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  We'll go on the record.   1 

Good morning.  This is a deposition of Mr. Roger Worthington.   2 

Chairman Jordan has requested this deposition as part of the committee's oversight of the 3 

Federal courts and the adequacy of existing safeguards to prevent improper influence on Federal 4 

judges.   5 

To advance the oversight and inform potential legislation, the committee is examining 6 

whether the Environmental Law Institute and its Climate Judiciary Project coordinated with law firms 7 

representing plaintiffs in climate change-related litigation while ELI and CJP provided legal training to 8 

judges on these topics.   9 

On May 15th, 2026, the House Judiciary Committee issued a subpoena for Mr. Worthington 10 

to appear at a deposition on June 4th, 2026.   11 

After conferring with counsel, and by agreement of the parties, the committee agreed to 12 

move the deposition to today, July 15th.   13 

I've marked the May 15th, 2026, subpoena as exhibit No. 1.  14 

    [Worthington Exhibit No. 1 15 

    was marked for identification.]  16 

  On July 8th, the committee noticed today's deposition.  I've marked the 17 

July 8th notice as exhibit No. 2.  18 

    [Worthington Exhibit No. 2 19 

    was marked for identification.]   20 

  Would the witness please state your name for the record?   21 

The Witness.  Roger Worthington. 22 

  And I understand that you're represented today by personal counsel.   23 

Counsel, can you please state your name for the record?   24 

Mr. Herman.  Andrew Herman.   25 
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  My name is  and I'm with Chairman Jordan's staff.  I'll now 1 

have everyone else from the committee who is here in the room introduce themselves as well.  2 

   with Chairman Jordan's staff.   3 

  with Chairman Jordan's staff.   4 

   with Ranking Member Raskin's staff.   5 

 with Ranking Member Raskin's staff.   6 

  with Ranking Member Raskin's staff.   7 

   with Mr. Jordan's staff.   8 

  with Mr. Jordan's staff.  9 

   with Chairman Jordan's staff. 10 

   Ranking Member Raskin's staff.  11 

   Congressman Jordan's staff.  12 

   Chairman Jordan's staff.  13 

  I'll now review the ground rules and guidelines that we'll follow during today's 14 

deposition.   15 

The committee will conduct today's deposition in accordance with the House's regulations for 16 

the use of deposition authority, which has been provided to your counsel.   17 

Our questioning will proceed in rounds.  The majority will ask questions first for 1 hour.  18 

Then the minority will have an opportunity to ask questions for an equal period of time if they 19 

choose.   20 

There will be two staff counsel per side asking the questions.  To the extent members have 21 

questions for the witness, they will be propounded during their side's respective round.   22 

The clock will stop if the witness needs to confer with counsel, when counsel for the witness 23 

is speaking, and when members are speaking during the opposite side's round.   24 

We'll alternate back and forth until there are no more questions and the deposition is over.   25 
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We ordinarily take a short break at the end of each hour, but if you would like to take a break 1 

apart from that, please just let us know.   2 

As you can see, there is an official court reporter taking down everything we say to make a 3 

written record, so we ask that you could give verbal responses to our questions.   4 

Do you understand?   5 

The Witness.  Yes. 6 

  So the court reporter can take down a clear record, please try and speak clearly 7 

so the court reporter can understand and the people at the end of the table can hear you.   8 

It is important that we do not talk over one another or interrupt each other if we can help it.  9 

That goes for everybody present at today's deposition.   10 

As you know, we are also video recording the proceeding here today, and the committee's 11 

official videographer will make that video.   12 

We want you to answer our questions in a complete and truthful manner.  If you do not 13 

understand one of our questions or need clarification about what we are seeking, please let us know.   14 

If you do not know the answer to a question or do not remember, please tell us what you do 15 

know and remember.  It is okay to tell us if you learned information from someone else.  Just 16 

indicate how you came to know the information.  17 

If there are things you do not know or cannot remember, just say so, and please inform us 18 

who, to the best of your knowledge, might be able to provide a more complete answer to the 19 

question.   20 

By law, you are required to answer questions from Congress truthfully.   21 

Do you understand that?   22 

The Witness.  Yes. 23 

  This also applies to questions posed by congressional staff in a deposition.   24 

Do you understand this?   25 
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The Witness.  Yes. 1 

  Witnesses that knowingly provide false testimony could be subject to criminal 2 

prosecution for perjury.  This includes, for example, stating that you do not recall or remember 3 

something when, in fact, you do.   4 

Do you understand this?   5 

The Witness.  Yes. 6 

  Furthermore, you cannot tell half-truths or exclude information necessary to 7 

make statements accurate.  You are required to provide all information that would make your 8 

response truthful.  A deliberate failure to disclose information can constitute a false statement.   9 

Do you understand this?   10 

The Witness.  Yes. 11 

  Is there any reason you are unable to provide truthful answers to today's 12 

questions?   13 

The Witness.  No. 14 

  The Federal Rules of Evidence, Criminal and Civil Procedure are not applicable 15 

for today's deposition.  Under the House deposition regulations, a witness' attorney may not 16 

instruct a witness to refuse to answer a question except to preserve a privilege.  The House 17 

recognizes constitutionally based privileges and not necessarily those privileges derived from 18 

common law.   19 

Finally, I will make note for the members and staff here today that the content of what we 20 

discuss here is confidential under the House deposition regulations.   21 

Under the rules, the chairman and ranking minority member shall consult before any release 22 

of testimony transcripts, including portions thereof.  This means it is a violation of House and 23 

committee rules to disclose contents of the deposition prior to its official release.   24 

For this reason, the marked exhibits that we will use today will remain with the court reporter 25 
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so that they can go in the official transcript, and any copies of those exhibits will be returned to us 1 

when we wrap up.   2 

Before we begin the first round of questions, we will afford the minority, the witness, and 3 

counsel for the witness the opportunity to offer any preliminary remarks.   4 

  We just want to thank the witness for traveling so far to be here today. 5 

Mr. Herman.  Can I make one inquiry?   6 

  Yes.  7 

  Will we have an opportunity to review the transcript at the conclusion of this?   8 

  Yes.  After we get the transcript from the court reporters, I will send you an 9 

email, and you can come in to review the transcript. 10 

Mr. Herman.  Thank you. 11 

  Of course.   12 

We will have the court reporter swear the witness in now.  13 

The Reporter.  Will you please raise your right hand to be sworn?   14 

Do you promise and declare under penalty of perjury the testimony you are about to give will 15 

be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth?   16 

The Witness.  I do. 17 

The Reporter.  Thank you. 18 

  Mr. Worthington, I understand that you have an opening statement.  Please 19 

proceed.  20 

The Witness.  My name is Roger Worthington.  I am one of the attorneys representing 21 

Multnomah County in a climate accountability lawsuit that we filed 3 years ago in the county circuit 22 

court in Portland, Oregon.   23 

The county alleges that the oil and gas defendants, along with trade associations and others, 24 

have for decades lied about the dire consequences of using their fossil fuel products, resulting in 25 
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carbon pollution in and around the State of Oregon that has increased the probability, intensity, and 1 

duration of extreme weather events, such as the mass casualty 2021 Pacific Northwest Heat Dome, a 2 

rash of devastating wildfires, and a severe drought.   3 

These extreme events have cost the county dearly in terms of blood and treasure.  We are 4 

asking the parties responsible, not the taxpayers, to pay for the damages and fund efforts to prevent 5 

and mitigate future catastrophic losses.   6 

The defendants in our case have filed numerous motions to dismiss over the past 3 years, as 7 

well as an anti-SLAPP motion to strike.  They have yet to file an answer in our case.   8 

Why has this committee subpoenaed me to appear here today?  As I understand it, your 9 

overarching objective is the preservation of a fair and impartial judiciary, one that scrupulously 10 

follows the rule of law, especially with respect to the admissibility of scientific evidence.   11 

The committee is concerned that certain litigants have sought to improperly influence Federal 12 

judges with fake or biased climate attribution science in order to serve their own financial interest.  13 

I share that concern.   14 

Have litigants in climate tort cases sought to influence Federal judges with untested or bogus 15 

pseudoscience in an effort to tip the scales of justice?  The answer, probably.   16 

Which litigants?  Well, to fully answer that question, I would offer up three documents that 17 

are already before this committee which together, in my view, provide a useful roadmap for getting 18 

at the truth.   19 

First, please see the letter by Senator Sheldon Whitehouse to Robert Conrad dated May 19th, 20 

2026.  Senator Sheldon poses a number of questions.   21 

First, were fossil fuel litigants responsible for striking the climate chapter from the Federal 22 

Judicial Center's Reference Manual on Scientific Evidence?  Did they do so not because climate 23 

attribution science was invalid but because it could help juries and judges allocate fault among 24 

multiple major carbon polluters? 25 
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Second, have fossil fuel litigants funded and orchestrated junkets and seminars at George 1 

Mason University Law School designed unabashedly to influence judges to dismiss or doubt the 2 

legitimacy of peer-reviewed empirical science?   3 

Second, I would point to the letter from attorney William Pittard to this committee dated 4 

May 26th, 2026.  Mr. Pittard raises a concern -- shared by this committee -- that litigants have, 5 

indeed, sought to use the Environmental Law Institute as a platform to fund, govern, and influence 6 

judges on climate science.   7 

He posits that several fossil fuel litigants have made substantial donations to the ELI, including 8 

Shell, British Petroleum, Chevron, and Koch Industries.  Who else have they funded, how much, and 9 

for what purpose?   10 

Pittard asserts that the ELI has celebrated the donations from 25 law firms who presently 11 

represent fossil fuel litigants in pending litigation.  How much?  Why the donations?   12 

Finally, Pittard writes that the ELI's board of directors includes lawyers from Chevron, British 13 

Petroleum, and Koch Industries.  What is their role?  If ELI does pose any sort of threat to the 14 

integrity of the judiciary -- and that's a big "if" -- who exactly is financing their agenda and curricula?   15 

Third, please see the joint staff report from 2024 entitled "Denial, Disinformation, and 16 

Doublespeak:  Big Oil's Evolving Efforts to Avoid Accountability for Climate Change," end quote.   17 

