduce emissions from
local government actions, or land use; instead, it was designed on the
assumption that local actors would simultaneously work to reduce
emissions within their spheres. Cap-and-Trade alone was designed to
account for less than 40% of the total emissions reductions needed to
achieve California’s 2030 climate goals, and on the explicit assumption that
local design choices would continue to reduce overall emissions (and hence
at p. 28.) Indeed, relying entirely on the Cap-and-Trade Program to address
land use would produce a mismatch that would strain the Program by
functionally increasing demand for emissions reductions as unregulated
entities displace their obligations onto the Program rather than taking action
themselves, raising compliance costs for covered entities across all sectors
and all consumers across the state at all income levels. California’s
portfolio approach was designed to meet AB 32’s requirement that
“greenhouse gas emissions reduction activities . . . adopted and
implemented by [CARB] are complementary, nonduplicative, and can be
implemented in an efficient and cost-effective manner.” (Cal. Health &
Saf. Code, § 38561.) By taking a portfolio approach, the state has
recognized that taking GHG action in specific sectors ensures that we
achieve our broader climate and energy demand reduction goals. (See 2017
Scoping Plan at pp. 2, 24, 100 [describing Governor Brown’s five key
climate change strategy “pillars”].) Ultimately, cost increases could make
the Cap-and-Trade Program less effective as a key part of the suite of
California’s climate policies.
In sum, Respondents’ position is fundamentally inconsistent with the
state’s approach to climate change, and so disregards significant emissions
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economy-wide costs in the Cap-and-Trade Program). (2017 Scoping Plan

that should properly be addressed under CEQA, not an unrelated emissions
program like Cap-and-Trade. Moreover, Respondents’ approach would
allow similar emissions from other projects that would follow its lead. (See
Part III(A), infra.) The majority of land use projects are, like this Project,
not covered by the Cap-and-Trade Program. Freight alone is an enormous
industry; over 1.5 billion tons of freight were moved in California during
2015. (Id. at p. 73.) And other types of projects such as residential
developments or agricultural enterprises may seek to invoke precedent
created by this case. Thus, even if the Project standing alone does not
projects failing to address GHG emissions in the CEQA process would.
B.

Respondents’ GHG analysis prevents co-pollutant
reduction measures necessary to protect California’s
environmental justice communities

Permitting massive land development projects without requiring the
necessary mitigation measures to decrease project emissions will also harm
California’s environmental justice communities—those already suffering
from the worst environmental pollution in the state. The census tract the
Project will be built in is ranked in the 75th to 80th percentile of census
tracts in California in terms of greatest pollution burden indicators and
health and vulnerability factors for population characteristic indicators.
(CalEnviroScreen 3.0 for Census Tract 6065042624, Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, last visited November 27, 2019
<https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen/report/calenviroscreen-30>.) Even
without the Project, residents of this census tract already experience ozone,
the main ingredient of smog, at a rate higher than 98% of the rest of
California. (Ibid.) Relatedly, these residents also experience
cardiovascular disease, which can result from exposure to air pollution, at a
rate higher than 95% of the state. (Ibid.)
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excessively strain the Cap-and-Trade system, the collective weight of new

Considering additional mitigation properly may have resulted in
additional zero-emissions technologies used for the Project, including,
perhaps, from its trucks, as many commenters recommended. If such
measures are not considered from this Project and other future projects like
it are not mitigated, Moreno Valley and communities throughout the state
will likely continue to suffer from worse air pollution. (See Nicky Sheats,
Achieving Emissions Reductions for Environmental Justice Communities
Through Climate Change Mitigation Policy (2017) 41 WM. & MARY
ENVTL. L. & POL’Y REV. 377, 387 [“[E]ven without the intentional
pollutant reductions as GHGs are being reduced [which] should improve
the health of local communities.”]; see also Scoping Plan at p. 74 [“Air
pollution from tailpipe emissions contributes to respiratory ailments,
cardiovascular disease, and early death, with disproportionate impacts on
vulnerable populations such as children, the elderly, those with existing
health conditions . . . , low income communities, and communities of
color.”].)
III. RESPONDENTS’ EIR VIOLATES CEQA
As explained above, the EIR’s approach to GHG analysis
misrepresents the Cap-and-Trade Program and the Project’s place in that
scheme. As a result, the EIR takes an unsupportable approach to evaluating
the significance of GHG emissions from the Project. Contrary to CEQA’s
focus on information disclosure and local responsibility for mitigation, the
EIR ignores the vast majority of the Project’s emissions, and, in a
misleading analysis, compares only a small fraction of the Project’s
emissions to the applicable significance threshold. This flawed analysis
leads the EIR to conclude that the impact from GHG emissions would be
mitigated to a less-than-significant level, misleading the public and shirking
mitigation responsibilities. Even if the Cap-and-Trade Program directly
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maximization of co-pollutant reduction, there should be incidental co-

