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INTEREST OF AMICI CURIAE

This report resembling an amicus curiae brief is released by U.S. Senators Sheldon
Whitehouse, Harry Reid, Barbara Boxer, and Edward J. Markey in advance of the State of West
Virginia, et.al v. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency oral argument before the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the D.C. Circuit. Senator Whitehouse is a member of the Senate Judiciary and
Environment and Public Works Committees, and the lead sponsor of the DISCLOSE Act, which
would require outside organizations spending more than $10,000 on political messaging to
disclose their donors.1 Senator Reid is the Senate Democratic Leader. Senator Boxer is the
Ranking Member of the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee, is a member of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, and is a cosponsor of the DISCLOSE Act. Senator Markey
is a member of the Senate Environment and Public Works, Foreign Relations, and Commerce,
Science & Transportation Committees, and is a cosponsor of the DISCLOSE Act.
We fully and enthusiastically support the brief submitted on March 31, 2016, with current
and former members of Congress in support of the respondents. They submit this additional
brief as national political leaders with firsthand exposure to the corrupting influence on our
democracy from fossil fuel industry political spending.2 As legislators, we wish to share their
knowledge and understanding of the connection between the fossil fuel industry’s political
spending (both open and in secret) and political blockade of any measures to address climate
change.
Prominent Republican leaders used to acknowledge that human-made climate change
exists and must be addressed. They have changed their tone drastically.3 The change coincided
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exactly with the Supreme Court’s disastrous decision in Citizens United v. Federal Election
Commission, 558 U.S. 310 (2010), which allowed energy interests to exert unlimited influence
in Congress.
For example, the Koch brothers’ network has pledged to spend $750 million to influence
federal and state elections in the 2016 cycle.4 In 2014, Koch Industries was the 22nd largest
emitter of carbon pollution in the United States, responsible for over 28 million metric tons
(equivalent to 5.9 million cars).5 Americans for Prosperity (AFP), one of the Koch brothersbacked political front groups, warned that if Republicans support a carbon tax or climate
regulations, they would “be at a severe disadvantage in the Republican nomination process”; 6 it
would mean their political peril.7 The organization bragged of having produced this reversal in
Republican position on human-caused climate change: “[We] have done it.”8 At the state level,
before the Supreme Court’s 2015 stay of the Clean Power Plan, AFP urged state officials to
refrain from complying with the rule and to challenge it in court.9 In light of the chokehold
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fossil fuel money has on our legislative branch, we have encouraged the Executive Branch to use
its existing authority to take meaningful and lawful actions to address the climate crisis, which
promises to severely harm the quality of life of our children and grandchildren and significantly
threatens our country, world, and species. Tragically, time after time these efforts are hindered
and thwarted as special interests deploy influence and tactics designed to defy the will of the
American people.10
The American public is aware of and alarmed by the massive influx of special interest
money and considers this a top problem with elected officials in Washington.11 More than 80%
of Americans believe the government cannot be trusted to do what is right most of the time.12 As
active legislators and national leaders, we have a strong interest in restoring the faith of the
people in our government and political system. This starts with limiting the ability of massive
dirty energy companies, either directly or through their armada of front groups, to stop anything
that doesn’t serve the fossil fuel industry’s financial interests. As such, we respectfully hope that
this brief will provide the Court with helpful context in which to evaluate the arguments of
groups and political leaders opposed to the Clean Power Plan.
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SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT
Courts routinely consider conflicts of interest when evaluating testimony. The record
before the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit is rife with amicus curiae briefs and other
arguments substantially funded by the oil, gas and coal industry (the “fossil fuel industry”). We
respectfully caution the Court to carefully review not just the substance of the briefs before it,
but the interests of those filing those briefs, as it considers this case.
According to a working paper published by the International Monetary Fund, the fossil
fuel industry in the United States receives an effective subsidy of nearly $700 billion per year,
which includes failure to account for climate change.13 Another way of looking at the stakes is
to multiply the per-ton “social cost of carbon” determined by the Office of Management and
Budget14 by the emitted tons of carbon pollution. Again, the figure is hundreds of billions of
dollars per year in pollution caused public health passed on to every American.15 To protect this
subsidy—perhaps the biggest subsidy the world has ever seen— the fossil fuel industry has
concocted a complex web of climate change denial to block action to curb carbon pollution. The
web includes deceptively-named non-profits and fake “think tanks” that propagate phony
science, manipulate public opinion, and create an echo chamber of climate science denialism.16
13
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The briefs opposing the Clean Power Plan that some Members of Congress, state
politicians, and outside organizations filed in this case may be seen as another expression of this
climate denial apparatus.17 In aggregate, the politician authors of these briefs have received over
$107 million18 from the fossil fuel industry, and while they are ostensibly elected to represent the
interests of their constituents, we regularly see them taking positions that are opposed to
conclusions drawn about the effects of climate change by institutions and academics in their own
states.
The figure cited above is based only on information that is publicly available. Given the
opaque state of campaign finance laws after Citizens United, the fossil fuel industry is able to
launder and conceal much of its political spending, making it impossible to determine the full
extent of its influence. Moreover, this figure only represents actual fossil fuel industry spending,
and not fossil fuel industry threats or promises that would never be reported as spending.19
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ARGUMENT
I.