The report by the Democratic staff of a House and Senate committee details how the fossil 18 

fuel industry at first denied the science, then they spread disinformation about what causes global 19 

warning, and then through, quote, "an armada of trade associations," end quote, they peddled lies 20 

about their resolve to solve the problem by pretending to shift to renewables, deploying fantastical 21 

carbon capture technologies that don't exist, and bolstering fossil gas as a, quote, "clean and 22 

sustainable," end quote, low-carbon fuel.   23 

The staff report noted that just like with big tobacco, Exxon, Chevron, Shell, British Petroleum, 24 

and others, quote, "obstructed and delayed the committee's investigation," end quote, in their 25 
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campaign to reap billions in profits by keeping the United States dependent on their polluting 1 

products.  2 

I submit that the investigation should start there, and we should ask:  What is the fossil fuel 3 

industry hiding?  And how do we unearth the truth?   4 

Just as with tobacco, asbestos, opioids, social media, thalidomide, lead paint, Ford Pinto, and 5 

so on, the process of civil discovery, in my view, is the best way to harvest authentic corporate 6 

documents and trustworthy testimony under oath.   7 

Multnomah County is standing by to share with you what we learn when we learn it.   8 

Finally, I would stress that Chevron has, in our case, filed a motion, in our civil tort case, to 9 

take my deposition.  They accuse me of perpetrating a fraud on the court.  Their evidence included 10 

the allegation that because my law firm posted on our website a draft of a, quote, "module," end 11 

quote, on attribution science, because we posted that, and that module was authored by a renowned 12 

physicist at Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, which makes him a Federal employee, that by 13 

my simple possession and posting of a scientific treatise on our website, that this was in their mind 14 

evidence of a nefarious effort to improperly influence our State court judge.   15 

I provided in response an affidavit asserting that I had nothing to do with ELI.  I didn't even 16 

know what the Judicial Project was.  I've never sponsored the ELI.  I've never been to a meeting.  17 

And I never had any opportunity to edit the content of that science module.   18 

The judge in our case denied Chevron's highly unusual motion.  19 

So, in summary, I look forward to helping this committee ferret out any improper conduct 20 

that would threaten our revered judge and jury system and the rule of law.   21 

Thank you. 22 

  Thank you, Mr. Worthington.   23 

The clock now reads 10:16 a.m.  I'm going to turn it over to my colleague, who 24 

will start our first hour of questioning.  25 
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EXAMINATION 1 

  2 

Q You ready, Mr. Worthington?   3 

A Good morning.  4 

Q Good morning.   5 

So could you please state your current occupation?   6 

A I am an attorney for Worthington & Caron law firm.  I am the owner of a brewery and a 7 

restaurant.  And I own a hop breeding and mill company in Willamette Valley, Oregon.  8 

Q Okay.  Is it a restaurant and a brewery or are those two separate businesses?  9 

A They are the same.   10 

Q Okay.  11 

A Worthy Brewing and Restaurant.  12 

Q All right.   13 

And so as far as practicing law, how long have you been practicing?   14 

A I've been practicing law since 1988.  15 

Q And where were you first licensed?  16 

A State of Texas.  17 

Q And when was that?  You said 1988?  18 

A 1988, yes, sir.  19 

Q Where else are you licensed to practice law?  20 

A Licensed in Texas, and then licensed in California and licensed in the State of Oregon.  21 

Q So you still are licensed in Texas?  22 

A I am no longer licensed in Texas.  23 

Q Is there an area of law that you specialize in?  24 

A Toxic torts.  25 
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Q Toxic torts.   1 

When did you -- are you the founding member of Worthington and -- is it Caren, Carin?   2 

A Caron.  3 

Q Caron?   4 

A Yeah.  5 

Q Are you the managing partner and founding partner? 6 

A I'm the owner.  7 

Q Oh, the owner.  Okay.   8 

And when did you all start Worthington & Caron?   9 

A Well, the Worthington law firm I believe began in about 1996.  I could be wrong.  And 10 

then John Caron became a partner.  I don't remember exactly when.  Maybe 2018 or so.  I could 11 

be wrong.  12 

Q That's all right.   13 

And did you start in California, or was it Oregon first? 14 

A The Worthington law firm began in Texas.  15 

Q Okay.   16 

A And then we moved to California in about 1996.  17 

Q Did you always practice toxic torts from the beginning of Worthington?   18 

A Well, in the beginning, I was offered a job by the attorney general in Texas in the 19 

Environmental Protection Division, but then there was a hiring freeze.  So I went to work for a local 20 

regulatory law firm in Austin, Texas.  So the first year and a half or so I was doing environmental 21 

law, regulatory law, administrative law.  22 

Q Okay.   23 

How many attorneys are currently at your law firm practicing?  24 

A Two.  25 
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Q Two?  Just you and Mr. Caron?  1 

A Correct.  2 

Q And so as far as your other business ventures, you said it's Worthy Brewing.  Is that it?   3 

A That's right.  4 

Q And Indie Hops?  5 

A Indie Hops.  6 

Q And then there's a Worthy Garden Club?  7 

A Yes.  8 

Q Okay.   9 

When did you start those businesses?  10 

A Let me think.  So starting with Worthy Brewing, I launched that business in 2012.  11 

And with Indie Hops, which is an entity in Oregon that breeds aroma hops and contracts with 12 

growers in Oregon and Washington, harvests, and then we mill the hop cones into pellets, store 13 

them, package them, and then sell.  That company I believe we started in 2009.   14 

And the Worthy Garden Club, I'm the president of that nonprofit, and I don't exactly 15 

remember when Worthy Garden Club incorporated.  I'd have to look at that.  16 

Q So you're the president.  Did you also found it?  Is it your nonprofit, essentially?  17 

A It's not my nonprofit.  I'm the president of it.  It's owned by the board of directors.  18 

But I think the garden club has been around for at least 10 years.  I'd have to check.  19 

Q Okay.  The "Worthy" in Worthy Garden Club is, obviously, Worthington, right?  20 

A It's kind of a play on "Worthy," correct.  21 

Q Okay.   22 

A On my last name.  23 

Q Got it.   24 

So where is Worthy Garden Club?  Like, where is it located?  25 
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A It's located in Bend, Oregon, at 495 Northeast Bellevue.  1 

Q Okay.  And is Worthy Brewing also in Bend?  2 

A That's correct.  3 

Q And Indie Hops?  4 

A Indie Hops is located in Portland, Oregon, and our mill is in a place called Hubbard, 5 

Oregon.  6 

Q Okay.  And do those three entities cover it, outside of Worthington & Caron, as far as 7 

your businesses and ventures, or do you have others?  8 

A No, that covers it.  9 

Q Okay.   10 

And so what is your title or role in Worthy Brewing?  Are you the CEO?  President?  11 

A I'm the owner.  12 

Q Just the owner?  13 

A Yeah.  14 

Q How many employees?  15 

A Good question.  I think in our heyday we had well over 100, 110.  I'd have to check 16 

now, but approximately 60.  17 

Q Okay.  So it's quite an operation.  Putting out a lot of beer?  18 

A Well, we have a lot of fun.  We have a lot of banquets, and we have live music.  We 19 

have an observatory with a research grade telescope.  And we do a lot of educational programs for 20 

soil regeneration and pollination and that sort of thing.  21 

Q Okay.  So someone can rent out Worthy Brewing, like, for a wedding or something?  22 

A Absolutely.  23 

Q Okay.  So it's like a venue as well?  24 

A Exactly.  25 
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Q Okay.   1 

Do any of your employees, either at Indie Hops or Worthy Brewing or Worthy Garden Club, 2 

do they work -- is there any transfer?  Does someone work at Worthy Brewing also work at Worthy 3 

Garden Club, or are they all separate employees to separate entities?  Is there any crossover, I 4 

guess is my question.   5 

A I guess crossover?  My CEO -- excuse me, my chief financial officer of Worthy Brewing 6 

is also the treasurer of the Worthy Garden Club, and I believe the CEO of Indie Hops, Jim Solberg, I 7 

believe he's on the board of directors at the Worthy Garden Club.   8 

Q Okay. 9 

A I think that's the crossover that comes to mind.  10 

Q What about with Worthington & Caron?  Is there any employees that work there that 11 

also work at any of the other entities?   12 

A Yes.  George Stapish (ph) is also the CFO of my law firm.  13 

Q Okay.  And how many, roughly, how many employees are at the law firm?  14 

A Now we have four.  15 

Q Okay.  And who are they?  16 

A Myself, John Caron, George Stapish (ph), and Cindy Adams.  17 

Q What does Cindy Adams do?  18 

A She's my legal assistant, paralegal.  19 

Q Okay.   20 

How long has she been with you or with the firm?  21 

A I'm going to say 15 years.  22 

Q Okay.   23 

Are there any -- how many -- and you're going to have to bear with me on this word, I've been 24 

practicing all day -- philanthropic groups are you involved with?  How many environmental 25 
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philanthropic groups are you involved with? 1 

A I guess you'd have to say, involved?  What do you mean?   2 

Q On the board of directors, maybe donating money, setting up events.  Maybe you 3 

personally are -- like, do you -- I guess outside of Worthy Garden, that's the only one that you're the 4 

president of, but are there any other groups that you're a part of, like, you're on the board?  5 

A With respect to that, being on the board, the answer is I am not on the board of any 6 

other nonprofits.  I don't -- and I don't -- I'm not an officer in any other nonprofit. 7 

Has your law firm sponsored any events for an environmental philanthropic 8 

group?   9 

The Witness.  Many events. 10 

  And can you just give us, like, a sampling of the organizations that you have 11 

sponsored events for?   12 

The Witness.  Well, University of Oregon.  Their football team comes out every year.  13 

They're a nonprofit.  Coach Lanning, I encourage him, in the fine tradition of Oregon sports, being a 14 

dual-sport athlete, I encourage him to not only pursue a national championship but also run for 15 

governor.   16 

So Oregon State has come out.  Their athletic program has come out.  I have had 17 

professors from University of Oregon and Oregon State come to Worthy for events.   18 