applied to the Project’s emissions (it does not since, as explained above,
this Project is not a covered entity under the Program), this method of
evaluating a project’s significance after taking into account purported
“mitigation” or impact-reducing components is not allowed by CEQA. As
a result of its flawed analysis, the EIR fails to adopt all feasible mitigation
measures and subverts CEQA’s important political function of ensuring
informed decision making and informed public participation.
The EIR’s approach to GHG analysis fails on multiple levels.
Perhaps most critically, in addition to pointing to “compliance” with a
EIR focuses on a single significance consideration while ignoring other
evidence showing potentially significant impacts. CEQA does not allow
clearly significant GHG impacts to be overlooked, even if a lead agency
believes those impacts are considered less than significant under one
particular metric. (See, e.g., Oro Fino Gold Mining Corp. v. County of El
Dorado (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 872, 274 [citizens’ personal observations
about the significance of noise impacts on their community constituted
substantial evidence that the impact may be significant and should be
assessed in an EIR, even though the noise levels did not exceed general
planning standards]; accord SANDAG, supra, 3 Cal.5th at p. 515 [“An
adequate description of adverse environmental effects is necessary to
inform the critical discussion of mitigation measures and project
alternatives at the core of the EIR”].) This failure to address potentially
significant impacts not only minimizes the Project’s significant impacts, but
also warps the evaluation of whether the Project’s contribution to GHG
emissions is a cumulatively considerable impact. (CEQA Guidelines, §
15064.) The cumulative effect of dozens of similar warehouse projects in
the Moreno Valley area could—and almost certainly will—be significant.
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regulation that simply does not cover the Project to excuse mitigation, the

A.

The EIR improperly applies CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.4 to determine the significance of the Project’s
GHG emissions.

The Resources Agency, the state’s expert on CEQA, has rejected the
approach of using purported “compliance” with an inapplicable program to
mitigate emissions. (Final Statement of Reasons for the CEQA Guidelines
Amendments (2018) at p. 27 [“a subdivision project could not demonstrate
‘consistency’ with [CARB’s] Early Action Measures because those
measures do not address emissions resulting from a typical housing
The EIR misapplies CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4, which offers
multiple factors a lead agency should consider in assessing the significance
of impacts from GHG emissions. That Guideline provides, in pertinent
part:
(b) A lead agency should consider the following factors, among
others, when assessing the significance of impacts from
greenhouse gas emissions on the environment:
(1) The extent to which the project may increase or reduce
greenhouse gas emissions as compared to the existing
environmental setting;
(2) Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of
significance that the lead agency determines applies to the
project.
(3) The extent to which the project complies with regulations or
requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or
local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas
emissions. Such requirements must be adopted by the relevant
public agency through a public review process and must reduce
or mitigate the project's incremental contribution of greenhouse
gas emissions. If there is substantial evidence that the possible
effects of a particular project are still cumulatively
considerable notwithstanding compliance with the adopted
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subdivision”].)

regulations or requirements, an EIR must be prepared for the
project.9
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.4, subd. (b), italics added.)
As reflected in subdivision (b)(3), compliance with “regulations or
requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan” can
factor into the assessment of GHG significance, but only when the project
complies with those regulations or requirements. Yet, the EIR relies upon
subsection (b)(3) to claim that emissions for which upstream suppliers
surrendered allowances need not be analyzed and mitigated under CEQA.
related emissions, thus requiring analysis and mitigation of only a tiny
fraction of the Project’s emissions.