MEMBER AMICI OPPOSING THE CLEAN POWER PLAN RECEIVE SIGNIFICANT
POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS FROM THE FOSSIL FUEL INDUSTRY
Member amici supporting the petitioners have received significant monetary

contributions from the fossil fuel industry. This affects their objectivity regarding climate
change and the Clean Power Plan.
Based on data collected by the Center for American Progress Action Fund (CAPAF) and
the Center for Responsive Politics since 1989, Member amici have received over $40 million in
oil, gas, and coal campaign contributions during their collective Congressional careers. The 34
Senators opposing the Clean Power Plan received over $16 million of these direct contributions.
The 171 Representatives opposing the Clean Power Plan received nearly $24 million. That is
just direct spending to candidate campaigns. Fossil fuel-related Political Action Committees
(PACs) have contributed over $42 million to Member amici since 1989. PACs have contributed
nearly $12 million to the 34 Senators and nearly $31 million to the 171 Representatives. In total,
the fossil fuel industry’s disclosed political spending to Member amici, directly and through
political front groups, amounts to nearly $83 million, with approximately $55 million split
among 34 Senators and nearly $28 million split among 171 Representatives.20
In addition to direct contributions and contributions through PACs, the fossil fuel
industry has engaged in substantial secretive, though legal, spending, making it impossible to
determine the full extent of the industry’s political influence. Certain types of political spending
groups, organized under section 501(c) of the tax code, are not required to disclose their donors
to the public. While these groups are supposed to be organized exclusively for the purpose of
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advancing social welfare in practice, many spend significant amounts on express advocacy in
elections. When these organizations spend money on political advocacy, their donors are not
publicly disclosed. As a result, the disclosed political spending outlined above likely represents
just the tip of the iceberg when it comes to the fossil fuel industry’s electioneering.
II.

THE MAJORITY OF MEMBER AMICI OPPOSING THE CLEAN POWER PLAN ARE
CLIMATE DENIERS WHOSE VIEWS ARE INCONSISTENT WITH THOSE OF CLIMATE
SCIENTISTS AND RESEARCHERS IN THEIR HOME STATES

A. The Industry “Playbook”
There is a well-worn “playbook”—passed on from previous campaigns of defending
industries from tobacco to lead—to prevent government from regulating harmful products that
affect public health: deny the science, question the motives of those calling for change, and
exaggerate the costs of taking action.21 Today, that playbook is being used by the fossil fuel
industry to prevent action to address climate change.
The “apparatus” that perpetuates this playbook includes participants from industry, think
tanks, and the media. While seemingly separate, there is considerable exchange and collusion
among the groups and individuals involved. Fortunately, there is a growing body of scholarship
examining this apparatus. This research reveals over 100 organizations, including trade
associations, conservative think tanks, foundations, and public relations firms, in the denial
apparatus.22 The reality is that there is hardly any disagreement among scientists over whether or
not climate change is occurring: 31 leading national scientific organizations sent a letter to
Congress in June stating that human-caused climate change is real, that it poses serious risks to

21

See Jocelyn Fong & Jill Fitzsimmons, The Wall Street Journal: Dismissing Environmental Threats Since 1976,
Media Matters for America (Aug. 2, 2012), http://mediamatters.org/research/2012/08/02/the-wall-street-journaldismissing-environmenta/189063.
22
See generally, Aaron M. McCright & Riley E. Dunlap, The Politicization of Climate Change and Polarization in
the American Public’s Views of Global Warming, 2001-2010, The Soc. Q. (Mar. 2011), available at
http://news.msu.edu/media/documents/2011/04/593fe28b-fbc7-4a86-850a-2fe029dbeb41.pdf; Dunlap & McCright,
supra note 16; Brulle, supra note 16; Farrell, supra note 16; Boussalis & Coan, supra note 16.

