
A Quick Review of the highlights..… 

Factcheck: Trump’s climate report includes 
more than 100 false or misleading claims 

Not a lot of surprises here and it sure does not lower the validity of the 

report and makes it even more important that the report is used to get 

to the scientific truth. 

COMMENTS IN RED UNDERSCORED.. 

The 140-page report – “A critical review of impacts of greenhouse gas emissions on the 
US climate” – was published by the US Department of Energy (DoE) on 23 July, just 
days before the government laid out plans to revoke a scientific finding used as the 
legal basis for emissions regulation. 

The executive summary of the controversial report inaccurately claims that “CO2-
induced warming might be less damaging economically than commonly believed”. 
CORRECT..… See many impact reports compared to history.. 

It also states misleadingly that “excessively aggressive [emissions] mitigation policies 
could prove more detrimental than beneficial”. THEY ARE CORRECT… Already has 
destroyed prosperity. 

Compiled in just two months by five “independent” researchers hand-selected by 
the climate-sceptic US secretary of energy Chris Wright, the document has sparked 
fierce criticism from SOME climate scientists, who have pointed to factual errors, 
misrepresentation of research, messy citations and the cherry-picking of data. 

Experts have also noted the authors’ track record of promoting views at odds with the 
mainstream understanding of climate science…. CORRECT AND FOR GOOD 

REASON 

Wright’s department claims the report – which is currently open to public comment as 
part of a 30-day review – underwent an “internal peer-review period amongst [the] 
DoE’s scientific research community”. 

The report is designed to provide a scientific underpinning to one flank of the Trump 
administration’s plans to rescind a finding that serves as the legal prerequisite for 
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federal emissions regulation. (The second flank is about legal authority to regulate 
emissions.) 

The “endangerment finding” – enacted by the Obama administration in 2009 – states 
that six greenhouse gases are contributing to the net-negative impacts of climate 
change and, thus, put the public in danger. 

In a press release on 29 July, the US Environmental Protection Agency said “updated 
studies and information” set out in the new report would “challenge the assumptions” 
of the 2009 finding… TRUE  

Carbon Brief asked a wide range of climate scientists, WHO? including those cited in 
the “critical review” itself, to factcheck the report’s various claims and statements. 

Flaws visualised 
The responses can be explored below, with false statements highlighted in red and 
misleading statements shaded in orange. Any areas that remain uncoloured represent 
parts of the report that either have been stated as accurate by a cited author, or have 
not received any comment from invited experts. 

The dropdown menu can be used to navigate to specific sections of the report. 

Carbon Brief’s analysis also finds that, of the 350 references included in the report, 
almost 10% is work by the report’s own authors…. Proves they have credibility. 

Amid the Trump administration’s attacks on science, some contributors have asked to 
be anonymised. The responses from scientists have been lightly edited for clarity and 
style….. The Attack is on poor science.  

Carbon Brief’s methodology and a glossary of key terms used by factchecking 
contributors can be found towards the end of the article. 

The DoE had not responded to Carbon Brief’s request for comment at the time of going 
to press. 

All comments must be sent through the DoE portal or it does not exist.. NO 
MEDIA REPORTS SHOULD BE ISSUED 

Comments 

https://eelp.law.harvard.edu/epas-proposal-to-eliminate-the-endangerment-finding-and-motor-vehicle-greenhouse-gas-regulations/
https://www.epa.gov/climate-change/endangerment-and-cause-or-contribute-findings-greenhouse-gases-under-section-202a
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/sci/tech/8004975.stm
https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/epa-releases-proposal-rescind-obama-era-endangerment-finding-regulations-paved-way
https://www.commondreams.org/news/trump-attack-on-science
https://www.science.org/content/article/how-trump-administration-dismantling-science-u-s
https://interactive.carbonbrief.org/doe-factcheck/index.html?utm_source=cbnewsletter&utm_medium=email&utm_term=2025-08-14&utm_campaign=Just+published+Carbon+Brief+s+in-depth+factcheck+of+Trump+s+critical+climate+review&fbclid=IwY2xjawMK9qxleHRuA2FlbQIxMQABHiJCGW53J7Z8uFyOK01TYcRR5oJKUIA0YV_Op_almaBqI9E_580KA73KiZP2_aem_JyIkHuSnPuaYJdj7OZbbTA#methodology
https://interactive.carbonbrief.org/doe-factcheck/index.html?utm_source=cbnewsletter&utm_medium=email&utm_term=2025-08-14&utm_campaign=Just+published+Carbon+Brief+s+in-depth+factcheck+of+Trump+s+critical+climate+review&fbclid=IwY2xjawMK9qxleHRuA2FlbQIxMQABHiJCGW53J7Z8uFyOK01TYcRR5oJKUIA0YV_Op_almaBqI9E_580KA73KiZP2_aem_JyIkHuSnPuaYJdj7OZbbTA#glossary


 

The category MISLEADING just means that these anonymous scientsist don’t agree with the 
report… …..so what and expected.. 

Most of the FALSE category are just bias from the scientists that have complained and mostly 
because their research was not included.. 

 

The idea that comments can be included without names is NOT science. 

………………………………………….. 

 


