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Recent climate change
litigation
• In February 2008, a coastal
native lnupiat village in Alaska
filed a claim alleging that 20
oil, coal and electric utility
companies are responsible
for thinning sea ice and
increased storm surges which
are forcing their village to
relocate. They seek damages
from the defendants for
their contribution to global
warming, alleging public
nuisance through their
emissions of greenhouse
gases and conspiracy to
create a misinformation
campaign intended to
deceive the public about the
science of global warming.
The case continues.
• In 2006, the most significant
climate change litigation
was brought by the Attorney
General of California against
major car manufacturing
companies. The defendants
were accused of causing
injury to the State of
California by knowingly
creating or contributing to the
problem of global warming.
Judgment was sought on
an ongoing basis so that
manufacturers would be
liable to pay damages every

level of climate change litigation
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(This article was previously published in
Insurance Day, Februrary 2008)

year. The judge dismissed
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Orlea against
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in
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2005. The defendants
were
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d
accused of gross negligence
in ignoring scientific evidence
and engaging in actions that
have led to or contributed to
global warming, resulting in
Hurricane Katrina. The court
found it had no jurisdiction
to rule on such political
questions and considered
that the claimants had no
standing grounds. The
claimants’ appeal is pending.
• In 2004, eight US states
brought an action against
five major power companies,
alleging that their failure
to use practical and
economically feasible options
to reduce their emissions had
caused nuisance. Instead
of damages, the claimants
sought an order forcing
the defendants to reduce
their emissions. The court
declined to hear the action
because it presented nonjusticiable political questions.
The claimants have appealed
the dismissal.
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