7

society, and that, in order to address it, we need to substantially reduce greenhouse gas
emissions.23 Hardly any peer-reviewed publication disputes the basic science linking carbon
pollution to climate change.24
B. The “Playbook” in Action
CAPAF has identified 135 of the 205 Member amici “climate deniers” based on their past
statements and voting records.25 Climate deniers reject the vast consensus of peer-reviewed
science about the causes and effects of carbon in our atmosphere, often contradicting the
research of scientists and institutions in the states they represent on the effects of climate change
in their states. Climate deniers also reject the voice of their constituents. A Citizen Cabinet
nationwide survey found seven in ten favored the Clean Power Plan, with a larger eight in ten
acknowledging the value of the Clean Power Plan for its health benefits.26 We highlight
examples from Members of Congress from five states to demonstrate the pernicious effect of the
playbook on what elected officials say and do with respect to climate change science.
Texas
A Citizen Cabinet survey found 68 percent of registered voters in Texas favor the Clean
Power Plan, with 79 percent seeing value in the projected health benefits from reduced air
pollution.27 Contrast this with what a few of their state Member amici have said regarding
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climate change. Texas Senator Ted Cruz has remarked that over “[t]he last 15 years, there has
been no recorded warming. Contrary to all the theories that they are expounding, there should
have been warming over the last 15 years. It hasn’t happened … You know, back in the ‘70s—I
remember the ‘70s—we were told there was global cooling. And everyone was told global
cooling was a really big problem. And then that faded.”28 Texas Representative Louie Gohmert
has said, “[a]pparently this climate change was global freezing back in the 1970s. Then global
warming and then, when it quit warming, now it’s climate change.”29 Texas Representative
Randy Weber said, “I may want to get your cell phone, because if we go through cycles of global
warming and then back to global cooling, I need to know when to buy my long coat on sale. I
just don’t know how y’all prove those hypotheses going back fifty, hundred, what you might say
is thousands if not millions of years, and then postulate those forward.”30
The statements above stand in stark contrast to those made by experts who call Texas
home. Texas A&M University’s Department of Atmospheric Sciences’ faculty have adopted the
following statement:
1) The Earth’s climate is warming, meaning that the temperatures of the lower
atmosphere and ocean have been increasing over many decades. Average global
surface air temperatures warmed by about 1.5 degrees Fahrenheit between 1880 and
2012;
2) It is extremely likely that humans are responsible for more than half of the global
warming between 1951 and 2012; and
3) Under so-called “business-as-usual” emissions scenarios, additional global-average
warming (relative to a 1986 to 2005 baseline) would likely be 2.5 to 7 degrees
Fahrenheit by the end of this century. 31
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Texas State Climatologist Dr. John Neilson-Gammon, who was appointed by Governor
George W. Bush, has concluded that “fossil fuel burning and other activities are the primary
cause of the global-scale increase in temperature over the past decades.”32 And Dr. Katharine
Hayhoe, climate scientist at Texas Tech, advocates for robust public debate over policy solutions
while making clear the science is sound:
We should be arguing about the solutions … Should we adopt free market solutions or
government policies? Should it be done at the local or state level or the federal level?
There should be tons of arguments, but political arguments over the science just don’t
make sense.33
Ohio
A Citizen Cabinet survey found 66 percent of registered voters in Ohio favor the Clean
Power Plan, with 77 percent seeing value in the projected health benefits from reduced air
pollution.34 Contrast this with what a few of their state Member amici have said regarding
climate change. Ohio Representative Steve Stivers disagrees that “[m]an-made global warming
is scientific fact.”35 Representative Bill Johnson asserted in 2011 that he is “not an alarmist that
believes that greenhouse gas emissions coming from the coal industry are causing major
problems.”36 Representative Bob Gibbs asserts:
[I]t is clear that science has not been able to document what is happening and if human
activity is causing a problem or not. Many scientists are on both sides of this issue and
the proponents of climate change have not substantiated their findings based on sound
science.37
32
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This is contrary to what Dr. Lonnie Thompson, climate scientist at Ohio State University
(OSU), has observed:
[T]here is a now a very clear pattern in the scientific evidence documenting that the earth
is warming, that warming is due largely to human activity, that warming is causing
important changes in climate, and that rapid and potentially catastrophic changes in the
near future are very possible. This pattern emerges not, as is so often suggested, simply
from computer simulations, but from the weight and balance of the empirical evidence as
well.38
As Bryan Mark, Ohio State Climatologist and associate geography professor at OSU, observes,
“[w]e have experienced a lot of climate change. People are waking up to this reality that there’s
no silver bullet, that people have to come together … to work this out.”39
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania Representative Lou Barletta claims, “[y]ou know there’s arguments on both
sides. I’m not convinced that there’s scientific evidence that proves that. I believe there’s some
that can also argue the opposite.”40 Senator Pat Toomey echoes this sentiment:
I think the data is pretty clear. There has been an increase in the surface temperature of
the planet over the course of the last 100 years or so. I think it’s clear that that has
happened. The extent to which that has been caused by human activity I think is not as
clear. I think that is still very much disputed and has been debated.41
Representative Tim Murphy goes so far as to claim, “I think it is dangerous science for Congress
to declare climate theory a fact.”42
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Lonnie G. Thompson, Climate Change: The Evidence and Our Options, The Behavior Analyst (2010), available
at http://researchnews.osu.edu/archive/TBA--LTonly.pdf.
39
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Pennsylvania-based climate experts disagree. Pennsylvania’s former Department of
Environmental Protection Secretary John Quigley has said that “[t]he entire state will experience
the effects of climate disruption …. Science is showing us that we are not only changing and
disrupting our climate significantly, but these changes are occurring alarmingly fast.”43 Dr.
Michael Mann of Pennsylvania State University has said that “[t]he overwhelming consensus
among climate scientists is that human-caused climate change is happening … there is broad
agreement among climate scientists not only that climate change is real, but that we must
respond to the dangers of a warming planet.”44
Florida
A Citizen Cabinet survey found 68 percent of registered voters in Florida favor the Clean
Power Plan, with 76 percent seeing value in the projected health benefits from reduced air
pollution.45 Contrast this with what a few of their state Member amici have said regarding
climate change. At a speaking event in Pensacola, Representative Jeff Miller claimed:

