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Re:  Update to the Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of 

the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) [Docket No. CEQ-2019-0003] 

 

I am a resident of Harlem, NY and an active member of WE ACT for 

Environmental Justice. WE ACT’s mission is to build healthy communities by 

making sure that people of color and/or low income residents participate 

meaningfully in the creation of sound and fair environmental health and protection 

policies and practices. I believe that I should be informed and engaged about what 

is going on in my community. I also think that I should be able to participate fully 

in the decision making process in key issues that impact my health. The proposed 

changes to the National Environmental Policy Act would make it harder for me to 

not only know about projects that would impact my community, but be involved in 

the decision making process. These changes to NEPA will silence me and put my 

health at risk.  

 

I am concerned about the following changes to the National Environmental Policy 

Act.  



1. Removing any analysis of climate impacts through changes to 

“cumulative impacts” or “effects” 

The proposed changes to NEPA removes the requirement that agencies look at 

cumulative impacts.  The proposed regulatory language states, “Analysis of 

cumulative effects is not required.”  This would allow more polluting projects 

across the country and a federal agency would not be required to analyze how their 

project would pollute over time, affect communities with an existing legacy of 

toxic pollution, or contribute to climate change. This is not something I can 

support. “Effects should not be considered significant if they are remote in time, 

geographically remote, or the product of a lengthy causal chain.” (p. 1729) Of 

course, climate change is by its very nature the result of cumulative effects. The 

effects of climate change, including stronger hurricanes, sea level rise, and more 

severe wildfires, are often far removed both geographically and temporally from 

the human causes of climate change—for example, burning fossil fuels at coal-

fired power plants in the Midwest that in turn emit carbon dioxide. Therefore, 

removing the requirement for agencies to do a cumulative effects analysis puts 

communities at risk.  

 

2. The proposed changes would make it easier to ignore public comments. 

Through confusing language that requires public comment be “specific” and 

“timely,” as well as a new “Exhaustion” clause, everyday people like me would 

have a hard time commenting on a proposed project because I am not a scientist or 

an expert. The intent of the public comment element of NEPA is that anyone living 

in a community with a proposed project can raise concerns about a project that 

may have a measurable impact on their lives. This new proposed language would 

require me to list any and all possible impacts of a proposed project. This would 

make it really hard for me to share my feedback.  

 

 

NEPA is an essential tool in the fight for environmental justice. At a time when 

communities of color have increasingly been disenfranchised and cut out of the 

government decision making process, it is more important than ever that everyone 

has a strong voice in the decisions and policies that impact the health of their 

communities and the environment that we all depend on.  



 

Before NEPA’s protections were implemented, federal infrastructure dollars were 

used to raze homes, trample over the natural environment, and build smog-filled 

highways in the middle of communities across the country, particularly 

communities of color. NEPA created a system for the federal government to 

carefully consider its actions and take communities’ input into account before 

authorizing projects that could harm the natural environment and the people living 

in it. Unfortunately, this administration’s latest proposal would eviscerate NEPA’s 

protections by exempting certain project categories from review, sidelining climate 

change as a consideration during environmental reviews, and allowing polluters to 

write their own reviews. It’s a shameful proposal, and worse yet, the public has 

only 60 days to comment on it.  

 

Please withdraw this dangerous decision immediately and strengthen NEPA’s 

protections for future generations. 

 

Respectfully,  

Tina Johnson  

Harlem, NY  


