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INTRODUCTION 
The Draft Pennsylvania Climate Impact Assessment Report (Draft Report) was prepared under contract by The Pennsylvania State University for the Department of Environmental Protection to meet the requirement in Act 70 of 2008 (Act 70).  Act 70 specifically requires that the report identify the following information:
(1) Scientific predictions regarding changes in temperature and precipitation patterns and amounts in this Commonwealth that could result from climate change. Such predictions shall reflect the diversity of views within the scientific community.

(2) The potential impact of climate change on human health, the economy and the management of economic risk, forests, wildlife, fisheries, recreation, agriculture, tourism and any other aspect of this Commonwealth, and any significant uncertainties about the impact of climate change.
(3) Economic opportunities for this Commonwealth created by the potential need for alternative sources of energy,  climate-related technologies, services and strategies; carbon sequestration  technologies; capture and utilization of fugitive greenhouse gas emissions from any source and other mitigation strategies.

Potential pathways for developing the impacts assessment report were first discussed with the Climate Change Advisory Committee at the September 2008 meeting.  A first draft of a solicitation for the work to be performed was reviewed with the CCAC during the October 21 conference call meeting.  A subsequent decision was made with CCAC approval to seek out and contract the services of an academic team of researchers from within Pennsylvania.  On December 8 a webinar was provided to the committee identifying the candidate members of the research team and to explain the proposed methodology for performing the assessment.  A final contract with the Pennsylvania State University was issued on March 2, 2009.  The Draft Report was distributed to the Climate Change Advisory Committee and made available to the public on the department’s internet website on April 15, 2009.  A 30-day public comment period commenced with all comments required to be delivered to DEP on May 18.  The Draft Report was reviewed and discussed with the Climate Change Advisory Committee during meetings on March 27 and April 30.  Further discussion will occur during the May 26 meeting.

In assembling this document, the department has addressed public comments associated with the Draft Report. For the purposes of this document, comments of similar subject material have been grouped together and responded to accordingly. During the public comment period, the department received 26 public comments from 6 entities. The following table lists these organizations. The Commentator ID number is found in parentheses following the comments in the comment and response document. 

List of Commentators
	Commentator ID Number
	Name
	Address

	1
	Raymond L. Reaves
	Pittsburgh, PA  

	2
	Dr. Melanie Fitzpatrick

Climate Impacts Scientist

Union of Concerned Scientists
	Cambridge, MA  

	3
	Dr. Louis R. Iverson

Research Ecologist

USDA Forest Service
	Delaware, OH  

	4
	George Ellis

President

PA Coal Association
	Harrisburg, PA  



	5
	Mr. David C. Cannon Jr.
VP, Environment, Health & Safety

Allegheny Energy
	Greensburg, PA  

	6
	Ms. Stephanie Catarino Wissman
Director, Government Affairs

PA Chamber of Business and Industry
	Harrisburg, PA


COMMENTS 

1. The report is well researched and the recommendations for action appear reasonable.  The need for action is commanding (1).

2. The report authors should be congratulated on their thorough presentation and the exhaustive reference list.  The assessment captures the important sectors that are most relevant to the economic, social and ecological health of the state (2). 

3. There is a need for balance between available information and expert assessment; more targeted research is needed at the state and local level (2).

4. The report could point out the need and mechanisms for cross-agency interaction (2).  

5. A section is needed to collate management strategies for early adaptation measures (2).  

6. It would be useful to point out in the Executive Summary that lower [emissions] scenario futures give quantifiable benefits for water resources, human health impacts and agriculture (2). 

7. A conclusion chapter is suggested to summarize the opportunities and barriers (2).

8. The report is accurate and thorough as it pertains to forests of the Allegheny Plateau and potential changes in species habitat (3).

9. The report glosses over potential impacts that strategies to reduce carbon emissions may have on the economy and electric rates (4).

10. There are conflicting statements and lack of detailed analysis on certain impacts. For example, obvious pathways for GHG reductions are discussed on page 181 which offers two key strategies – a carbon tax and demand side response (conservation and efficiency).  Two pages later, the report cites study performed by Newcomer, et al., which concludes that the only real scenario to limit emissions is through energy efficiencies (4).

11. There is lack of documentation.  For example, on page 188, the report states “studies” show that people are willing to bear higher energy costs, but there are no references for those studies (4).  

12. The report does not meet the legislative intent of Act 70 (4, 5, 6).

13. The report fails to reflect the view of the Climate Change Advisory Committee (4, 6).

14. The report does not adequately address the diversity of views within the scientific community, as required by Act 70 of 2008.  The report should discuss in more detail the view points of some scientists that other non-anthropogenic sources (Pacific Decadal Oscillation and solar activity) may be the primary cause for global warming and that some scientists feel that cloud formation and other cooling mechanisms may lessen the impact of a global temperature increase (4, 5, 6).

15. The report does not adequately provide alternative views as to the potential negative impacts that may be realized by certain industries if mandatory GHG reductions or a carbon tax were imposed nor does it provide adequate discussion of the challenges associated with implementing possible mitigation strategies such as increasing levels of renewable energy and fuels (6).

16. The draft impacts assessment report relies almost exclusively on the Fourth Assessment Report of the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and yet some of the implications in the PA draft impacts assessment report are contrary to the IPCC report and need to be discussed (4, 6).

17. Provide greater or more detailed economic analyses for each section or for the full report (5).

18. The time and resources provided were inadequate (5).

19. The report fails to deliver an unbiased assessment (5, 6).

20. The report lacks consistency in qualifying the relative certainty/uncertainty being described within the various sections and calls into question the objectivity of the authors (6).

21. Given the lack of Pennsylvania specific data, qualifying statements in the report need to be dealt with a more consistent manner (6).

22. The Executive Summary should include greater qualification and discussion that could assist policy makers in reaching a conclusion to support or not support very specific policy measures that may be considered with regard to climate change mitigation.  Specifically, the report should discuss the social and economic impacts of less coal production and/or utilization if a carbon price is established and as this price may increase and also discuss the impacts of “decarbonization” (6).

23. The report does include chapters dedicated to “Land Use and Transportation or Residential and Commercial.” (6).

24. The report addresses the need for adaptation strategies but the DEP has been reluctant to take up discussion of this topic (6).

25. The report should acknowledge the limitations of the use of global climate models given the variability of human behavior and natural climate variability (6).

26. Using the mean of divergent climate models is not the best approach to rationalize the difference expressed by these models (6).  
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