I have scientists that I rely on, the scientists that I rely on say our climate has changed. It
wasn’t just a few years ago, what was the problem that existed? It wasn’t global
warming, we were gonna all be an ice cube. We’re not ice cubes. Our climate will
continue to change because of the way God formed the earth.46
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At the same event, Representative Miller threatened to “defund the E.P.A.” and denied the
scientific consensus on climate change. In a 2014 House Committee on Science, Space, and
Technology hearing, Representative Bill Posey argued:
We’ve had climate change since the day the earth was formed, whenever that was,
depending upon whatever it is you believe. And we’ll have climate change until the earth
implodes, whenever that is …. Obviously we’ve had global warming for a long time.
You can’t have one seamless ice age that encompasses three ice ages. We had to have
warming periods between each of those. And so that is a natural phenomenon. Just
because we’re alive now, the tectonics plate shifts aren’t going to stop, the hurricanes
tsunamis [sic] aren’t going to stop, the asteroid strikes aren’t going to stop, they’ve been
going on for eons and they’re going to continue to go on for eons.47
Senator Marco Rubio said in a 2014 interview on This Week to ABC’s Jonathan Karl: “I do not
believe that human activity is causing these dramatic changes to our climate the way these
scientists are portraying. And I do not believe that the laws that they propose we pass will do
anything about it. Except it will destroy our economy.”48
Ben Kirtman, a professor of atmospheric science at the University of Miami Rosenstiel
School of Marine and Atmospheric Science, notes that people in Florida actually have a fairly
sophisticated understanding of climate science. In fact, he argues that we need to respond to the
climate change we are already committed to:
There’s a certain amount of climate change that’s going to happen over the next 25 years
that no matter what we do on the mitigation time scale, it’s committed. We already made
that commitment; we have to respond. We’ve already put that heat into the ocean from
our previous fossil fuel burning.49
Dr. Harold Wanless, a geologist at the University of Miami, echoes this sentiment: “Everyone
wants a nice happy ending. But that’s not reality. We’re in for it. We have really done a job

Brad Johnson, At Science Hearing, Rep. Bill Posey (R-Fla.) Argues Global Warming is a ‘Natural Phenomenon’,
Hill Heat, Mar. 26, 2014, http://www.hillheat.com/articles/2014/03/26/at-science-hearing-rep-bill-posey-r-flaargues-global-warming-is-a-natural-phenomenon.
48
Marc Caputo, No, Marco Rubio Didn’t Quite Deny Climate-Change. At Least Not Yet, Miami Herald Blog, May
11, 2014, http://miamiherald.typepad.com/nakedpolitics/2014/05/no-marco-rubio-didnt-quite-deny-climate-changeat-least-not-yet.html.
49
Erika Bolstad, Florida Republicans Demand Climate Change Solutions, Sc. Am., Mar. 15, 2016,
http://www.scientificamerican.com/article/florida-republicans-demand-climate-change-solutions/.
47