9

The 2018 update to the CEQA Guidelines added the following
language:
(b) In determining the significance of a project’s greenhouse gas
emissions, the lead agency should focus its analysis on the reasonably
foreseeable incremental contribution of the project’s emissions to the
effects of climate change. The agency’s analysis should consider a
timeframe that is appropriate for the project. The agency’s analysis also
must reasonably reflect evolving scientific knowledge and state regulatory
schemes.
(b)(3) . . . In determining the significance of impacts, the lead
agency may consider a project’s consistency with the State’s long-term
climate goals or strategies, provided that substantial evidence supports the
agency’s analysis of how those goals or strategies address the project’s
incremental contribution to climate change.
(c) A lead agency may use a model or methodology to estimate
greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project. The lead agency has
discretion to select the model or methodology it considers most appropriate
to enable decision makers to intelligently take into account the project’s
incremental contribution to climate change. The lead agency must support
its selection of a model or methodology with substantial evidence. The
lead agency should explain the limitations of the particular model or
methodology selected for use.
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This approach excuses all of the Project’s transportation- and electricity-

Respondents’ application of subdivision (b)(3) to this Project is
wrong. Because the Project is not a covered entity under the Cap-andTrade Program, subsection (b)(3) is inapplicable, as the project cannot
“comply” with Cap-and-Trade at all. Moreover, as discussed above, such
“compliance” would undermine Cap-and-Trade’s purposes if adopted as a
CEQA approach, not serve the environmental goals both AB 32 and CEQA
set out to deliver.
The EIR failed to apply the SCAQMD’s GHG
emissions threshold to all of the Projects’ GHG
emissions.

The EIR takes an impermissible approach of applying the Cap-andTrade Program to ostensibly reduce the Project’s emissions significantly,
then comparing only that reduced quantity to the bright-line significance
threshold. This approach is not supported in law.10
CEQA requires lead agencies to “make a good-faith effort, based to
the extent possible on scientific and factual data, to describe, calculate or
estimate the amount of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project.”
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.4.) CEQA then provides that the lead agency
must consider “whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of
significance the lead agency determines applies to the project.” (Id. at
subd. (b)(2).) As explained in the EIR, a potentially appropriate
10

The EIR also attempts to justify excluding “capped emissions”
from its significance analysis by referencing two seemingly cherry-picked
2013 mitigated negative declarations from other lead agencies, and one
2014 guidance document from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District (SJVAPCD). (EIR 4.7-33.) The EIR does not explain why
it chose to follow the methodology allegedly used in two obscure mitigated
negative declarations and in a policy document from an air district in a
different air basin, rather than following traditional CEQA GHG analysis
and mitigation principles. These irrelevant, project-specific documents do
not constitute substantial evidence supporting Respondents’ argument.
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B.

significance threshold in this case is the South Coast Air Quality
Management District’s (SCAQMD) SCAQMD’s 10,000 metric ton limit.11
(EIR at p. 4.7-32.)
The problem here is that the EIR does not compare the Project’s total
GHG emissions against this 10,000 metric ton threshold, and then mitigate
those emissions to below that threshold to the extent feasible. Instead, the
EIR simply subtracts from the total any GHG emissions it deems to be
“capped,” and compares only the few “non-capped” emissions to the brightline threshold. Because the EIR only compares a small fraction of the
threshold, it only requires relatively minor mitigation measures to reduce
the Project’s emissions to what the EIR considers “less than significant.”
(EIR at pp. 1-55–57.)
Respondents’ approach improperly applies so-called “mitigation” (the
Cap-and-Trade Program) before comparing GHG emissions to the
significance threshold. By combining impacts and mitigation analyses, it is
unclear how the purported mitigation reduces impacts. This approach was
rejected in Lotus v. Dept. of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645,
where the court stated:
The failure of the EIR to separately identify and analyze the
significance of the impacts . . . before proposing mitigation measures
is not merely a harmless procedural failing. . . . [T]his shortcutting of
CEQA requirements subverts the purposes of CEQA by omitting
material necessary to informed decisionmaking and informed public
participation. It precludes both identification of potential
11