I don't have a detailed list of nonprofits who have utilized Worthy Brewing's banquet hall, but 19 

there are many.  Central Oregon LandWatch.   20 

I'd have to come up with a list.  There are a lot of them. 21 

 22 

Q Okay.  23 

Do you know if ELI or the Climate Judiciary Project has used any of your facilities for any 24 

banquets or anything to that nature?  25 
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A Do I know if they have?   1 

Q Yeah.  Have they?  2 

A They have not.  3 

Q They have not.  Okay.   4 

A Nor have they asked.   5 

Q So you're familiar with the Environmental Law Institute, or ELI?  6 

A I am now.  7 

Q You are now.  Okay.   8 

So when did you first learn of ELI?  9 

A I guess the first time it came across my mind was in the correspondence I had in 2023 10 

with Dr. Michael Wehner.  And I say it came across my mind, but it never really registered until 11 

there was a motion filed by Chevron in the lawsuit that addressed who ELI was and what the Climate 12 

Judicial Project was.  So originally I did see the words ELI in, approximately, March of 2023.  13 

Q And so in what context?   14 

A The context was I was, as an attorney, conducting due diligence on the science behind 15 

climate change.  Portland, Oregon, had just endured a mass casualty heat dome, and we were 16 

investigating whether the heat dome and the wildfire smoke and drought was causally connected to 17 

atmospheric concentrations of carbon pollution.   18 

And so in answering the question is there a connection between extreme weather events and 19 

carbon pollution, I reached out to the author of a study by Dr. Sjoukje Philip who wrote a 20 

peer-reviewed article, published, that basically said that the 2021 heat dome was virtually impossible 21 

absent the influence of carbon pollution.   22 

I emailed him asking if he would be willing to talk to me about his report.  He responded 23 

that he would not be able to do so.  I think he was in a foreign country, by the way.  And then I 24 

asked him via email, well, is there any other co-authors on your study who might be available to 25 
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discuss climate attribution science with me?  And he said sure, and he gave me the name of Michael 1 

Wehner.   2 

Within hours of that email communication, Michael Wehner sent me an email which attached 3 

the module, he called it, regarding the causal chain between emissions and extreme events.  4 

Q Okay.   5 

And then at that point, he brought up ELI somehow?  6 

A Right.  He said words to the effect that he -- that this module might help you 7 

understand the science of climate change.  And he did mention it was for the Environmental Law 8 

Institute.  9 

Q Okay.  And that was March 2023, correct?  10 

A That's correct.  11 

Q Okay.   12 

So you said that you haven't participated in any ELI-sponsored judicial training events.  13 

That's correct?  14 

A That is correct.  15 

Q Has any of your employees at your law firm participated in any judicial events through 16 

ELI or CJP?  17 

A Negative.  18 

Q Negative.  19 

What about employees at your other businesses?  Have they been involved?  20 

A No.  21 

Q No.  Okay. 22 

  Go ahead. 23 

In your correspondence regarding the module that may have been helpful that 24 

was created for ELI, you had referenced a module that was posted on your website in your opening 25 
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statement.  Is that the same module or a different module? 1 

The Witness.  The module that I posted on my website was the very same one that 2 

Dr. Wehner emailed me from March of 2023.   3 

  Okay. 4 

  5 

Q Okay.  So just outside of ELI, have you, like -- not affiliated with ELI -- have you 6 

participated in any other judicial training events or judicial education programs?  7 

A No.  8 

Q No.  So not even with ELI?  Just none in general?  You haven't spoken at any events?  9 

You haven't -- I mean, nothing?  No judicial training?  10 

A That's correct.  11 

Q Okay.   12 

Is the same true for your employees at the law firm?  13 

A Correct. 14 

Q Have you ever sponsored any programs, whether ELI or other judicial training 15 

programs?  16 

A Never.  17 

Q Has your law firm ever sponsored any judicial training programs, whether ELI or anyone 18 

else?  19 

A No.  20 

Q Okay.   21 

Have you visited ELI's website at all, went through their webinars or maybe some articles that 22 

they've written, papers?  23 

A In preparation for this, I did look at the website, and I did see that professor or 24 

Dr. Wehner's module was posted on their website.  25 
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Q In preparation for this, as in this deposition? 1 

A This deposition.  That's the only time I've ever looked at their website.  2 

Q So do you know anyone that works for ELI or has worked for ELI in the past?  3 

A No.  4 

Q And so what is -- I guess, what is your current relationship with the Environmental Law 5 

Institute?  It sounds like no relationship at all?   6 

A None at all.  7 

Q None?  Don't know any contacts there?  They haven't helped on any cases that 8 

you've worked on or prepared for?  Just zero contact or relationship with ELI or any of their 9 

employees?  10 

A I have never spoken knowingly to anyone from the ELI.  No, I've not had any contact.  11 

I don't even know if Dr. Wehner -- I don't know what his association, if any, is with the ELI.  12 

Q Okay.   13 

So the Climate Judiciary Project, which is a part of ELI -- it's ELI's program to train judges in 14 

climate change -- are you familiar with that?  15 

A I am now.  16 

Q Now?  Just right at this moment or in the past?  17 

A When Chevron filed their motion accusing me of perpetrating a fraud, then I began to 18 

pay attention to ELI.  That was the first time.  19 

Q And CJP as well?  That was mentioned in Chevron's motion?  20 

A Right.  That's when I was, like, what is this all about?  Who is the ELI?  What is the 21 

Climate Judicial -- Judiciary Project?   22 

When the motion was filed, then, of course, I had to take an interest because they were 23 

making accusations.  24 

Q And you haven't participated in any CJP-sponsored judicial training events?  25 
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A That is correct.  1 

Q Neither have your employees at Worthington or any of your other ventures?  2 

A That is correct.  3 

Q In any of your cases, have you referenced CJP documents in any petitions or filings?  4 

A There's only one case.  That's the case Multnomah County v. Exxon, et al., pending in 5 

Multnomah County.  And to my knowledge, there has never been any citation to anything from the 6 

ELI in our complaint or any of our briefs.  The only time we've mentioned ELI is in response to the 7 

Chevron motion to strike witnesses and take my deposition.  8 

Q Are you familiar with the Sabin Center?  9 

A When I think Sabin, I think of football for some reason.  10 

Q Yeah, that's arguably the best football coach in history.   11 

So the Sabin Center is out of Columbia Law School.  It's Sabin Center for Climate Change 12 

Law.   13 

A I think I've heard of them.  14 

Q Okay.  What do you know about the Sabin Center?  15 

A Are they at Columbia?   16 

Q Yes.   17 

A Well, I know that Columbia has a climate education program.  They have a website.  18 

And I think -- I don't know if it's Sabin, but Columbia had a team of researchers evaluate how to best 19 

account for emissions from particular Carbon Majors where they tried to add up scope 1, scope 2, 20 

and scope 3 emissions, which I thought was pretty elegant and ambitious.  I don't know if that was 21 

Sabin, but it was Columbia.   22 

Q Okay.  23 

A But, no, I don't have a specific recollection of any programs by Sabin.  24 

Q Have you worked with anyone from the Sabin Center?  25 
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A Well, I'd have to know who "anyone" are.  Like, if you give me names, I could say 1 

whether I worked with them or not, because I don't ask my friends who do you work -- I don't know 2 

their affiliations.   3 

Q Yeah.  Okay. 4 

 5 

Q Are you aware that the Sabin Center, they have this climate litigation database that 6 

tracks ongoing climate litigation, and it's tracking your case, County of Multnomah?  Are you aware 7 

of that at all?  8 

A Yes.  Now I am, yes.  Yes, I am.  9 

Q And what can you tell us about your knowledge of their litigation tracker?  10 

A Well, I think back in 2023, when I was conducting my due diligence on whether there 11 

was a factual and legal foundation for pursuing a possible case, I did look at that website.  I did see 12 

that there were other cases pending throughout the country.  And I remember that they had 13 

inventoried all the briefing and pleadings from other occasions. 14 

But once Multnomah County filed its case, I've been pretty focused on our own case.  I 15 

haven't really looked at the Sabin website.  16 

Q And did the Sabin Center just proactively put the Multnomah case up on their litigation 17 

tracker, or did you have to submit it for inclusion on their database?  18 

A I would have to speculate on that.  I don't talk to Sabin.  These are public pleadings, 19 

public documents.  I'm sure they snatched them from the docket in Multnomah County.  But, no, I 20 

never coordinated that or facilitated that or even knew about it.  21 

Q Okay. 22 

 23 

Q Are you familiar with the name Michael Gerrard?  24 

A I think I've seen his name in media articles as someone who's offered quotations.  I 25 
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think I've seen his name and quotes attributed to him in the area of climate accountability lawsuits.  1 

But I don't know him.  I've never met him, never talked to him.  2 

Q Okay.  Never talked to him.   3 

Are you familiar with Michael Burger?   4 

A I've heard the name.  5 

Q Have you ever spoken with, connected, communicated with Mr. Burger?   6 

A Negative.  I've never spoken to him.  I've never emailed him.  I would like to.  But I 7 

don't know him.  8 

Q What would you like to email him about?  9 

A Apparently, he's involved in climate accountability lawsuits.  So we have that shared 10 

interest.  11 

Q What about Jessica Wentz?  Are you familiar with that name?  12 

A I read her name in connection with, I think, ELI.  I've read her name in media reports, 13 

but I can't remember exactly what she said.  14 

Q So you've never spoken with Ms. Wentz?  15 

A True.  I've never spoken to her, never emailed, never contacted.  16 

Q She's never worked on any of your cases or helped prepare research for you?  17 

A That's true.  No, none of the above.  18 

Q And so then Michael Wehner, is it?  19 

A Michael Wehner.  20 

Q Dr. Wehner?   21 

A Yes, sir.   22 

Q We've spoken a little bit about him already, but you said -- could you just run through 23 

again how you first connected with Mr. Wehner?  You reached out to one of his colleagues, 24 

Dr. Philipe (sic)?   25 
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A Philip.  1 

