To: Air and Radiation Docket and Information Center
Environmental Protection Agency, Mail code: 2822T,
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW., Washington, DC 20460.

a-and-r-Docket@epa.gov

[Contact: Joe Dougherty, Office of Air and Radiatio
Telephone number: (202) 564-1659;

Fax number: (202) 564-1543;

E-mail addressDougherty.Joseph-J@epa.gov]

Copy: Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs, Office of Management and Budget
(OMB), Attn: Desk Officer for EPA, 725 17th St., NW, Wiasgton, DC 20503.

RE: Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR)r Greenhouse Gases Under the
Clean Air Act, EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0318-0117[ANPR]

From: S. Fred Singer, PhD, Non-Governmental Internati®zadel on Climate Change (NIPCC)

On behalf of NIPCC and its 24 Contributing Scietstis make the following Comment related to
some of the 5 issues raised in the AN&td Endangerment Technical Support Document (TSD):

1. EPA seeks comment on the best available sciengrifpposes of the endangerment discussion, andriicpkar on the use of
the more recent findings of the U.S. Climate Cha®gence Program.

2. EPA invites comment on all issues relevant tkingegan endangerment finding, including the scfembasis supporting a
finding that there is or is not endangerment unither CAA.

3. EPA also invites comment on the extent to wihislould be appropriate to use the most recent IR€@brts, including the
chapters focusing on North America, and the U.Segunent Climate Change Science Program synthepits as scientific
assessments that could serve as an important sourae the primary basis for the Agency’s issuanfciir quality criteria.”

4. EPA requests comments on the issuance of “alityicriteria” following listing, as well as thedequacy of the available
scientific literature [synthesis reports such as thtergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s Hod$sessment Report and
various reports of the US Climate Change Sciencgyfam]

5. The Endangerment Technical Support Documeniiges “evidence” that the U.S. and the rest of wueld are experiencing
effects from climate change now.

In this Comment we concentrate on the TSD Sectiohtibution of Observed Climate Change
to Anthropogenic Greenhouse Gas Emissions at tbbabbhnd Continental Scale.Since it
follows the line of argument of the UN’s IPCC (IPXC&hd the US Climate Change Science
Program (CCSP), we actually critique the IPCC repiself as well as the CCSP.



What is the NIPCC?

NIPCC is what its name suggests: an internatioaatpof 24nongovernmentacientists and
scholars from 15 countries who have come togethantlerstand the causes and consequences
of climate change. The credentials of the NIPC@t@loutors exceed those of the “expert
reviewers” of the EPA’s TSD. Because we are netligposed to believe that climate change is
caused by human greenhouse (GH) gas emissionsgvabla to look at evidence the IPCC
ignored. Because we do not work for any governsjeme are not biased toward the assumption
that greater government regulation is necessaayed imagined catastrophes. Nor are we
dependent on government funding for our livelihood.

What was our motivationl? wasn’t financial self-interest: No grants or taoutions were
provided or promised in return for producing theai. It wasn’t political: No government
agency commissioned or authorized our efforts,va@dio not advise or support the candidacies
of any politicians or candidates for public offic®ur motivation is solely a desire to supply
sound science information to decision-makers artdequblic.

Summary of Principal Comments

We contrast the title of TSD Section Attribution of Observed Climate Change to
Anthropogenic Greenhouse Gas Emissions at the GiothContinental Scaletvith the

NIPCC ReportNature, Not Human Activity, Controls the Climate"[Singer et al 2008], which
responds to the claims of the UN-IPCC. We subnaibay of this document for the EPA record
(link: http://www.sepp.org/publications/NIPCC _final.pdf

This is indeed the key issue: How to decide whetiieicause of global warming is primarily
natural (and therefore unstoppable) or whetherraptigenic greenhouse gases are responsible.
This is at the core of the “endangerment finding.”

If the cause is non-anthropogenic, as the evidpresented by NIPCC demonstrates, then any
attempt to control emissions of CO2 is pointless iaeffective in influencing climate.

Discussion of the Evidence — Natural vs Human:

The crucial question is: Is warming (predominantlye to natural or human causes? How can
one tell? The issue is of obvious importance sirateral causes cannot be influenced in any
way by policies that limit greenhouse (GH) gas amiss, such as CO2. Resolving the question
is a difficult scientific task. Natural causes plausible; the climate has been warming and
cooling for billions of years on many different ernscales [See, e.g., Singer and Avery 2007].
On the other hand, GH warming is also plausible;esthe concentration of GH gases has been
increasing due to human activities.