It is worth noting that the Scoping Plans are not binding as to any
particular CEQA methodology, or as to land use planning generally, and do
not require use of any particular significance threshold. They are guidance
documents; individual land use authorities can and do depart from
particular suggestions in them if they have appropriate reasons to do so.
The issue in this case, however, is that the Cap-and-Trade program does not
provide such an appropriate reason.
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Project’s GHG emissions to the applicable bright-line significance

environmental consequences arising from the project and also
thoughtful analysis of the sufficiency of measures to mitigate those
consequences. The deficiency cannot be considered harmless.
(Id. at p. 658.)
Furthermore, if the full scope of the GHG emissions attributable to the
Project were compared to the applicable bright line threshold, the
emissions, as mitigated, would still be substantially over the threshold—
and would therefore require consideration of additional mitigation
measures. (See EIR, pp. 4.7-35–36.)
“capped” emissions would not “result in double counting and double
mitigating emissions that are already mitigated through cap-and-trade” as
Respondents assert. (Combined Respondents’ and Cross-Appellants’
Opening Brief at p. 57.) Gesturing towards Cap-and-Trade regulated
entities is not proper mitigation because Cap-and-Trade does not apply to
this Project in any way, and the Project itself has ample mitigation
opportunities onsite. To mitigate this Project’s GHG emissions,
Respondents would have to address emissions from mobile sources, which
account for over 70% of the Project’s total emissions (which again are
nearly 40 times greater than the significance threshold). (AR002729.) To
reduce these emissions, fewer trucks could drive from the Project to the
Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles every day, the Project could be built
closer to the ports, the Project could require more zero emission vehicles be
used or provide charging equipment or incentives to encourage their use, or
any number of other meaningful mitigation measures. But Cap-and-Trade
does not require any of this. Such measures are instead included by local
governments in local land use projects to ensure approved project impacts
fall below significance thresholds. By never counting the “capped”
emissions toward the significance threshold, there is no counting and no
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Applying appropriate mitigation measures to reduce the so-called

project-level mitigation of hundreds of thousands of tons of yearly GHG
emissions from this Project.
C.

Respondents fail to consider the long-term GHG
impacts of the Project.

The Supreme Court has made clear that an EIR should consider a
project’s long-term GHG impacts, and should address whether the project
as a whole is in accord with the state’s climate goals. (Cleveland National
Forest Foundation v. San Diego Association of Governments (2017) 3
Cal.5th 497 (SANDAG) at p. 515.)12 The state’s climate change goals
statewide target of reducing GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990
levels by 2050].) Because the Project is expected to operate for decades
into the future, Respondents must account for emissions beyond 2030. But
Respondents fail to account for emissions beyond that point—despite the
fact that the Project’s full operation will not start until five years later, in
2035. (EIR at p. 4.3-61.) Respondents present no substantial evidence that
any of the Project’s post-buildout operational emissions are mitigated by
the Cap-and-Trade Program. (See, e.g., EIR, pp. 4.7-36–37 [stating,
without citation, that “[s]ome of the project’s GHG emissions are subject to
the requirements of the AB 32 Cap and Trade Program and will have a
GHG allocation based on current GHG emissions levels”].) This is not an
adequate CEQA analysis. (See Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of
Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884, 904 [EIR must contain substantial
evidence that mitigation measures will reduce associated impacts to less12

The parties in AIR v. Kern did not have the opportunity to brief
the significance of SANDAG because the California Supreme Court filed its
opinion in SANDAG over a month after the close of briefing in AIR v. Kern.
It appears to amici that this is the first case at the California Court of
Appeal where parties have had the opportunity to address both SANDAG
and AIR v. Kern in their briefs.
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extend beyond 2030. (See, e.g., Executive Order S-03-05 [established a

than-significant-levels, such as by requiring compliance with applicable
regulatory standards and preparation of site-specific studies]; Cal. Code
Regs. tit. 14, § 15370, subd. (d) [“mitigation” includes “[r]educing or
eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance
operations during the life of the action”].)
D.