Q Philip.  And then did Dr. Philip put you in contact with Dr. Wehner?  2 

A Yes.  3 

Q So you reached out to Dr. Wehner, or did Dr. Wehner reach out to you?  4 

A So the transaction was email to Dr. Philip.  "Can I talk to you about your peer-reviewed 5 

published article connecting anthropogenic climate change to the Pacific Northwest Heat Dome?"  6 

He said he was unable to talk to me.   7 

I then asked him, via email, "Is there another coauthor who might be available?"  He said, 8 

"Yes, his name is Michael Wehner."   9 

And within an hour or two, I got an email from Michael Wehner, someone I didn't know, and 10 

he literally said, "You may find this helpful."  And the attachment was this so-called module that 11 

explained the methodology, datasets, and conclusions on climate detection and attribution science 12 

that he had written.  13 

Q Okay.  And how often did you and Dr. Vehner -- Vehner, I think it is -- Dr. Vehner 14 

communicate?  15 

A Wehner.  Wehner.  16 

Q Wehner?   17 

A Yes.  W-e-h-n-e-r.   18 

Q How often did you all communicate?  19 

A Well, at that point, I don't know how to describe how often.  We had several 20 

exchanges about climate change attribution science.  21 

Q Over what period of time?  22 

A I think we started mid-March.  And as I recall, by June of that same year, 2023, we had 23 

stopped communicating.  I think I was able to get from him the information that we sought.  And 24 

he was very helpful, very professorial, because I was truly a student trying to learn about climate 25 
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science, and I thought he was a very good tutor, if you will.   1 

And I think we ceased communications in around June 2023.  2 

Q Why did you stop talking?  3 

A Well, he was -- he's a Federal employee at the Berkeley National Laboratory, Lawrence 4 

Berkeley National Laboratory, and I was interested in securing his professional expertise as a 5 

consultant.  And he advised me that he was at retirement age but didn't want to retire.  But he 6 

didn't, as a Federal employee, want to engage on a contract basis for now with my law firm.  So 7 

after that, I didn't contact Dr. Wehner.  8 

Q After he said he couldn't work with you?  9 

A Yeah.  10 

Q Okay.  And what timing?  When was that?  11 

A I think it was in June, June of 2023.  12 

Q And when you communicated, how were you all communicating?  Telephone?  13 

Email?   14 

A Email.  15 

Q Just strictly email?  16 

A No.  We had a couple of phone calls.  17 

Q So from March to June 2023, several conversations. 18 

Is that 10?  19 

A Not that many.   20 

Q No?  21 

A Maybe three.  22 

Q Okay.   23 

A Maybe two, I mean, in terms of, like, telephone.  24 

Q And you were mostly just talking about climate science?  25 
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A Not mostly.  I was 100 percent.  He was trying to educate me on attribution science.  1 

He did a good job.  2 

Q Okay. 3 

This is going to be exhibit 3.  4 
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    [Worthington Exhibit No. 3 1 

    was marked for identification.] 2 

  3 

Q Have you had time to look at the exhibit?  4 

A Yes.  5 

Q Do you recognize that document?   6 

A I do.  7 

Q What is that document?  8 

A This is the module that was prepared by Michael Wehner.  And since it includes some 9 

yellow highlighted language with some comments, then this must be also the same document that I 10 

posted on my website.  11 

Q And is this the document that you received from Dr. Wehner?   12 

A Correct. 13 

Q And when did you first obtain this draft?  14 

A From Dr. Wehner?   15 

Q Yes.  16 

A I think it was March 16th of 2023.  17 

Q Did you request it?  18 

A No.  19 

Q So why was it provided to you by Dr. Wehner?  20 

A Because I asked Dr. Philip if there were any coauthors who were willing to talk, and he 21 

said there was, and the next thing that popped up on my inbox was an email from Michael Wehner 22 

attaching this document.  23 

Q Did Dr. Philip coauthor that?  24 

A This?   25 
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Q That module.   1 

A No, not to my knowledge.  It says it's by Michael Wehner.  2 

Q And so what do you think -- what were you expected to do with that document once 3 

you received it?  4 

A I don't think there was any expectation.  I think he offered it up as an educational 5 

treatise to help me understand climate change. 6 

  Did you receive this module from anyone other than Dr. Wehner?    7 

The Witness.  Negative. 8 

 9 

Q Did you provide any comments or feedback to Dr. Wehner after you received this 10 

document?  11 

A None at all.  12 

Q Did you give this document to any other scientist that worked for you or that were 13 

contracted by you?  14 

A No.  Well, eventually, at some point I put it on my website.  So I don't know who read 15 

it after that.  16 

Q So throughout this draft, on page 63.3, we've got comments and highlights, 63.22 and 17 

63.23.  We'll just go with page 63.3 first.   18 

Do you know what the comment highlighted in red or pink, do you know who made that 19 

comment?  20 

A In pink?  No, I don't.  It says here Michael Wehner, actually.  21 

Q MFW?  Oh, at the bottom here, Michael Wehner?   22 

A In the pink box, there's some language, and then below it there's a name, Michael 23 

Wehner.  24 

Q And so do you know who he's -- who made this -- or who asked this question or made 25 
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this comment and highlighted that the comment is responding to?  It says:  "Add something here 1 

to acknowledge ENSO too."   2 

A I have no idea who wrote that.  I have no idea who highlighted that language as well.  3 

Q Okay.  And then on 63.22, there's a highlighted paragraph at the top of the page.  Do 4 

you see that?  And then there's a comment by Mr. Wehner.  I'll read it.  "I left this paragraph in 5 

for now, but I don't really see the relevance to attribution.  Michael Wehner."   6 

So it seems like he's responding to or at least there's someone else contributing to this paper.  7 

Do you agree?  8 

A No.  9 

Q What do you --  10 

A You're asking me to speculate.  I don't know who he's talking to.  It's a phantom to 11 

me.  12 

Q Okay.   13 

  14 

Q Did you have any involvement with any of the review process or any comments?  Did 15 

you provide feedback on this module?  16 

A No. 17 

Q Did you ask anyone else to provide feedback on this module?   18 

A No.   19 

Q And so to the extent that Dr. Wehner was liaising with another person to review this 20 

module, you had no -- you have no information on that?  21 

A That is correct. 22 

Q And was this the format that the module was placed on the website?  Did it have the 23 

comments and the highlights?  Or was there a different version that you had placed on the website?  24 

A To my understanding, we posted the module exactly in the form that you see before 25 
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you now. 1 

  I'm going to give you another exhibit, which will be exhibit 4.  It's "Expert 2 

Opinions on Attributing GHG Emissions."  Number 15 for us.  3 

    [Worthington Exhibit No. 4 4 

    was marked for identification.] 5 

  6 

Q Do you recognize this document?  7 

A I've never seen this document in the form it is now.  8 

Q Do you see on page 1, 60.1, at the top of the page, "To:  Climate Attribution Scientist.  9 

From Roger Worthington, Esq."?  10 

A Absolutely.  That's my document.  11 

Q But you've never seen it?  12 

A No, in this form with --  13 

Q With the edits?  14 

A With the commentary.  Those are on page 60.3.  15 

Q Did you provide Mr. -- or Dr. Wehner -- with this document?  16 

A Yes.  17 

Q Why did you do that?  18 

A This was in April of 2023, and I was educating myself on attribution science, and in doing 19 

so I was seeking opinions from experts who had published on the subject matter.  And as part of 20 

that effort, I was putting together in my mind the basis for -- the scientific basis for attributing the 21 

Pacific Northwest Heat Dome to carbon pollution.   22 

And as you see, there's citations to multiple articles that had already been published.  For 23 

example, on page 60.3, there's the Bartusek article, and there is the Philip article, the White article.  24 

All of those articles dealt directly with the heat dome and the attribution of those severe events to 25 
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atmospheric concentrations of carbon dioxide and greenhouse gases.   1 

And so Philip, we talked about Philip earlier, that's the article that prompted me to reach out 2 

to him to seek education that resulted in Michael Wehner responding with the causal chain 3 

document.  4 

Q Did you personally prepare this document?  Did you author it?   5 

A Yes.  6 

Q Did anyone assist in authoring it?  Did you hire any outside help?  7 

A No, I did that myself.  8 

Q You did all this yourself?  9 

A Yeah.  10 

Q And then so when you gave this to Dr. Wehner, what were you -- were you expecting 11 

him to go through?  Were you asking for his edits?  Is this what this is, these comments on 60.3?  12 

Is this what you expected him to do?  13 

A I didn't really expect that he would -- again, he was someone I had just been introduced 14 

to.  15 

Q Okay.   16 

A I didn't expect him to do anything.  I was hoping that he would help educate me.  17 

Q On page 60.6 of the same exhibit, there's several questions that are embedded in these 18 

paragraphs, and then there are answers that are also embedded in the paragraph. 19 

Who is asking those questions?  20 

A On 60.6?   21 

Q Yes, sir.   22 

A Okay.  For example, "Is there a methodology generally accepted by the scientific 23 

community for attributing extreme heat events to anthropogenic climate change?"  All those 24 

questions were posed by me.  25 
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Q And who answered them?  1 

A I would assume the answer is from Michael, Michael Wehner.  2 

Q And is that just -- instead of going through every single question here, is that consistent 3 

throughout?  Every question that's asked in this document was asked by you, and every answer is 4 

answered by Mr. Wehner -- Dr. Wehner.  Is that correct?  There's several pages, but take your 5 

time.   6 

A Yeah, I have not -- it's been a long time since I looked at this.  This is from April of 2023.  7 

Q Did you cite this document in any of your petitions or filings for the Multnomah case?  8 

A No.  Well, I mean -- wait a minute.  Let me just backtrack on that.  9 

Q Okay.  Yeah, take your time.   10 

A Our complaint is over 200 pages, and we assert a number of facts, and we attribute a lot 11 

of our theories and concepts to published articles.  So I can almost assure you that we did -- when I 12 

say "we," Multnomah County did cite to the published peer-reviewed articles by Bartusek, Philip, 13 

White, and others.   14 

And we did make assertions regarding the levels of emissions from particular defendants we 15 

sued, and we did cite to the IPCC a number of times, and we did cite to the increase in global mean 16 

surface temperature a number of times.  We did assert economic damages.  All of the quotations 17 

on page 60.5 are attributed to the IPCC AR6.  I'm sure that we cited to those in our complaint.   18 