Since the major (anthropogenic) greenhouse gasoratioxide, is globally distributed, we need
to determine whether the observed rise in CO2 (ipndure to burning of fossil fuels to generate
energy) can produce the kind of warming trendsutated by greenhouse models. The key
parameter is the so called “climate sensitivity \C8sually defined as the increase of global



mean surface temperature (GMST) produced by a aaubf global CO2 concentration. The
NIPCC and other independent scientists suggesesalfiabout 0.5 C or even lower, far below
those of the IPCC.

Published IPCC models give differing values of G&yally ranging between 1.5 and 4.5 degC.
It has become evident that these differences résuft different ways in which computer

models are parameterized. Depending on assumathptar values, the climate sensitivity can
even be lower than 1.5 and can range up to 11.5Hése models are the basis of the “evidence”
that EPA relies on in the Endangerment Technicap8tt Document.

The Evidence does not support AGW (Anthropogeniokal Warming)

The question then arises about the validity of suoldel results, which has to be established
through a comparison with observations. But olegttemperature trends of the past 100 years
are sometimes positive (1920-1940) and sometimgative (1940-1975, and also since 1998),
in spite of increasing CO2 trends. Clearly, onenca reproduce the observed temperatures
simply by using pure greenhouse (GH) models. Aesalt, the IPCC (and the CCSP) have
attempted to reproduce the observed temperatuaisf the 28 century by using a
combination of GH gas forcing, aerosol and ozomeirig, and some natural forcing (which
includes volcanoes and Total Solar Irradiance {4).T8here are at least four problems with this
procedure, which makes it unsuitable for validatthmate models and for using such model
results to justify “endangerment”:

1. Agreement between model results and GMST, teerwbd temperature history of thé"20
century, can only be achieved by choosing the aglistable parameters for these major
anthropogenic and natural forcings. This cleadgdmes an exercise in “curve fitting” and
nothing more. While a suitable choice of paranseteay fit the globalemperature data, the
same choice does not fit the northern hemisphatesanthern hemisphere separately.

2. The procedure concentrates on GH gases butagminer possible important human
influences, such as changes in surface albedoweambration -- from agriculture and
deforestation and reforestation — and also fromrmbs burning, from urban heat islands, and
from major pollution, like the Asian “brown cloud.”

3. An even more serious problem is the inadequatein which models handle water vapor, the
most important GH gas -- and especially the progeeind distribution of clouds. Most
differences in CS between models arise from cloimlaphysics factors and choice of cloud
parameters. This can be seen from the poor wasich models handle precipitation. Even
more important, while all models incorporate a pesifeedback from water vapor (WV),
observational results suggest that the feedbaagtiglly negative and thus cancels some of the
warming from GH gas increases.

4. Finally, the IPCC and the CCSP have ignored wahpérhaps the major natural forcing,
resulting from changes in solar activity. Inveatigns of paleo-temperatures, for example in
stalagmites, have established without doubt aldetanprrelation between temperature and
cosmic-ray intensity (which in turn is modulateddhanges in solar activity). But under the



category of “solar forcing” the IPCC and the CC®Rsider only changes in TSI, which are too
small to be important.

The “Fingerprint Method” Evidence_againsAGW

Having disposed of this method of validating clismatodels, one falls back on the so called
“fingerprint method,” which compares the patteofisropospheric temperature changes
calculated from GH models with observed patterrnténtropical region. Such a comparison is
carried out in CCSP Report SAP-1.1[Karl 2006] aad heen further elaborated in a research
paper by Douglass et al. [International Journallohatology, Royal Meteorological Society,
online Dec. 2007]. The demonstrated disagreemstmiden modeled and observed atmospheric
trends forms the basis for the NIPCC conclusioas ($IPCC figures 7,8,9,and 10). The
Appendixpresents the history of this problem in some detai

Conclusion:

We conclude, therefore -- contrary to the assestafrthe EPA Endangerment Technical Support
Document -- that climate sensitivity must be weldw the values quoted by climate models,
and that any estimates of future warming basedioh siodels are neither reliable nor usable by
any US government agency for policy purposes. €hveat applies also to the MAGICC

model developed by Tom Wigley for the EPA becauselies on Climate Sensitivities extracted
from the IPCC.)

Another way of putting our result: The evidence clarly shows that the increase in CO2 has
not produced a detectable increase in global tempature.