13

warming our ocean, and it’s going to pay us back.”50 Dr. Mike Heithaus, a marine scientist and
Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences at Florida International University, said this: “We’re
really standing here at ground zero. There’s just about nowhere else on the planet where there’s
more at risk from sea level rise so fast.”51
In a 2014 letter to Governor Rick Scott, scientists from the University of Florida, Florida
A&M, the University of Miami, Florida State University, Florida Atlantic University, the
University of South Florida, Eckerd College, and Florida International University wrote, “It is
crucial for policymakers to understand that human activity is affecting the composition of the
atmosphere which will lead to adverse effects on human economies, health and well being.”52
The Florida Climate Institute, a multi-disciplinary network of researchers and centers from nine
Florida colleges and universities, states clearly on its website that “[c]limate variability and
change pose significant economic, food security, and environmental risks worldwide” and
“[d]rought, storms with heavy rain, high winds, flooding, and freeze events cause billions of
dollars in losses to the agricultural and natural resources sectors locally in Florida and
globally.”53
Oklahoma
A Citizen Cabinet survey found 68 percent of registered voters in Oklahoma favor the
Clean Power Plan, with 74 percent seeing value in the projected health benefits from reduced air
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pollution.54 Contrast this with what a few of their state Member amici have said regarding
climate change. In a 2013 House floor speech, Representative Jim Bridenstine proclaimed that
“global temperatures stopped rising 10 years ago. Global temperature changes, when they exist,
correlate with Sun output and ocean cycles.”55 Representative Markwayne Mullin stated in a
video interview, “I haven’t seen the reports that would get me to believe that anything’s different
[with regards to climate change] than the patterns that we had that we’ve gone through through
the time of records.”56 Senator James Lankford has gone further, stating, “This whole global
warming myth will be exposed as what it really is – a way of control more than anything else.”57
Senator Jim Inhofe, who calls individuals who understand human-caused climate change
“alarmists,” has gone so far as to say, “I really believe it’s the greatest hoax ever perpetrated on
the American people.”58
Berrien Moore, III, is Dean of the College of Atmospheric and Geographic Sciences at
the University of Oklahoma and Director of the National Weather Center. He has been a lead
author on an Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change report. In 2009, Dr. Moore testified
before the House Committee on Science and Technology:
On the increasing strength of Earth science, we now can state that global warming is
“unequivocal,” but this simply sets the challenge. We need now to develop the capability
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to monitor and thereby manage greenhouse gas emissions through this century and
beyond … The challenge is growing and will not go away.59
Gary McManus, the Oklahoma State Climatologist, prefaces his presentations on climate change
with this admonition: “This is the science. It’s up for you to decide what you do with it. You
can either ignore it, or you can use it.”60 And Oklahoma professors from Oral Roberts
University, Southern Nazarene University and the University of Tulsa were among 200
evangelical scientists and academics to sign a 2013 letter to Congress imploring it to address
climate change. “All of God’s creation,” they wrote, “is groaning under the weight of our
uncontrolled use of fossil fuels .… The Bible tells us that ‘love does no harm to its neighbor
(Romans 13:10), yet the way we live now harms our neighbors, both locally and globally.”61
Dr. Riley Dunlap, a sociologist at Oklahoma State University who studies environmental
politics, asserts society is being misled:
The conservative think tanks are really the spearhead of the conservative assault on
climate change. They write books, put out briefings and open editorials, bring in
contrarian scientists .… They are an immense megaphone that amplifies very, very
minority voices.62
Dr. Dunlap observes “we’re starting to see the effect of this constant barrage of [climate change]
denial penetrating society. There is a constant belittling of climate change.”63 Dr. Dunlap also
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notes these arguments have something in common: “All of these discursive moves, so to speak,
are made with one firm, never ending goal, and that is: block action to limit carbon emissions.”64
III.

OTHER PETITIONERS AND AMICI ALSO RECEIVE SIGNIFICANT FUNDING FROM THE
FOSSIL FUEL INDUSTRY.

In addition to funneling millions of dollars to thwart climate change legislation at the federal
level, the fossil fuel industries engage in significant spending to influence state lawmakers. The
fossil fuel industry also channels money to select trade associations to push their anti-science
agenda. To add to the subterfuge, the fossil fuel industry has concocted a complex web of front
groups, bound together by common funding, shared staff, and false messages, in order to amplify
their message. Many of these state politicians, trade associations and front groups are either
parties in the Clean Power Plan litigation or weighed-in as amici.
A. Petitioners