On the substantial factor test, I believe we asserted language in our complaint that laid out 19 

the elements of causation for each of the four claims we allege:  public nuisance, negligent 20 

marketing, fraud/conspiracy, and trespass.   21 

We did cite to the Multnomah County charter in terms of its responsibilities for the health, 22 

safety, and welfare of its residents, including protection of assets and infrastructure.  23 

Q Was Dr. Wehner paid for his work on this, on exhibit 4?  24 

A Well, just so you know, I could go through the entire document. 25 
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Mr. Herman.  Yeah, that's not what he asked.  You don't have to. 1 

 2 

Q Yeah, that's okay.   3 

A I'm sorry.  4 

Q Did Dr. Wehner receive any income from you for his participation on this exhibit --  5 

A No.  6 

Q -- exhibit 4?  No.   7 

Did you offer to pay him for this?  8 

A I offered him a role as a consultant.  9 

Q For this specific document?  10 

A No, for future.   11 

When I first talked to Michael Wehner, we had not filed a lawsuit.  It wasn't until June 22nd 12 

or 21st of 2023 that we actually filed the lawsuit.  At that point, he would have been a consultant. 13 

But I did offer him a chance to become a consultant on the case and he declined.  And that 14 

was, I think, in June, well before we filed the lawsuit.  15 

Q Okay.16 
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[11:00 a.m.] 1 

 2 

Q Were you aware at the time that you were engaging with Dr. Wehner that he was 3 

affiliated with ELI?   4 

A No.  5 

Q Did you ever become aware of Dr. Wehner's affiliation with ELI?  6 

A I'm not sure there is an affiliation.  I don't know -- I don't know that to be true.  7 

Q Okay.   8 

A All I do know is that this cause of change was posted by ELI on their website.  9 

Q Okay.  And did Dr. Wehner ever inform you that the Lawrence Berkeley National 10 

Laboratory attorney wanted to speak to him about the -- his ELI piece, his module?  11 

A There was an email from him about talking to lawyers.  I don't know who they worked 12 

for or who they were.  13 

Q Did you ever discuss with Dr. Wehner his role with training judges?  14 

A No.  15 

Q Did you ever become aware that Dr. Wehner had a role in training judges?  16 

A Well, I guess I've learned from, you know, the date that Chevron filed this motion 17 

against me that there was this accusation about some involvement by Dr. Wehner and the ELI, but I 18 

don't know the details.  I don't know what the transactions were.  I don't know what his role was.  19 

I don't know if he was paid or not.  I don't know.  20 

Q To use your words, have you ever discussed with Dr. Wehner the accusations that 21 

Chevron made regarding his involvement with ELI?  22 

A No. 23 

  What was your last -- or I'm sorry.  That's not right.  I'm a little lost here.   24 

  Right here on Page 18.   25 
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 1 

Q Have you ever suggested any topics that Mr. Wehner should train judges on?  2 

A No.  3 

Q Did you suggest that he should include any of your work in any of his papers that he's 4 

written to provide ELI or CJP, maybe, your cases or exhibit?  5 

A That would be like a novice budding scientist trying to tell Einstein the theory of 6 

relativity.  No, I different make any suggestions to him on the cause of chain.  7 

Q Did Dr. Wehner ever elicit information from you regarding judicial training topics?  8 

A Negative.  9 

Q Have you produced all documents and communications between or among you, 10 

Worthington & Caron, P.C., including all firm employees regardless of whether acting in official or 11 

personal capacity and Michael Wehner?  12 

A We provided everything responsive to the letters that you wrote myself and my 13 

attorney.  14 

Q When you communicated with Dr. Wehner, did you -- you said that you used email 15 

generally?  16 

A Correct.  17 

Q Which email address did you generally use?  Was it through the law firm?  18 

A Correct.  19 

Q Did you use any other email addresses when communicating with him?  20 

A I might.  I might have.  I have at least three emails, Indie Hops, Worthy Brewing, and 21 

my law firm. 22 

  All right.  Are you ready to move on?   23 

Go ahead. 24 

 25 
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Q So what can you tell us about the lawsuit county Multnomah v. ExxonMobil 1 

Corporation?  2 

A Can you be more specific.  3 

Q Yeah.  What was a -- what causes of actions?  What were the facts behind the case?  4 

Let's start with that.   5 

A Well, it's a 200-plus page complaint, and the facts are that in June of 2021, the 6 

temperature in Portland, Oregon spiked about 40 degrees Fahrenheit above the normal mean high, 7 

resulted in temperatures at around 116 degrees Fahrenheit for about 3, 4 days in certain parts of the 8 

city the temperature soared to 125 degrees Fahrenheit, and the town literally baked.  And as a 9 

result of extreme weather that at least 69 folks in Multnomah county perished.  And that Pacific 10 

Northwest heat dome went all the way up into Canada and it resulted in the deaths of hundreds of 11 

humans. 12 

That prompted a search for whether the heat dome was exacerbated, intensified by climate 13 

change.  And the lawsuit alleges that there was a connection that that event would not have 14 

happened as it did, how it did, but for the deception by the fossil fuel industry and promoting a 15 

product, the use of which would result in carbon pollution at a level that eventually would super heat 16 

the planet, and increase the likelihood and severity of these extreme events like heat, like wildfire, 17 

which generates wildfire smoke which is extremely dangerous to human health, as well as droughts.   18 

So based on a number of facts that we alleged in our complaint, we brought four causes of 19 

actions under common law tort theories in the State of Oregon which include public nuisance, 20 

trespass, negligent marketing, and conspiracy/fraud, and we sought damages.  When I say we, 21 

Multnomah county has sought damages for past harms, present, and then future harms that require 22 

the county to take proactive measures to basically weatherproof the county, to bring the 23 

temperature down in order to save lives, and to protect infrastructure and property.  24 

Q How did you come about being retained for the county?  This is -- you generally do 25 
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asbestos?  1 

A Yeah.  2 

Q This.  And now you have a gigantic climate change lawsuit.  How did that come 3 

about?  4 

A The county contacted me.  One of the attorneys for the Multnomah County contacted 5 

me and asked me if I was interested in pursuing the case.  6 

Q Do you know why they contacted you specifically?  Again, you know, just --  7 

A Me in particular?   8 

Q Yeah.  Like in the past you doing asbestos cases, and now this -- there's a large, 9 

possibly giant damages, why would they choose an asbestos lawyer to handle these climate change 10 

law -- climate change lawsuit instead of, maybe, someone that's had several climate change lawsuits 11 

under their belt?   12 

I don't mean any offense.  Do you understand my question?  You know, if I'm doing 13 

criminal law for 20 years and, you know, you're not going to come to me for a family law, like a 14 

divorce case.  You're probably going to go to someone that has a little history in family law.  So I'm 15 

just curious why the county would choose you if you never really played ball in that field before.  16 

A I'd have to defer to the county, but I think they wanted an attorney who could build a 17 

team of very serious and competent trial lawyers who could examine the question and offer a 18 

solution.  19 

Q You don't know if you were referred by somebody who were in the organization?  20 

A The only possible connection that I could think of is at University of Oregon there was a 21 

law professor who has taken a keen interest in which he calls it oil spill in the sky, carbon pollution, 22 

and remedies to reduce emissions and carbon pollution.  And I -- because I appreciated her 23 

scholarship, I did provide a grant to the University of Oregon Law School to help her write a series of 24 

articles about climate change.  And her name is Mary Wood.  25 
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Q And so you think possibly Mary Wood may have referred you to the county?  1 

A She might have suggested to the county that Worthington is a lawyer, and Worthington 2 

is an Oregonian, and Worthington is concerned.  3 

Q What's her connection to the county?  Why would they -- why would she have their 4 

ear?  5 

A She's a well-known professor.  6 

Q Okay.  Okay.  Has there -- has there been any, like, referral fee for this case at all?  7 

A No.   8 

Q No?  9 

A No, no, no.   10 

Q Did you provide those donations before or after you were retained by the county?  11 

A Oh, yeah.  I made a grant to the University of Oregon Law School well, well before 12 

pursuing this climate case.  13 

Q Okay.  So who is the judge that presided over the case, or is presiding over the case?  14 

A In Multnomah County?   15 

Q Yes, sir.  16 

A The original judge was Benjamin Souede, Souede.  It's S-o-u-e-d-e?  17 

Q Was this the first time before Judge Souede?  18 

A Correct.  19 

Q Have you had any other cases after?  20 

A No.  21 

Q Present?  22 

A Negative.  23 

Q Did you conduct judicial research on Judge Souede?  24 

A Did I look at his biography?   25 
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Q Yeah, bio maybe, past verdicts, how he's --  1 

A Sure.  2 

Q Were you provided any analysis or information of any kind related to Judge Souede by 3 

third party or a third person?  4 

A No.  5 

Q No.  So you and your team conducted all the research yourself?  6 

A That's correct.  7 

Q Okay.  And you didn't obviously pay a third party to conduct any research for the case 8 

or for -- on the Judge?  9 

A Correct.  10 

Q Are you -- you're co-counsel for the Multnomah case, correct?  11 

A Correct.  12 

Q Is there another law firm on --  13 

A There are several law firms.  14 

Q For the Plaintiffs?  15 

A For the Plaintiff, yes.  16 

Q Who are they?  17 

A Simon Greenstone and Panatier is one.  Law office of Richard Schecter, S-c-h-e-c-t-e-r; 18 

the firm the Reich Binstock.  That's R-e-i-c-h Binstock.  Law Office of Jim Coon, C-o-o-n, and then 19 

lawyer Tim Williams whose law firm is Dwyer Williams and something.  I can't remember.  20 

Q Okay.  Who was retained first?  Were you all retained at the same time?  Were any 21 

of these attorneys on the case before you were brought in? 22 

A Nope.  No.  23 

Q Just all at the same time?  24 

A Yeah.  25 
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Q Have you worked with any of these attorneys before in these law firms?  1 

