PREFACE

EPA’s Response to the Petitions to Reconsider the Endangerment and Cause or Contribute
Findings for Greenhouse Gases under Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act

This is the Response to Petitions (RTP) document that accompanies the Environmental
Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Notice of Denial of Petitions to Reconsider the Endangerment and
Cause or Contribute Findings for Greenhouse Gases under Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act
(“Denial” or “Decision”). The Endangerment and Cause or Contribute Findings for Greenhouse
Gases under Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act (“Findings” or “Endangerment Finding”) were
signed by the Administrator on December 7, 2009, appeared in the Federal Register December
15, 2009, and became effective January 14, 2010. The Administrator’s Endangerment Finding
concluded that six greenhouse gases (GHGSs) taken in combination endanger both the public
health and public welfare of current and future generations. The Findings were supported by a
Technical Support Document (TSD), containing the underlying GHG emissions data and climate
change science, as well as an 11-volume Response to Comments (RTC) document that provided
EPA’s responses to all significant public comments received during the comment period
following the Administrator’s proposed Findings, signed April 17, 2009.

Since issuing the December 2009 Findings, EPA has received 10 petitions requesting that EPA
reconsider the Findings.

This RTP document provides additional information, often more technical information, in
response to the arguments, claims and assertions by the petitioners in their petitions to reconsider
the Endangerment Finding. EPA has thoroughly reviewed all of the petitions, the arguments
presented in the petitions, and the supplemental information provided by the petitioners intended
to show evidence of the petitioners’ claims. EPA also revisited the scientific record and the
Administrator’s decision process underlying the Endangerment Finding in light of the petitions.
All of the petitioners’ arguments are addressed in the Denial and/or this RTP document.

Within this document, the petitioners’ arguments and assertions are grouped together and
responded to in three volumes: 1) climate science and data issues raised by the petitioners; 2)
issues raised by petitioners on EPA’s use of information from the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change; and 3) process issues raised by the petitioners.

The Administrator’s Findings and its supporting material (the TSD and RTC), as well as all ten
petitions, including amendments to some of those petitions, can be found at:
http://epa.gov/climatechange/endangerment.html. All documents and materials that are
referenced in the Denial and this RTP document can be found in the docket for this action
(Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0171 at www.regulations.gov).

Throughout the Denial and the three volumes of this RTP document, EPA references the
conclusions of five recent inquiries and investigations regarding the Climatic Research Unit


http://epa.gov/climatechange/endangerment.html
http://www.regulations.gov/

(CRU) e-mails and the IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report (AR4). These five reports have been
placed in the docket for this action (Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0171 at
www.regulations.gov) under the document title “Recent Inquiries and Investigations of the CRU

E-mails and the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report”. We provide a brief overview of the purpose
of each investigation below:

1.

4.

The disclosure of climate data from the Climatic Research Unit at the University of East

Anglia

UK House of Commons, Science and Technology Committee

Published on March 31, 2010

Referred to in the volumes as: “the UK House of Commons Science and Technology
Committee investigation”

This investigation assessed the accuracy and availability of CRU’s data, datasets and
computer programming, whether CRU scientists withheld access to this information, and
implications for the UK Freedom of Information Act 2000. The report also included the
Science and Technology Committee’s comments on the independent reviews that
University of East Anglia announced.

Report of the International Panel set up by the University of East Anglia to examine the
research of the Climatic Research Unit

University of East Anglia, Oxburgh Panel

Published on April 14, 2010

Referred to in the volumes as: “the Scientific Appraisal Panel review”

The Panel was set up by the University of East Anglia in consultation with the Royal
Society to assess the integrity of the research published by CRU in light of various
external assertions. The Panel was asked to address criticisms regarding whether climatic
data had been dishonestly selected, manipulated and/or presented to arrive at pre-
determined conclusions.

RA-10 Final Investigation Report Involving Dr. Michael E. Mann

The Pennsylvania State University

Published on June 4, 2010

Referred to in the volumes as: “the Pennsylvania State University investigation”

The University initiated an investigation to examine whether accusations that Michael
Mann had manipulated data, destroyed records and colluded to hamper the progress of
scientific discourse, when placed in an academic context, could be construed as
allegations of research misconduct, which would constitute a violation of Pennsylvania
State University policy.

Assessing an IPCC assessment — An analysis of statements on projected regional impact
in the 2007 report


http://www.regulations.gov/

Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency (PBL)
Published on July 5, 2010
Referred to in the volumes as: “Assessing an IPCC Assessment”

On January 28, 2010, the Dutch Parliament asked the Ministry for the Environment and
the Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency for an investigation into the
reliability of the regional chapters 9-16 of the IPCC Working Group Il Report, and to
assess the effects of any errors on the summary conclusions drawn by the IPCC Working
Group 1.

. The Independent Climate Change E-mails Review

University of East Anglia, Russell Panel

Published on July 7, 2010

Referred to in the volumes as: “the Independent Climate Change E-mails Review”

This report examines the conduct of the scientists involved in the CRU email issue and
makes recommendations to the University of East Anglia. The inquiry addressed a
number of important allegations that were made following the e-mail release, including:
a) the behavior of the CRU scientists, such as their handling and release of data, their
approach to peer review, and their role in the public presentation of results, b) the
assertion that actions were taken to promote a particular view of climate change by
improperly influencing the process of advising policy makers, and c) the honesty, rigor
and openness with which the CRU scientists have acted.
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