We believe that this is the strongest argumentag#he EPA’s attempt to treat carbon dioxide
as a pollutant under the Clean Air Act.



APPENDIX
History of “Fingerprint” Method

The technique for identifying an anthropogenicuefice on climate, as agreed to by everyone, is the
“fingerprint” method, which compares the patterrterhperature trends calculated from GH models with
the pattern observed in the troposphere. Thedpptication of this method may have been by Saatter
al in IPCC-SAR [1996]. However, Santer misapplieel method in order to force the conclusion that
warming was due to human causes, namely GH gases.

In one attempt, he compared the geographic patfesarfacetemperature trends, derived from GH
models, with the observed pattern. He calculatgghtiern correlation coefficient” and claimed tlat
was increasing with time “as the human signal eefgom the background noise of climate variability
[IPCC-SAR, 1996, chapter 8]. However, when thepbrthere is compared to the one in his original
publication [Santer et al 1995], one discovers 8m1997] that he had removed all of the trendsline
including zero and negative trends, except thetibatsuggested an increasing correlation in theblas
years. When questioned about this by e-mail, he rephed this was done for “pedagogic reasons.”
Santer also made significant text changes in Ch&pté the IPCC-SAR report, after its approval by
coauthors. See discussion by Singer et al [BUWSA78:81-82, 1997], and E. Masood [Nature 381:039,
1996]

Santer’s second attempt, also in WG1 Chapter 860-SAR, was to compare the modeled and
observed latitude and altitude patterns of tempegdtends._ It was soon discovered, however Hisat
claimed “agreement” was due to a selective useat#;te had chosen a time interval (1963-1987nhduri
which the tropospheric trend was increasing, wiiiteoverall trend during the period (1957-1995) was
not [Michaels and Knappenberger 1996].

By then it had become quite apparent that thereangisparity between the observed trends in the
troposphere and the surface [NRC 2000; Singer 2001]

Next, Douglass, Pearson and Singer [2004] carnigeéh dull-scale comparison of available model resul
and temperature observations from balloons, sggglland reanalysis. They concluded that the
observations did not confirm the expected incréfisen GH models) in temperature trends with altéud
but they did not delve into the implication of thisparity. Their result was largely ignored by the IPCC
[2007] as it prepared its Fourth Assessment Report.

The US CCSP

Next, a full-scale investigation of this problemsagarried out as part of the federally financedan@te
Change Science Program. CCSP-SAPL.1 [Karl et@]2the first and most crucial of the 21 repoits o
the CCSP, titledTemperature Trends in the Lower Atmosphere: Stepdriderstanding and
Reconciling Differences,tonfirmed the result of Douglass et al [2004].

To be sure, the abstract of the CCSP 1.1 ExecBtiwemary (authored by Wigley, with the participation
of the chapter lead authors, including Santernedahat the discrepancies between surface warmitg a
tropospheric warming trends have been removeds dtatement distorts the sense of the CCSP report
and has been widely misunderstood as having coafirtine validity of GH models. CCSP-SAP 1.1
admits, however, that in the tropitthe majority of observational data sets show maa@ming at the
surface than in the troposphere....[but] almost atidal simulations show more warming in the
troposphere than at the surfaceli other words, there exists indeed a discrepamhich has not been



removed.

Contrary to the claim on page 37, line 31 of CCSR-the comparison of modeled and observed
fingerprints shows clear disagreement [see figlir8s and 5.7E, and also 5.4G — all from CCSP-1.1 —
displayed also by NIPCC]. While the Executive Staryrof CCSP-1.1 claims agreement, this is
achieved by a statistical subterfuge, i.e. by usieg‘range” of values instead of their “distritril (see
figure 4G, page 13 in CCSP 1.1). However, theafigsange is clearly an inappropriate statistical
measure [Douglass et al. 2007] since it gives unkight to “outliers.”

Following the publication of CCSP 1.1, and usingtlavailable models and data, Douglass, Christy,
Pearson, and Singer [2007] extended their compakistween model results and observations in the
tropical zone and concluded again that the obsenstid not confirm the GH model results. Thip@a
was also ignored until a group of independent siger) the Nongovernmental International Panel on
Climate Change (NIPCC), published its summary rejmo2008. Drawing mainly on the data from
CCSP-1.1 and Douglass et al [2007], NIPCC [Singat 2008] showed conclusively the disparity
between GH models and observations.