Reliance on AIR v. Kern County is improper.

Respondents incorrectly claim the Fifth Appellate District’s decision
in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Bd. of Supervisors
(2017) 17 Cal.App.5th 708 (AIR) upheld the use of the same GHG
Respondents’ and Cross-Appellants’ Opening Brief at p. 53.) Respondents’
use of the Cap-and-Trade Program here goes far beyond what was
sanctioned in AIR. In AIR, the project being evaluated under CEQA was a
refinery, a covered entity under Cap-and-Trade. The court held a lead
agency was authorized “to determine that a project’s greenhouse gas
emissions will have a less than significant effect on the environment based
on the project’s compliance with the cap-and-trade program.” (Id. at p.
718; italics added.) Regardless of whether or not AIR was rightly decided,
here, the question is much simpler and different from the question before
the court in AIR. Here, it is undisputed that the Project is not a covered
entity required to comply with the Cap-and-Trade Program. (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 17, § 95811.) Accordingly, this Court need only decide if
projects that are not covered entities under Cap-and-Trade are nonetheless
allowed to use the program to ignore significant GHG emissions they
cause. The answer to that question is no.
Respondents argue the distinction between covered and non-covered
entities is “a distinction without a difference.” (Combined Respondents’
and Cross-Appellants’ Opening Brief at p. 63.) Respondents are incorrect.
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methodology as Respondents attempt to use here. (Combined

This distinction is crucial under CEQA and vital to the success of
California’s ambitious climate policies.
From a CEQA perspective, the distinction is important because
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4, subdivision (b)(3) instructs lead
agencies to consider the extent to which a project complies with GHG
regulations or requirements. It is thus inappropriate for entities
downstream in the chain of commerce from a covered entity to rely upon
compliance with the Cap-and-Trade Program as a basis for avoiding
analysis of project-related emissions.
crucial because projects that are not subject to the Cap-and-Trade Program
do not have the same direct incentives to reduce their GHG emissions as
covered facilities, and Cap-and-Trade alone is not designed to achieve
California’s ambitious climate goals. The distinction between covered and
not-covered entities is thus crucial to the portfolio of climate change
measures the state is relying on to protect our citizens going forward.
E.

Respondents’ GHG analysis obfuscates the climate
change impacts of this Project, undermining CEQA’s
public disclosure purpose.

By failing to comply with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4, failing
to compare all of the Project’s emissions to the GHG emissions threshold,
and failing to consider the long-term GHG impacts of the Project,
Respondents’ analysis undermines the informational purpose of
CEQA. The purpose of an EIR “is to inform the public generally of the
environmental impact of a proposed project.” (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, §
15003, subd. (c).)
CEQA prohibits public agencies from approving or carrying out a
project that will have significant effects on the environment unless the
agency makes “findings” demonstrating either that it made changes to the
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From a policy perspective, as described above, the distinction is

project to avoid or mitigate those significant impacts, or that certain
overriding considerations outweigh the impact. (Pub. Resources Code, §
21081.) Without a full and accurate disclosure of the Project’s impacts,
Respondents erroneously concluded that the GHG impact would be lessthan-significant, and thereby avoided making the subsequent findings that
would inform the public whether the Project’s significant impacts are
unavoidable and/or justified. Additionally, Respondents’ approach hinders
the public’s ability to submit informed comments during the EIR’s public
comment period—aside from addressing the lack of analysis—because the
or proper CEQA analysis.
CONCLUSION
California is striving on all fronts to meet its ambitious, long-term
GHG reduction objectives; the health of its citizens and the environment
depend on it. But this Court’s approval of Respondents’ approach to GHG
analysis and mitigation would treat the Cap-and-Trade Program as the sole
remedy to limit GHG emissions from land-use projects, placing
unnecessary strain on Cap-and-Trade’s cost-effectiveness and seriously
undermining the state’s critical climate change efforts. Amici respectfully
request this Court reject the trial court’s holding and find in favor of
Appellants as to GHG analysis.
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public is not provided with, and thus cannot evaluate, complete information
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