Attorneys General and Governors
From the 27 states currently challenging the Clean Power Plan in court, the CAPAF has
identified 24 attorneys general and governors climate deniers based on past statements.
According to their research, these state officials received over $19 million in career contributions
from the fossil fuel industry since 2000.65
For example, based on documents obtained by the Center for Media and Democracy,
Murray Energy Corp. donated $250,000 to the Republican Attorneys General Association in
2015 and received a closed-door meeting with state prosecutors to discuss the Clean Power
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Plan.66 According to Nick Surgey, research director for the Center for Media and Democracy,
“It’s no coincidence that GOP attorneys general have mounted an aggressive fight alongside the
fossil fuel industry to block the Clean Power Plan. That appears to be exactly what the industry
paid for.”67 This exemplifies how individual companies and industry groups can work together
with like-minded politicians. Other energy companies and trade groups that have given money
last year to the Republican Attorneys General Association include Koch Industries, ExxonMobil,
Southern Company, the American Coalition for Clean Coal Electricity, and Cloud Peak
Energy.68
Trade Associations
U.S. Chamber of Commerce: The U.S. Chamber of Commerce (the Chamber), the largest
lobbying organization in the country, has used its considerable resources to fight legislation and
government action on tobacco and climate change at home and abroad. The sources of the
Chamber’s revenue are a tightly-kept secret,69 but it has been a relentless opponent of any action
to address climate change.70 Of the funding that can be tracked, ExxonMobil gave $2 million to
the Chamber over the past two years and has committed to contributing a total of $5 million by
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2018.71 Additionally, Freedom Partners Chamber of Commerce, which serves as an identityscrubbing funnel for the Koch brothers and their allies, provided $5 million to the U.S. Chamber
of Commerce between 2012 and 2014.72
The Chamber’s position should be taken with a grain of salt. Not only are its policies on
climate change directly at odds with science, public health, public opinion, they are at odds with
majority of its board members. Eight Senators recently examined the lobbying positions and
actions of the Chamber compared with those of its board members’ companies.73 Not one of the
108 Chamber Board members contacted would endorse the U.S. Chamber’s lobbying on climate
change. The investigation found roughly half of the companies represented on the Chamber’s
Board have strong, pro-climate action positions that contrast sharply with the Chamber’s
lobbying activities.74
The Center for Responsive Politics, a nonprofit, nonpartisan research group that tracks
money spent on elections and lobbying, found that in 2015 alone, the Chamber spent roughly
$85 million on lobbying efforts, more than twice the amount spent by the second-highest
organization.75 Moreover, the Chamber’s lobbying is at odds with its own public position on
climate change which supports “efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in the atmosphere”76
and leading researchers have documented the Chamber’s role in the climate change
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countermovement that contributes to the polarization of climate change. 77 Plainly, there are
broad gaps between the Chamber’s stated policies, its Board members’ positions, and its
systematic lobbying efforts.
National Association of Manufacturers: The National Association of Manufacturers
(NAM) is the largest manufacturing association in the United States. It has been described as a
“trade association and corporate front group that has a long history of hiring lobbyists to promote
anti-environmental, pro-industry legislation.”78 Its intractable position on climate change has
alienated its own members. Duke Energy, one of the largest utilities in the country, announced
in 2009 that it was terminating its membership with NAM due to the association’s reluctance to
address global warming. In a 2009 interview, Duke Chief Executive Officer Jim Rogers said,
“We are not renewing our membership in the NAM because in tough times, we want to invest in
associations that are pulling in the same direction we are.”79 Mr. Rogers added that NAM, the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, and Republicans “ought to roll up their sleeves and get to work on
a climate bill, but quite frankly, I don’t see them changing.”80
Front Groups
Energy and Environment Legal Institute (E&E Legal): E&E Legal is participating in this
litigation as a petitioner. The U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit, without explanation,
denied an E&E Legal motion to file a supplemental brief in the case opposing the Clean Power
Plan.81 E&E Legal, formerly the American Tradition Institute (ATI), advances what it calls

77

See Brulle, supra note 16; Farrell, supra note 16.
See Polluterwatch, National Association of Manufacturers, http://polluterwatch.com/anti-environmentalarchive/national-association-of-manufacturers.
79
Amanda Terkel, Duke Energy Quits The Right-Wing National Association of Manufacturers Over Differences On
Climate Policy, ThinkProgress, May 8, 2009, available at https://thinkprogress.org/duke-energy-quits-the-rightwing-national-association-of-manufacturers-over-differences-on-climate-c905a0d01a44#.3gf89sfuc.
80
Id.
81
Energy and Environmental Legal Institute v. United States Environmental Protection Agency, No. 1064966 (U.S.
App. D.C. Mar. 21, 2016) (order denying motion to file supplemental brief).
78