The NIPCC then drew the obvious logical conclusi®imce GH models cannot explain the observations,
the warming of the past 30 years must be due predonthy to causes other than GH gases. In other
words, the human contribution to the warming treimte 1979 is minor and insignificant — a conclasio
contrary to that of IPCC [2007]. Another way ddititg the NIPCC result: Climate Sensitivity is
considerably less than the values quoted by th€JP€. 1.5 — 4.5 degC, and more in accord wiéh th
much lower values deduced by other methods [Schwslidnckton, Lindzen, Spencer].

Note: The conclusions of Douglass et al [2007] ahtNlIPCC [Singer et al 2008] have been questioned
in a recent paper by Santer et al [August 2008heyl claim “consistency” between models and
observations based on two assertions: (1) thaatheospheric temperatures displayed in CCSP-1.1 and
IPCC-AR4 [2007] are no longer valid, and (2) thhetuncertainties of both models and observatiors ar
greater than estimated by Douglass et al. In resgo Singer [2008] showed that the claim of
consistency is invalid and noted that Santer @talicitly questioned the validity of the CCSP rdpof
which Santer, and also Wigley and Karl, were leathars).

Additional Comments for ANPR and TSD Based on the NPCC Findings

® Evidence of warming is not evidence that the casis@thropogenic.

® The so-called ‘hockey-stick’ diagram of warming te®n discredited.

® The correlation between temperature and carboridiidevels is weak and inconclusive.
® Computer models don't provide “evidence” of anttogenic global warming.

* The global temperature record is unreliable.

® Global warming prior to 1940 was not anthropogenic.

® Internal oscillations play a major role in climateange, yet cannot be forecast.

® The role of solar influences on the climate cahamger be neglected.

* Computer models:
do not consider solar dimming and brightening.
do not accurately model the role of clouds.
do not simulate a possible negative feedback fratemwapor.
do not explain many features of the Earth’s obskplignate.
cannot produce reliable predictions of regionahelie change.



® Estimates of recent sea-level rise are unreliable.

* ‘Bottoms-up’ modeling of future sea levels does uaformly predict rising sealevels. Each successiv
IPCC report forecasts a smaller sea-level rise.

® Forecasts of more rapid sea-level rise are nofldeed

® Past trends in atmospheric levels of CO2 are paortierstood and controversial.

® Carbon dioxide sources and sinks are poorly unoledst

®* The role of oceans as CO2 sources and sinks iga s@urce of uncertainty.

® The IPCC's estimates of future anthropogenic COBsions are too high.

® Higher concentrations of CO2 would be beneficigblnt and animal life.

® Higher concentrations of CO2 are not responsilievieather extremes, storms, or hurricanes.
®  Human health benefits from warmer temperatures.

® Economic growth benefits from global warming

Observations by NIPCC on Problems with IPCC process

The IPCC can't be trusted as a credible science wnent and does not meet the requirements of the
Information Quality Act

From the very beginning, the IPCC was a politiedher than scientific entity, with its leading stists
reflecting the positions of their governments aldrg to induce their governments to adopt the IPCC
position. In particular, a small group of actigistrote the all-important Summary for Policymakers
(SPM) for each of the four IPCC reports [McKitriekal. 2007].

While we are often told about the thousands ofrgigts on whose work the IPCC Assessment Reports
are based, the vast majority of these scientists ha direct influence on the conclusions expressed
the IPCC. Those are produced by an inner coreiefsists, and the SPMs are revised and agreed to,
line-by-line, by representatives of member govemisie This obviously is not how real scientific
research is reviewed and published. These SPMstur in all cases, to be highly selective sumesari
of the voluminous science reports — typically 800nore pages, with no indexes (except, finally, the
Fourth Assessment Report released in 2007), amehialdy unreadable except by dedicated scientists.

The IPCC’s 1990 First Assessment Report [IPCC-Fédricluded that the observed temperature changes
were “broadly consistent” with greenhouse mod#&lsthout much analysis, it arrived at a “climate
sensitivity” of a 1.5° to 4.5° C temperature rised doubling of greenhouse gases. The IPCC FARble
the adoption of the Global Climate Treaty at th8@2L&arth Summit in Rio de Janeiro. The FAR drew a
critical response [SEPP 1992]. FAR and the IPGB/k of work also were criticized in two editosah
Nature[Anonymous 1994, Maddox 1991]. The IPCC’s 1996dBecAssessment Report [IPCC-SAR]
was completed in 1995 and published in 1996. Rl 8ontained the memorable conclusitihe

balance of evidence suggests a discernible hunfareice on global climatéThe SAR was again
heavily criticized, this time for having undergasignificant changes in the body of the report tdenia
‘conform’ to the SPM -after it was finally approved by the scientists involiadvriting the report. Not
only was the report altered, but a key graph wss dbctored to suggest a human influence. The
evidence presented to support the SPM conclusimieduout to be completely spurious.