A Yes.  2 

Q On asbestos cases and toxic tort stuff?  3 

A Yes, sir. 4 

Q Okay.  So what --  5 

  Okay.  Yeah.  We'll take a break. 6 

[Recess.]  7 

 8 

Q Good morning, Mr. Worthington.  Thank you for traveling from across the country to 9 

be here today and answer our questions.  My name is   I'm an oversight counsel with 10 

the minority staff, and I'm joined today by my colleague, our chief counsel,   I'll do my 11 

best not to be overly repetitive, but I may ask you to repeat a few things here and there as I try to get 12 

a clear record.  So I appreciate your patience.   13 

In the prior hour, you spoke a lot about how you came to meet Dr. Wehner, speak with him 14 

about the science as you did your due diligence, pre-suit work, to understand the attribute in science 15 

there.  Was he the only scientist you spoke to in the course of your representation of Multnomah 16 

County?   17 

A No.  18 

Q How many other scientists were you communicating with regarding the litigation, or 19 

were you trying to educate yourself on the relevant science?  20 

A I don't have an exact number, many, multiple.  21 

Q More than five?  22 

A Yes.  23 

Q Maybe a dozen?  24 

A Possibly, yeah.  25 
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Q Okay.  But several others?  Dr. Wehner was certainly not the only scientist you had 1 

reached out to educate yourself?  2 

A That's true.  3 

Q And were you communicating with these other scientists whether the five, ten, however 4 

many, the multiple scientists, for the same reason you had reached out to Dr. Wehner?  5 

A True.  6 

Q Were you able to connect with any of them and discuss the scientific basis of your case 7 

with them.  Did you connect with these other scientists?  8 

A Yes, I did.  9 

Q And what did you discuss with them?  10 

A We discussed the discipline of detection and attribution science which is a growing 11 

discipline.  And the scientists I spoke to were respected scholars in that field who had published 12 

extensively on climate attribution science, and because of their scholarship and their respect in the 13 

community, I found it worthwhile to reach out to them in order to learn what I needed to learn as an 14 

attorney representing Multnomah County with the burden of proof to show that the deception 15 

leading to the emissions made certain extreme weather events more likely, more intense, and would 16 

last longer.  So all of those -- any expert I spoke to would address issues relating to the causation of 17 

extreme events in the State of Oregon.  18 

Q So your outreach to Dr. Wehner and your conversations with him were substantively 19 

similar to your conversations and outreach to all these other scientists?  20 

A Yeah.  And just not to quibble, but outreach, I mean, he contacted me.  I didn't really 21 

reach out to him until Dr. Philip suggested that he reach out to me, which he did, which then spurned 22 

a very healthy and robust dialogue with Dr. Wehner.  23 

Q Understood.  But any conversations with these other scientists, whoever did the initial 24 

outreach, would have been substantively somewhat similar to your conversations with Dr. Wehner?  25 
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A Yes.  1 

Q So I understand that this might be your first climate change-related lawsuit, but you've 2 

had many years in practice, correct?  3 

A True.  4 

Q How many years have you been a practicing attorney?  5 

A Well, I used to have hair on my head.  Now I started in 1988, so --  6 

Q And how many trials have you argued?  7 

A Well, I haven't been directly involved in the actual argument to juries.  I've been -- I 8 

work with other law firms who do the bulk of the trial work.  9 

Q How many case -- how many trials have you worked on?  10 

A Hundreds.  11 

Q Hundreds?   12 

A Yeah.  13 

Q What are some of the highlights of your career there?  What are some of the other 14 

major trials that you worked on?  15 

A Well, I'm very honored and privileged to represent some of the greatest Americans who 16 

helped build this country and our Navy who are exposed to asbestos, and who then develop 17 

mesothelioma and lung cancer.  So it's hard to pick out any particular clients that I had that really 18 

touched me, but I can -- if you really want to hear, I could tell you some stories that will make you 19 

cry.   20 

But like I said, it's been an honor and a privilege.  I've always said that asbestos does not 21 

respect the color of the collar (ph).  I've represented judges.  I've represented accountants, 22 

athletes, schoolteachers who were poisoned by asbestos and developed tumors, and all worthy, 23 

wonderful humans whose life was cut short by the reckless misconduct of companies that knew the 24 

product was dangerous, didn't tell anything, suppressed that knowledge, and allowed consumers and 25 
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bystanders to be exposed to a deadly toxin.   1 

So it's a -- it's been a privilege for me to help those people get the compensation they 2 

deserve, and hold the tortfeasors responsible.  It's been a good run.  I thank my lucky stars for 3 

being able to be in a position where I could help people with that disease.   4 

  Are there similarities between asbestos litigation and the climate change litigation 5 

that you're engaged in now?   6 

The Witness.  Well, I think the answer is yes, but I don't really know exactly because we have 7 

not yet been allowed to engage in discovery in our case.  It is my hunch that the answer is yes, 8 

because there has -- in the asbestos world, there were incidents where the companies did doctor 9 

scientific and medical information, and they paid for research that would help serve their corporate 10 

interest that were false.  In fact, most business ethics courses in college talks about the asbestos 11 

experience as exactly what you don't do with the company.  You don't knowingly hide the truth.  12 

You don't suppress important knowledge that consumers need to know.   13 

I think in the case of the climate change we already see evidence that the scientists for the 14 

fossil fuel companies knew exactly that their product would emit carbon, that would concentrate, 15 

that would super heat the planet, and lead to the disasters that we're experiencing now.  So I think 16 

there is a lot of analogy between my experience in the asbestos litigation with what we think will 17 

happen with the climate change litigation.   18 

 19 

Q So based on your decades of experience as a litigator including in these asbestos cases, 20 

is it common to speak with subject-matter experts when you're pursuing litigation where expert 21 

opinions will be required?  Is this -- is it a common practice, whether in asbestos cases, or climate 22 

change cases, or any kind of case where there is this a scientific basis underlying any potential claims, 23 

for you to speak with subject matter experts to educate yourself?  24 

A Absolutely.  25 
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Q And why is that?  Why absolutely?  What purpose does that serve?  1 

A Causation.  There's a lot of things that cause cancer.  How am I able to carry my 2 

burden of proof with the jury that it was this asbestos exposed over this period of time by this 3 

particular plaintiff that resulted in this type of tumor?  You need to have verifiable, reliable, 4 

trustworthy scientific expertise to carry that burden of proof, with published peer review literature to 5 

support the contention that these fibers caused this disease.  6 

Q So you spoke to subject matter experts in those asbestos cases as part of your pre-suit 7 

due diligence which through the course of the different litigation?  8 

A Absolutely.  9 

Q And you did the same with this climate change case in Multnomah County?  10 

A Even more so.  11 

Q And you said earlier that you spoke to Dr. Wehner and I assume these other scientist as 12 

part of your pre-suit due diligence obligations.  Is that right?  13 

A That's correct.  14 

Q How was it a due diligence obligation to speak to these scientists?  15 

A The science of climate change is highly technical, highly complex, and in order to pursue 16 

a case, you have to know that there is a nexus between the damages and the conduct.  And in order 17 

to answer that question, you need to talk to the experts who publish on the subject matter who 18 

address the particular -- in this case, there were at least six published articles, peer review, that 19 

attributed the Pacific Northwest heat dome to anthropogenic climate change.  That's a pretty good 20 

foundation to bring a civil claim.  21 

Q And would you consider speaking to subject matter experts in this way to be a routine 22 

part of litigation of this kind where there is a scientific underpinning to the claims that you're 23 

bringing?  24 

A If you want to win, yes.  25 
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Q In the prior hour my colleagues introduced exhibit 4.  It seemed to be a memorandum 1 

that you sent to Dr. Wehner for his thoughts on it or for -- to answer some questions.  Is this kind of 2 

memorandum also something you would routinely do ahead of litigation to prepare yourself and 3 

understand the science that underpins your claims?  If that's unclear I could ask it differently.   4 

A Well, it's -- in an asbestos case, I'm going to need to show causation.  I'm going to need 5 

to show that the tumor my client has is connected to exposure.  And so generally, I would not 6 

pursue the case without first making sure I had experts lined up in advance to help me carry my 7 

burden of proof.  So in that sense, they're a little bit similar.   8 

But asbestos litigation is very, very mature.  I mean, it began in the late 1960s.  So do I 9 

actually prepare a memo to every expert before I file a mesothelioma case, no.  The literature is so 10 

strong, the connection is so solid, I don't need to do that.   11 

But with climate, since it's all so new, of course, to bring a big case like this against very 12 

serious defendants you're going to need to know the science is on your side.  13 

Q But you wrote -- oh, I'm sorry.  Excuse me.   14 

A So in my effort to understand the science, I did prepare this memo, and I sought help 15 

from experts in trying to answer these questions.  16 

Q As part of your due diligence operations ahead of the lawsuit?  17 

A Absolutely.  18 

Q Sir, I'd like to turn to Dr. Wehner sending you the prepublication draft of the module 19 

which you talked about extensively in the prior hour.  To confirm, you originally reached out to Dr. 20 

Philip and he put you in connection with Dr. Wehner, correct?  21 

A Correct.  22 

Q When Dr. Wehner reached out to you, did he identify himself as being part of the 23 

Environmental Law Institute?  24 

A No.  25 
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Q And prior to your communications with Dr. Wehner, you testified that you were not 1 

aware of the Environmental Law Institute, correct?  2 

A That's true.  3 

Q In fact, I'll introduce for the record an email between you and Dr. Wehner from May 4 

31st to June 1st, 2023.  Our intern will pass that out.  Give him a moment to get that together.  5 

This will be exhibit 5.  6 

    [Worthington Exhibit No. 5 7 

    was marked for identification.] 8 

 9 

Q I'll give you a moment to review that email.  So in the email referring to this 10 

prepublication draft of the module, Dr. Wehner referred to the Environmental Law Institute as, 11 

quote, "ELI," end quote.  And according to this email you didn't recognize the institute by its 12 

common abbreviation and had to ask Mr. Wehner what ELI was.  Am I understanding this exchange 13 

correctly that you didn't know ELI stood for Environmental Law Institute?  14 

A That's correct.  15 

Q So you weren't familiar with the Environmental Law Institute at the time of this email 16 

exchange?  17 

A That's correct.  18 

Q To the best of your recollection, you have never heard of ELI before you connected with 19 