20

“free-market environmentalism” using strategic litigation. E&E Legal is an “associate” member
of the State Policy Network, which the Center for Media and Democracy’s SourceWatch
describes as an “$83 million right-wing empire” that receives money from a Koch family
foundation and the identity-scrubbing Donors Trust and Donors Capital.82
E&E Legal (and ATI before) has made a habit of harassing climate scientists working at
public and government-funded institutions by filing state and federal Freedom of Information
Act (“FOIA”) requests against scientists at NASA, the University of Virginia, Texas A&M,
Texas Tech, the University of Alabama-Huntsville, the University of Delaware, Virginia
Commonwealth University, and the University of Arizona, to date. These FOIA requests
generally ask for access to the scientists’ e-mails, such as their request of e-mails sent by Dr.
Michael Mann in 201183 or their attempt “to find something embarrassing” in Texas A&M
climate scientist Andrew Dessler’s e-mails in 2012.84 E&E Legal has requested records of
Virginia Commonwealth University population geneticist Rodney Dyer’s use of published
climate data and fossil records to reconstruct extinct habitats,85 and has made open records
requests of two University of Arizona climate scientists, Drs. Malcolm Hughes and Jonathan
Overpeck, claiming it needs their documents for a “transparency project.” It claims the two
researchers are part of the “scientific-technological elite” that has “successfully corrupted public
policy” with respect to “climate alarmism.”86 E&E Legal Senior Fellow Chris Horner, who is
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responsible for many of these requests, has also written two books on why he believes global
warming is a hoax. He is also a Senior Fellow at the Competitive Enterprise Institute.87
E&E Legal receives significant funding from the fossil fuel industry. For example, Arch
Coal made a $10,000 donation to E&E Legal in 2014, according to documents made public in
Arch Coal’s bankruptcy case.88 This is not the only instance fossil fuel support was eventually
revealed through bankruptcy documents. In 2015, the Wall Street Journal reported coal
company Alpha Natural Resources paid lawyer and noted climate change skeptic Chris Horner
$18,600 before it filed for chapter 11 that summer.89 The reality is Horner often casts climate
scientists as villains, claiming once on Fox News that White House science advisor Dr. John
Holdren is “if not borderline communist – communist.”90 Most recently, Peabody Coal’s 2016
bankruptcy documents reveal they have also contributed to E&E Legal. 91
Competitive Enterprise Institute (CEI): In December, CEI joined 11 co-petitioners,
including the Buckeye Institute for Public Policy Solutions in Ohio, the Independence Institute in
Colorado, and the Rio Grande Foundation in New Mexico, in suing the EPA over its Clean
Power Plan. This Washington, DC-based group has long been outspoken in disputing scientific
evidence of human-caused climate change. Between 1985 and 2014, CEI received over $6
million from Koch-connected, identity-scrubbing Donors Trust and Donors Capital,92 in addition
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to $1 million directly from Koch family foundations and David Koch, and over $1.6 million
from ExxonMobil. CEI also played a prominent role in misleading the public about the science
linking smoking to lung cancer and heart disease. Legal documents have shown that CEI
received more than $800,000 from Philip Morris to launch coordinated media campaigns to
attack the Food and Drug Administration’s efforts to regulate tobacco.93
B. Amici
Pacific Legal Foundation
The Pacific Legal Foundation (PLF) was founded in 1973 with significant assistance
from Richard Mellon Scaife, the principal heir to fortunes built by fuel and industry giants
including Gulf Oil, US Steel, General Motors and the Koppers chemical company. PLF has
received over $200,000 from ExxonMobil since 1998.94
In February, PLF, along with the Texas Public Policy Foundation (TPPF), filed an
Amicus Curiae brief in opposition to the EPA’s Clean Power Plan.95 PLF and TPPF jointly
represent Morning Star Packing Company, Merit Oil Company, The Logger’s Association of
Northern California, and Norman Brown. The brief supports Petitioners, comprised of 27 states,
industry groups, and national and rural utilities, in opposition to EPA’s attempt to regulate
carbon pollution.
As an example of the misinformation disseminated by this group, Ted Hadzi-Antich,
senior staff attorney with PLF, is quoted in the joint press release for the amicus brief: “Carbon
Dioxide is a ubiquitous natural substance essential to life on Earth. It is everywhere and in
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everything. By regulating carbon dioxide from electric power plants, EPA is positioning itself to
regulate everything, everywhere. Neither the Clean Air Act nor the Constitution permits that.”96
Texas Public Policy Foundation
The Texas Public Policy Foundation (TPPF) claims to “promote and defend liberty,
personal responsibility, and free enterprise” through “academically sound research.” TPPF has
received annual funding from the Charles G. Koch Charitable Foundation, Donors Trust and
Donors Capital Fund.97 TPPF is also a member of the State Policy Network and is listed as a
creditor in Peabody Energy’s 2016 bankruptcy filings.98
The TPPF has a history of disseminating climate science misinformation. In November
2015, Bud Brigham, Senior Advisor to the Armstrong Center for Energy and the Environment at
TPPF, wrote:
CO2 is not pollution, it’s necessary for survival. It greens the earth … the most recent
warming spell, which I’m personally very grateful for, began well before the Industrial
Revolution. So it obviously was not initiated by the burning of fossil fuels. Based on the
last 18 years of satellite readings, Earth’s temperatures have flattened, despite the fact