There is voluminous material available about titegechanges, including\&all Street Journal
Opinion Editorial article by Dr. Frederick Seitzdi& 1996]. See the excerpt below:



A Major Deception on Global Warming

Op-Ed by Frederick Seitz
Wall Street Journal, June 12, 1996

Last week the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, a United Nations organization
regarded by many as the best source of scientific information about the human impact on the
earth's climate, released "The Science of Climate Change 1995," its first new report in five
years.

But this report is not what it appears to be--it is not the version that was approved by the
contributing scientists listed on the title page. In my more than 60 years as a member of the
American scientific community, including service as president of both the National Academy of
Sciences and the American Physical Society, I have never witnessed a more disturbing
corruption of the peer-review process than the events that led to this IPCC report.

A comparison between the report approved by the contributing scientists and the published
version reveals that key changes were made after the scientists had met and accepted what
they thought was the final peer-reviewed version. The scientists were assuming that the IPCC
would obey the IPCC Rules--a body of regulations that is supposed to govern the panel's
actions. Nothing in the IPCC Rules permits anyone to change a scientific report after it has
been accepted by the panel of scientific contributors and the full IPCC.

The participating scientists accepted "The Science of Climate Change" in Madrid last
November [1995]; the full IPCC accepted it the following month in Rome. But more than 15
sections in Chapter 8 of the report--the key chapter setting out the scientific evidence for and
against a human influence over climate--were changed or deleted after the scientists charged
with examining this question had accepted the supposedly final text.

Few of these changes were merely cosmetic; nearly all worked to remove hints of the
skepticism with which many scientists regard claims that human activities are having a major
impact on climate in general and on global warming in particular.

The following passages are examples of those included in the approved report but deleted from
the supposedly peer-reviewed published version:

"None of the studies cited above has shown clear evidence that we can attribute the observed
[climate] changes to the specific cause of increases in greenhouse gases."[]

"No study to date has positively attributed all or part [of the climate change observed to date]
to anthropogenic [man-made] causes."[]

"Any claims of positive detection of significant climate change are likely to remain



controversial until uncertainties in the total natural variability of the climate system are
reduced."

The reviewing scientists used this original language to keep themselves and the IPCC honest. 1
am in no position to know who made the major changes in Chapter 8; but the report's lead
author, Benjamin D. Santer, must presumably take the major responsibility.

Mr. Seitz is president emeritus of Rockefeller University and chairman of the George C.
Marshall Institute.

This led to heated discussions between supportéene dPCC and those who were aware of the altered
text and graph, including an exchange of letteth@Bulletin of the American Meteorological Society
[Singer et al. 1997].

SAR also provoked the 1996 publication of the Lijpzeclaration by SEPP, which was signed by some
100 climate scientists. A booklet titléf@he Scientific Case Against the Global Climate aty&

followed in September 1997 and was translatedsateral languages [SEPP 1997; all these are alailab
online at www.sepp.or} In spite of its obvious shortcomings, the IP@port provided the

underpinning for the Kyoto Protocol, which was aahin December 1997.

The background is described in detail in the badilémate Policy — From Rio to Kyoto,published by
the Hoover Institution [Singer 2000]. The KyotmRicol also provoked the adoption of a short statém
expressing doubt about its scientific foundatiorth® Oregon Institute for Science and Medicine,clvhi
attracted more than 19,000 signatures from scisptiginly in the U.S. [The statement is still atting
signatures, now topping 31,000, and can be viewadhav.oism.org.]

The Third Assessment Report (TAR) of the IPCC iQR{IPCC 2001] was noteworthy for its use of
spurious scientific papers to back up its SPM clafrfnew and stronger evidence” for anthropogenic
global warming. One of these was the so calledKbg-stick’ paper, an analysis of proxy data, which
claimed that the twentieth century was the warnmesite past 1,000 years. The paper was later fomnd
contain basic errors in its statistical analysitis paper and its main author Michael Mann weee th
subjects of Congressional hearings (House EnerdyCammerce Committee) on July 19, 2006. We
display here excerpts of Dr. Edward Wegman'’s testiy[2006]:

“It is not clear that Mann and associates realizée error in their methodology at the time of
publication. Our re-creation supports the critiqakthe [Mann]MBH98 methods.