Dr. Wehner, correct?   20 

A That's correct.  21 

Q Were you involved in the decision to develop this training module?  22 

A No.  23 

Q Did you have any input or influence on the content of the training module?  24 

A No.  25 
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Q Do you have any knowledge that Dr. Wehner created this training module in order to 1 

influence the litigation in Oregon?  2 

A No.  3 

Q To the best of your understanding why was this training module developed?  4 

A Well, in retrospect looking back at who the ELI is and what they do, apparently it's a 5 

non-profit.  It goes back to 1968 whose role is to help the judiciary understand complex, 6 

environmental, scientific issues.  And so I could just assume that Dr. Wehner was providing scientific 7 

background information on a very technical topic for judges and any other policy maker to review to 8 

understand climate change.  9 

Q And after you received the prepublication draft, did you communicate with Dr. Wehner 10 

or any of the articles reviewers about changes that needed to be made to the training module?  11 

A No, none whatsoever.  12 

Q As my colleagues pointed out in the previous hour, the prepublication drafts contains 13 

comments suggesting edits.  You testified you did not make these comments, correct?  14 

A That is correct.  15 

Q And none of the employee of your office made those comments, correct?  16 

A That's correct.  17 

Q Would you, at the time, considered yourself qualified to even make such comments on a 18 

draft of a scientific training module?  19 

A No.  20 

Q And you testified that you did not offer Dr. Wehner your thoughts or opinions about the 21 

comments of the prepublication draft, correct?  22 

A That's correct.  23 

Q Did you dictate what scientific conclusion should be drawn within the training module?  24 

A Negative.  25 
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Q Did you fund any part of the creation of the training module?  1 

A Nope.  2 

Q Did you oversee any aspect of creating this training module?  3 

A Nope.  4 

Q Did you have any influence over the creation or content of the module?  5 

A Nope.  6 

Q In fact, the training module was developed and prepared before you became aware of 7 

it, correct?  8 

A That's true.  9 

Q Did you send this training module to any judges to influence how they should rule on a 10 

case?  11 

A No.  12 

Q Did you suggest to Dr. Wehner, or anyone else at ELI, or its Climate Judiciary Project that 13 

they should use this module to train the judge who presided over your case, whether that was Judge 14 

Souede or otherwise?  15 

A No.  16 

Q Has there been any allegation that a judge presiding over your case took place in an ELI 17 

trainings to the best of your knowledge?  18 

A Not to the best of my knowledge.  19 

Q So I want to take a step back from the module and your communications with Dr. 20 

Wehner and discuss your general relationship with the Environmental Law Institute and its Climate 21 

Judiciary Project.  I'll refer to it as ELI and CJP.  How would you describe your connection to ELI?  22 

A Doesn't exist.  23 

Q Do you work with ELI researchers to discuss which research topics should be explored?  24 

A I don't know who the ELI researchers are other than Michael Wehner, and I think I've 25 
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exhausted my knowledge of my communications with him today.  1 

Q And I believe you've already testified to this, but for the record, you've never funded an 2 

ELI or CJP training event, material creation, or any other event or program, correct?  3 

A That's true.  4 

Q And you've never spoken at an ELI-sponsored training or event, correct?  5 

A That's true.  6 

Q And you never authored or edited a training module for ELI or CJP, correct?  7 

A That's true.  8 

Q To the best of your knowledge, have you ever attended an ELI fundraiser?  9 

A Nope.  10 

Q Do you hold a seat on the board of ELI?  11 

A No, I don't.   12 

Q Does anyone in your law firm?  13 

A No.  14 

Q So I'll turn to the motion that defense counsel in the Multnomah County litigation filed 15 

when they found the prepublication draft on your website that we discussed earlier.  They accused 16 

you of perpetrating a fraud on the court; is that correct?  17 

A Yes.  18 

Q And how long after you posted the draft module to your website did defense counsel 19 

file this motion approximately?  20 

A Two years.  21 

Q And through their motion what information did defense counsel seek to obtain?  22 

A They wanted to take my deposition so -- for a number of reasons, part theater, part 23 

substantive.  The State of Oregon, our rules of civil procedure prevent the disclosure and the 24 

identity of experts and the reports, so by using the Anti-SLAPP statute and abusing the Anti-SLAPP 25 
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statue statute the defendants were able to force us to disclose experts and the reports, and that 1 

opened the door for them to challenge admissibility and credibility.  And so, they were able to 2 

circumvent the rules of civil procedure to find out more about our strategy and who our experts 3 

were.  And I don't know if I'm answering your question now at this point.  4 

Q Yeah.  But to confirm, their motion was denied, correct?  5 

A The motion was denied.  6 

Q In your response letter to the majority dated January 28th, 2026, sent by your attorney, 7 

your attorney wrote that, quote, Furthermore, Chevron, a defendant in the pending 8 

litigation -- excuse me, pending action in Multnomah County filed a motion to strike on 9 

September 12th, 2025 seeking the same information sought by this committee and the court denied 10 

same.  What information is the committee seeking that overlapped, or may have overlapped, with 11 

information sought by Chevron in the motion we just discussed?  12 

A To my knowledge, this committee is seeking the same information that Chevron sought 13 

when they filed their motion to my civil lawsuit.  14 

Q And could this congressional investigation, including seeking information defense 15 

counsel apparently tried and failed to obtain, interfere with the ongoing litigation?  16 

A Yes.  I mean, certainly if they were wanting to conduct an inquiry into how I -- we 17 

intend to prove our case, and which experts we use, and what our strategy is, that would completely 18 

undermine the authority we have as counsel to keep our confident -- keep our strategy confidential 19 

and pursue our case.  20 

Q In your response to Chevron's motion accusing you of fraud, it reads on page 12, "that 21 

even more puzzling is why defense counsel find a motion citing serious concerns about the neutrality 22 

of ELI, which Chevron's counsel failed to disclose and highlight for the court is that some of Chevron's 23 

counsel, along with counsel representing other defendants in the litigation, or at this very moment, 24 

helping fund ELI," end quote.   25 
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What specifically did your opposition disclose to the court that Chevron's own attorneys failed 1 

to disclose about their ties to ELI?   2 

A What -- I'm sorry.  I don't understand that last part.  3 

Q So what did you highlight for the court --  4 

A Oh.  5 

Q -- about Chevron's attorneys ties to ELI that they have not disclosed themselves?  6 

A Well, when we got the motion, we've -- again, having no knowledge of what the ELI was 7 

and what their objectives or what, we did our research and discovered that the ELI served many 8 

functions, but more interestingly, in, you know -- from my point of view, what's wrong, even 9 

theoretically, if I did belong to the ELI, so what?  Why is that somehow seditious, if you will, or 10 

wrong.   11 

And we -- we discovered that the law firms representing the fossil fuel companies in our case, 12 

many of them had made substantial donations to the ELI, and that a couple of the defendants 13 

actually served on the board of directors for the ELI, so we were puzzled.   14 

Even if I was a member of the ELI, a card-carrying member of the ELI, why is that somehow 15 

evidence of some nefarious collusion with that -- between that entity and Federal judges.  So we 16 

were -- you know, we were ourselves gobsmacked and flabbergasted to learn that the very 17 

defendants, like Chevron who bringing this motion had had speakers -- had lawyers speak at ELI 18 

symposia.  They had made substantial -- their law firms had made substantial donations to the ELI, 19 

and that also they were fossil fuel defendants who served on the board of directors.  20 

Q Would you say that someone who serves on the board of ELI makes or had some degree 21 

of control or influence over ELI?  22 

A Absolutely.  23 

Q Would you say that defense counsel is doing exactly what they accused climate groups 24 

of doing?  25 
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A 100 percent.  1 

Q And I'd like to introduce three documents for the record.  I don't have a lot of extra 2 

copies, but I'm happy to print some for you if you'd like a copy.  3 

    [Worthington Exhibits Nos. 6,7 and 8  4 

    were marked for identification.] 5 

 6 

Q The first is the 2019 annual report of the Environmental Law Institute; the second is the 7 

2020 annual report of the Environmental Law Institute; and the third is the 2021 annual report of the 8 

Environmental Law Institute. 9 

On page 18 of the 2019 report, quote, Chevron corporation, end quote, is listed under 10 

foundation and corporate support.  In the 2020 annual report on page 21, Chevron is listed under 11 

the corporate members; and on the 2021 annual report on page 21, Chevron is listed under the 12 

corporate members.  And these are all public annual reports that are available online. 13 

Were you aware that Chevron itself funded ELI as a corporate sponsor or a corporate 14 

member?   15 

A After we received their motion, we discovered the connection between Chevron and the 16 

ELI, as well as other law firms representing defendants in our case.  17 

Q And you, yourself, have never funded ELI, correct? 18 

A Correct.  Yeah, I could go through this list.  It's amazing to me.  This is the first time 19 

I've ever seen this.  Virtually every defendant in our case is represented by a law firm who 20 

contributed, at least 2019 at the award dinner, these are star sponsors of the ELI, corporate partner, 21 

Chevron corporation.  22 

Q All right.  Well, we can go off the record.  That's all I have for now.   23 

[Discussion off the record.] 24 

 25 
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Q Okay.  So back to the Multnomah case where I left off on my last hour, we were 1 

discussing who you hired, or how you were hired, who you spoke with to be hired and all of that.  2 

While you were representing the county, who's your main of contact -- your point -- your main 3 

point -- I'm sorry.  Your main point of contact throughout the case?  4 

A The county attorney.  5 

Q And who's the county attorney?  6 

A Jenny Madkour.  7 

Q I'm sorry.  What's --  8 

A Madkour.   9 

Q Adkour. 10 

A Mad -- M-a-d-k-o-u-r.  11 

Q Did you have a relationship with her prior to being retained?  12 

A No.  13 

Q And when did you first meet Jenny Madkour?  14 

A I'd have to look at my notes, but early 2023.  15 

Q Okay.  And how were you introduced?  16 

A I don't -- I mean, I met her at the office building in Portland, Oregon, the county office 17 

building.  She invited me to come in and talk.  18 

Q Okay.  And how were you connected with her?  Did someone specifically introduce 19 

y'all?  20 

A There was an attorney for the county, her name is Courtney Lords, L-o-r-d-s, who 21 

introduced me, who invited me to the Multnomah County building in Portland, Oregon where I met 22 