that CO2 levels continued to rise.99
In a June 2016 article in The Hill, the Director of TPPF’s Armstrong Center for Energy and the
Environment wrote:
Carbon dioxide is also a key ingredient in our food supply …. How do our national
leaders square their public vilification of carbon dioxide with fundamental scientific and
economic realities? Such political propaganda has now educated at least two generations
of Americans who think carbon is a killer instead of the stuff of life on the earth.100
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Scientists
In February 2013, 13 scientists filed an amicus curiae brief in opposition to the EPA’s
Clean Power Plan.101 Most of these 13 scientists have gone on record denying the science of
climate change, and many have also received funding from the fossil fuel industry. For example:
Joseph S. D’Aleo: D’Aleo is a former Weather Channel meteorologist and former
college professor of meteorology at Lyndon State College. D’Aleo was one of 15 climate
deniers whose rebuttal to the White House’s National Climate Assessment report stated: “As this
rebuttal makes clear, the [National Climate Assessment] provides no scientific basis whatsoever
for regulating CO2 emissions.” It has been shown that D’Aleo receives funding from the
Heartland Institute, an organization at the forefront of climate change skepticism in the U.S.
notorious for comparing climate scientists to the Unabomber.102
Dr. Craig D. Idso: Dr. Idso is the founder, former President, and current Chairman of the
Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change. The Center is supported by funds
from ExxonMobil and the oil, chemical, and industry fortunes of the Scaife family
foundations.103 Dr. Idso has also served as the Director of Environmental Science at the Peabody
Energy Corporation.104 Along with renowned climate denier Dr. Fred Singer, Dr. Idso is listed
as one of the lead authors of the Heartland Institute’s Nongovernmental Panel on Climate
Change, a compilation of contrarian science aimed at bashing the UN International Panel on
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Climate Change. In 2012, the Heartland Institute paid Dr. Idso over $11,000 a month for his
work disputing the general scientific consensus on human-caused climate change.105
Dr. Anthony R. Lupo: Dr. Lupo is Chair of Atmospheric Sciences at the University of
Missouri-Columbia’s Soil, Environmental, and Atmospheric Sciences Department.106 In 2012 it
was reported Dr. Lupo received a monthly stipend from the Heartland Institute, which is known
for its denial of human-caused climate change.107 Dr. Lupo is also known to challenge theories
that humans are causing global warming: “There’s no doubt the climate is changing; that’s a
given. But the question is: What’s causing it? … There may be a role for man in there
somewhere, but how much, I don’t know.”108
Dr. S. Fred Singer: Dr. Singer is the founder of the Science and Environmental Policy
Project at the Heartland Institute, which focuses on global warming skepticism, and the
Nongovernmental Panel on Climate Change, a compilation of contrarian science that bashes the
UN International Panel on Climate Change. 109 According to the Center for Media and
Democracy’s SourceWatch, Dr. Singer has undertaken consulting work to a number of oil
companies, including ExxonMobil, Texaco, Shell, Unocal, and the American Gas Association.110
In the documentary film Merchants of Doubt, Dr. Singer appears to dismiss the dangers of
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secondhand smoke and denies human activity is the main cause of climate change, saying, “It’s
all bunk. It’s all bunk.”111
National Black Chamber of Commerce (NBCC)
The National Black Chamber of Commerce (NBCC) joined the state and local business
association’s amicus brief in opposition to the EPA’s Clean Power Plan.112 The organization’s
president, Harry C. Alford, wrote about the relationship between the NBCC and fossil fuel
funding in 2015:
Recently, a writer from USA Today wanted to know if the National Black Chamber of
Commerce receives money from fossil fuel companies (coal, oil, natural gas,
petrochemicals, etc.). That is a ‘no brainer’. Of course we do and it is only natural …
fossil fuels have been our economic friend.113
According to data compiled by ExxonSecrets, the NBCC has received over $1 million from
ExxonMobil since 1998,114 with the corporation’s two recent shareholder reports indicating
$75,000 in 2014115 and 2015.116 Based on available information compiled by the Conservative
Transparency Project, the NBCC also received $75,000 from the American Petroleum Institute
between 2000 and 2013.117 The Center for Media and Democracy also reports the NBCC was
listed as a creditor in Peabody Energy’s 2016 bankruptcy filings.118
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60Plus Association
In February, 60Plus Association, along with Federalism in Action, the Hispanic
Leadership Fund, the Independent Women’s Forum, the National Taxpayers Union, and
Taxpayers Protection Alliance, filed an Amicus Curiae brief in opposition to the EPA’s Clean
Power Plan. Based on available information compiled by the Conservative Transparency
Project, 60Plus Association received over $44 million from organizations between 2005 and
2014, including nearly $16 million from Freedom Partners, an identity-scrubbing funnel for the
Koch brothers and their allies.119 The Center for Media and Democracy also reports 60Plus
Association received $50,000 in donations from the American Petroleum Institute between 2010
and 2012120 as well as an undisclosed amount from Peabody coal based on bankruptcy
documents released in 2016.121
CONCLUSION
Given the breadth of the financial relationship detailed above, we respectfully hope that
this report will provide helpful context in which to consider the arguments of political leaders
and groups opposed to the Clean Power Plan.
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