“In general, we found the writing in MBH98 and MB®&f be somewhat obscure and incomplete and
the criticisms by MM03/05a/05b to be valid. Thesmas for setting 1902-1995 as the calibration perio
presented in the narrative of MBH98 sounds plaasibhd the error may be easily overlooked by
someone not trained in statistical methodology.néte that there is no evidence that Dr. Mann or ahy
the other authors in paleoclimate studies have $igdificant interactions with mainstream statistics.

“ Because of this apparent isolation, we decidedttempt to understand the paleoclimate commurity b
exploring the social network of authorships in tengture reconstruction.



“We found that at least 43 authors have direct te®r. Mann by virtue of coauthored papers witmhi
Our findings from this analysis suggest that aushiarthe area of this relatively narrow field of
paleoclimate studies are closely connected. Dr. Maas an unusually large reach in terms of inflleenc
and in particular Drs. Jones, Bradley, Hughes, &ifRutherford and Osborn.

“Because of these close connections, independeadiest may not be as independent as they might
appear on the surface. Although we have no dirata dn the functioning of peer review within the
paleoclimate community, but with 35 years of exqrezeé with peer review in both journals as well as
evaluation of research proposals, peer review nayhave been as independent as would generally be
desirable.

The IPCC also supported a paper that claimed p4€-&&rming was of human origin and caused by
greenhouse gases. This work, too, contained fuadtaherrors in its statistical analysis. The SEPP
response to TAR was a 2002 booKlehe Kyoto Protocol is Not Backed by Scien¢8EPP 2002].

The Fourth Assessment Report (AR4) of the IPCCpuddished in 2007 [IPCC 2007]; the SPM of
Working Group | was released in February 2007 aedull report in May — after it had been changed,
once again, to ‘conform’ to the Summary. It ismsfigant that AR4 no longer makes use of the
hockeystick paper or the paper claiming pre-194@dm+caused warming. AR4 concluded tmaost of
the observed increase in global average temperataigce the mid-20th century is very likdlye to the
observed increase in anthropogenic greenhouse gasentrations”(emphasis in the original).

However, AR4 ignored available evideragainsta human contribution to current warming and the
substantial research of the past few years onfthetg of solar activity on climate change.

Why have the IPCC reports been marred by controyeaad so frequently contradicted by subsequent
research?

Certainly its agenda to find evidence of a humae o climate change is a major reason; its orgeion

as a government entity beholden to political agenslanother major reason; and the large profeakion
and financial rewards that go to scientists an@&ucrats who are willing to bend scientific facts t
match those agendas is yet a third major reasarth&r reason for the IPCC’s unreliability is theave
acceptance by policymakers of ‘peer reviewed'’ $itere as necessarily authoritative. It has bedbme
case that refereeing standards for many climategdhpapers are inadequate, often because of the use
an ‘invisible college’ of reviewers of like inclitian to a paper’s authors. [Wegman et al. 2006jr (F
example, some leading IPCC promoters surround thleeswith as many as two dozen coauthors when
publishing research papers.)

Policy should be set upon a background of demdbistiscience, not upon simple (and often mistaken)
assertions that, because a paper was refereednithisions must be accepted. To meet its obtigati
under the Information Quality Act, EPA must caréfukview every document that it purports to use fo
its “policy” determinations, especially documentgluding model projections, which were produced
outside the requirements of U.S. law.



References

Douglass DH, Pearson BD, Singer SF. 2004. Altitdeleendence of atmospheric temperature trends: @ima
models versus observations. Geophysical Reseattdr$ 81: L13208, D0i:10.1029/2004/GL020103.

Douglass, DH, JR Christy, BD Pearson, and SF Siagér. A comparison of tropical temperature trenilk
model predictions. Intl J Climatology (Royal Meteb&oc).
DOI:10.1002/joc.1651n print 15 Nov 2008, Volume 28, Issue 13, pp 1683-1701

IPCC (U.N. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Cledh§96. Summary for Policymakers. In Climate Change
1995: The Science of Climate Change, Contributioworking Group | to the Second Assessment Redhe®
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, HougbitgrMeira Filho LG, Callander BA, Harris N, Kattearg A,
Maskell K (eds). Cambridge University Press: Caniigi New York.

IPCC (U.N. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Cledr&p01. Summary for Policymakers. In Climate Cleang
2001: The Scientific Basis, Contribution of Worki@goup | to the Third Assessment Report of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Houghitgrbing Y, Griggs DJ, Noguer M, van der Linden Bai
X, Maskell K, Johnson CA (eds). Cambridge Univeritess: Cambridge, New York.

IPCC (U. N. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate @gar2007. Summary for Policymakers. In Climate @gan
2007: The Physical Science Basis, Contribution ofdhg Group | to the Fourth Assessment Reporhef t
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Solo&)d@in D, Manning M, Chen Z, Marquis M, Avery KB,
Tignor M, Miller HL (eds). Cambridge University B Cambridge, New York.

Karl, T.R., S.J. Hassol, C.D. Miller, and W.L. Mayr(eds.) 2006. Temperature Trends in the Lowero&phere:
Steps for Understanding and Reconciling Differenéereport by the Climate Change Science Progragn an
Subcommittee on Global Change Research, http://simatescience.goWibrary/sap/sapl-
1/finalreport/default.htm.

McKitrick, R. et al. 2007. Independent SummaryRFalicymakers IPCC Fourth Assessment Report. Fraser
Institute.

Michaels, P.J., and P.C. Knappenberger, 1996. Hunfluence on Global Climate? Nature, 384, 522-523.

NRC (National Research Council). 2000. ReconciiMzservations of Global Temperature Change. National
Academy Press: Washington, DC

Santer BD, Taylor KE, Wigley TML, Penner JE, JoR&€s Cubash U. 1995. Towards the detection andatioin
of an anthropogenic effect on climate. Climate Dyits 12:77-100

Santer BD, Wigley TML, Barnett TP, Anyamba E. 19Bg&tection of climate change and attribution ofsesu In
Climate Change 1995: The Science of Climate Chafgairibution of Working Group | to the Second Assment
Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climatar@e, Houghton JT, Meira Filho LG, Callander BA ti#aN,
Kattenberg A, Maskell K (eds). Cambridge Universttess: Cambridge, New York; 572.

Santer BD+16 coauthors. (August) 20@®nsistency of modeled and observed temperaturddria the tropical
troposphere International Journal of ClimatologyRoyal Meteorological Society.

SEPP 1997. The Scientific Case Against the Gloliala@e Treaty. www.sepp.org/publications/
GWhbooklet/GW.html [Also available in German, Frenahd Spanish].

SEPP 2002. The Kyoto Protocol is Not Backed byr®8me Science and Environmental Policy Project,nithn
VA.

Seitz, F. 1996. A Major Deception on Global Warmifge Wall Street Journal, June 12.



Singer, SF. 1997, 1999. Hot Talk Cold Science. [Ridependent Institute, Oakland CA.
Singer SF. 1999. Reply. Eos 80:372

Singer, SF. 2000. Climate policy — From Rio to Kyatpolitical issue for 2000 and beyond. EssayRuiblic Policy
102. Hoover Institution, Stanford University, Stawdf CA.

Singer SF. 2001. Global warming: An insignificargntd? Science 292:1063-1064.
Singer SF 2008. Response to Santer et al: Clai@mukistency’ is an lllusion. (submitted for pulaton)

Singer SF and Avery DT. 2007. Unstoppable Globalwing — Every 1500 Years. Rowman & Littlefield.
Lanham, MD

Singer SF et al. 2008. Nature, not Human ActiiRyles the Climate. Summary for Policymakers ofrtpgort of
the Nongovernmental International Panel on Clin@tange (NIPCC). The Heartland Institute. Chicago, |

Wegman, E, DW Scott, and Y Said 2006. Ad Hoc CoteaiReport to Chairman of the House Committee on
Energy & Commerce and to the Chairman of the Hasukvecommittee on Oversight & Investigations on the
Hockey-stick Global Climate Reconstructions. US bmof Representatives, Washington DC.

Testimony:

http://energycommerce.house.gov/reparchives/108kgsH07192006hearing1987/Wegman.pdf
http://energycommerce.house.gov/reparchives/108ikgsH07272006hearing2001/Wegman.pdf

Full report available at http://fenergycommerce.leouwsv/108/home/07142006 Wegman Report.pdf