Jenny and the other members of the county.  23 

Q And how do you know Courtney?  24 

A Courtney reached out to me as the first representative of the county interested in 25 
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finding lawyers who would be interested in representing the county in a climate accountability 1 

lawsuit.  2 

Q Okay.  Are you familiar with the name Kristie Ebi, E-b-i?  3 

A Yes.  4 

Q You are?  How are you familiar with her?  5 

A She's published on -- she's an epidemiologist, I believe, at the University of Washington, 6 

who published on the connection especially between particulate matter from wildfire smoke and 7 

increased incidents of mortality and health problems.  8 

Q I'm going to show you an email between Ms. Ebi and some of the authors, Dr. Philip and 9 

Dr. Burger.  10 

    [Worthington Exhibit No. 9 11 

    was marked for identification.]  12 

  We're on exhibit 9?   13 

  Yes, this will be exhibit 9.  Thanks. 14 

   15 

Q So this email was sent by Ms. Ebi on March 16th.  It looks like she sent to a good 16 

number of people, but it's on page 3.1 of the exhibit is where I'm looking.  She said to the team for 17 

the heat dome attribution article, "I spoke with an attorney.  This is a growing area of litigation and 18 

put him in contact with other attorneys with the same goal."  Did Ms. Ebi put you in contact with 19 

any -- with any attorneys?  20 

A Not to my knowledge.  21 

Q In the last hour our colleagues showed you what was exhibit, I believe, 5, an email from 22 

Mr. Wehner or Dr. Wehner when you said it was the first time you've learned of ELI.  I want to show 23 

you an exhibit -- or exhibit 10, an email from March 16th.  It's an email between you and Mr. 24 

Wehner regarding the heat dome attribution.  25 
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    [Worthington Exhibit No. 10 1 

    was marked for identification.] 2 

   3 

Q Have you had a chance to review?  Do you remember this email from Mr. Wehner?  It 4 

looks like on March 16th he says, "Roger et al.  You may find this draft module on attribution of 5 

climate change useful.  It was prepared by" -- "it was prepared for the Environmental Law Institute.  6 

I have not received a final version or comments back from them yet, Michael."  Is this when you 7 

first received the chapter prepared by Mr. Wehner?   8 

A I don't see where it's on there.   9 

Mr. Herman.  Yeah, I think you gave him the wrong one. 10 

  I need 26.1. 11 

The Witness.  Okay.  Got it. 12 

Mr. Herman.  Thank you. 13 

  Thank you. 14 

 15 

Q Okay.  So you've had -- have you had a chance to review?  16 

A Yes.  17 

Q Is this the first time that you received the chapter, the climate chapter, from Mr. 18 

Wehner?  19 

A Right.  As I've testified, on March 16.  20 

Q Right.  Correct.  Yeah, but I just wanted to clarify that said in this also would be the 21 

first time that you've learned of Environmental Law Institute?  22 

A The first time that I -- the words Environmental Law Institute came across the monitor 23 

on my screen.   24 

Q Okay. 25 
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A Didn't really register in my head.   1 

Q Okay.  So it looks like you received the chapter on March 16.  At what point did you 2 

post the chapter on your law firm website?  3 

A I don't remember exactly when.  4 

Q Was it before you filed the lawsuit on behalf of the county, Multnomah County?  5 

A Multnomah.  6 

Q Multnomah County.  Thank you.   7 

A It's almost like -- I don't want to guess, but it was -- I don't know.  It was either right 8 

before or right after.  I don't remember.  9 

Q Right before or right after you filed?  So around that timeframe?  10 

A Yeah.   11 

Q Okay.  12 

A It was -- I do remember just roughly that Chevron's motion was about two years after 13 

we posted the module and a bunch of other articles about climate change on our website.  14 

Q You filed the initial pleading in June, 2023, correct?  15 

A That's right.  16 

Q Okay.  So were you -- did anyone ask you or request that you post the chapter on your 17 

website, any third party?  18 

A No, I feel like it's my obligation --  19 

Q Okay. 20 

A -- as an officer of the court to educate the people.  21 

Q Got it.  So when did you take though the article or the chapter off of your website?  22 

A I don't know exact date.  Sometime after Chevron filed their motion we just said -- we 23 

just took it off our website.  24 

Q Is there a reason just because they filed the motion or is there -- was there some other 25 
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reason that obligation no longer existed, or --   1 

A Well, we just felt like it was the appropriate thing to do because this issue had become 2 

contentious, the subject of litigation, and I made the decision at this point just to remove that from 3 

my website.  4 

Q Okay.  There was -- was there any third party that requested you to remove it from the 5 

website?  6 

A No.  7 

Q The court didn't request you?  It was strictly on your own doing, your own volition?  8 

A [No verbal response.]   9 

Q Okay.  And then just to -- all right.  So the -- did you have two prepublished versions 10 

of an April 20 -- April 2025 nature article titled, Carbon Majors and the Scientific Case for Climate 11 

Liability on your website?  12 

A Did I have two?   13 

Q Yeah, prepublished versions.  So the same article, but two different versions, 14 

prepublished?  15 

A Can you show me a copy of the article?  Who is it by?   16 

Q By Benjamin Franta?  17 

A I don't recall ever posting any prepublication article from Dr. Ben Franta.  18 

Q Okay.   19 

A I posted an affidavit that he provided in response to defendant's anti-strap -- Anti-SLAPP 20 

motion to strike, but that was an affidavit that we -- part of the public record.  21 

Q Okay.  Did your -- are you familiar with the heat dome article that was authored 22 

by -- I'm sorry.  Did you author an article titled, Guest -- it was a Guest column:  Did Big Oil cause 23 

the 2021 heat dome?  That was published by The Bulletin?  24 

A Yes.  25 
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Q Yeah.  What can you tell me about that article?  1 

A I wrote it.  2 

Q You wrote it.  What compelled you to write that article?  3 

A Well, a number of reasons.  I -- I'm a human being on a planet that's in -- that's in 4 

turmoil.  That's in trouble.  And we can -- we can exactly pinpoint why we're in trouble and we can 5 

also outline ways to solve this crisis.  So I feel like as an attorney, as a business owner, as a parent, 6 

as a world citizen, it's my obligation to help people understand complex issues and raise awareness 7 

about the existence of a problem, because I speak for a lot of people when I'm concerned about the 8 

climate crisis.  9 

Q In the article, did you refer to the Multnomah County case?  10 

A I don't remember.  You'd have to show me the article.  11 

  This will be exhibit 11.  12 

    [Worthington Exhibit No. 11 13 

    was marked for identification.] 14 

   15 

Q So at the time -- you recognize this article?  16 

A Yes, I do.  17 

Q At the time you published the article were you the lead counsel representing 18 

Multnomah County in the lawsuit, County of Multnomah v. ExxonMobil Corporation?  19 

A Yes.  20 

Q In the article did you disclose that you were lead counsel representing Multnomah 21 

County?  If it helps at the bottom of the -- bottom of the second page, starting with Roger 22 

Worthington owns Worthy Brewing in Bend?  23 

A And Indie Hops in Portland, Oregon.  He served as an attorney for Multnomah County 24 

on the case alluded to in this column, though he said he wrote this as a private citizen.  25 
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Q And then, so when did you make your -- again, I may have asked this earlier, but just 1 

to -- just to get it straight, when was the last contact you had with Mr. Wehner?  2 

A I think I've tried to answer that before.  3 

Q Yeah.  Sorry.   4 

A I think it goes back to June/July of 2023.  I don't recall ever speaking with him again. 5 

Q Okay.  Let me just check through here quickly. 6 
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[12:12 p.m.] 1 

  Do you have anything?   2 

  No.   3 

I think we'll probably go off the record now.  We may have some more questions.  So let us 4 

confer.  But we'll go off the record. 5 

[Discussion off the record.] 6 

  7 

Q Mr. Worthington, in the prior hour you were asked a number of questions about posting 8 

the pre-publication draft of the training module to your website.  Do you recall those questions?  9 

A Yes.  10 

Q You stated that you posted this pre-publication draft because, quote, your "obligation as 11 

an officer of the court is to educate the people," end quote.   12 

Do you often post information like this to your website?  13 

A All the time.  14 

Q Approximately how many articles have you posted to your website?  15 

A Well, in the asbestos world, hundreds -- well, maybe not hundreds, dozens.  And in the 16 

climate sphere, I'd have to look for the answer, but I would say dozens.  17 

Q So it wasn't out of the ordinary for you to post information like this to your website?  18 

A Not at all.  19 

Q And you posted it with the intention of simply educating the public on the issue?  20 

A Exactly.  21 

Q Did you substantively edit this draft module before it was posted to your website?   22 

A No.  23 

Q Do you know or have control over who has access to your public website?   24 

A No, I don't.  25 
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  That's the end of my questioning.  We can go off the record.  Thank you.  1 

[Whereupon, at 12:16 p.m., the deposition was concluded.]2 
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.  Good morning.  This is a transcribed interview of Mr. Paul Hanle.  Chairman 1 

Jordan has requested this interview as part of the committee's oversight of Federal courts and the 2 

adequacy of existing safeguards to prevent improper influence on Federal judges.   3 

Would the witness please state your name for the record?   4 

Mr. Hanle.  Paul Hanle.   5 

.  We encourage witnesses who appear before the committee to freely consult 6 

with counsel if they so choose.  And it's my understanding that you're appearing today with 7 

personal counsel.  Is that correct?   8 

Mr. Hanle.  That's correct, yes.   9 

.  Would counsel please state your name for the record.   10 

Ms. Grooms.  My name is Susanne Grooms.  I'm at Cooley.   11 

Ms. Sawyer.  Heather Sawyer.  I'm at Cooley.   12 

.  On behalf of the committee, I want to thank you for appearing here today to 13 

answer our questions.  The chairman also appreciates your willingness to appear voluntarily.   14 

My name is , and I am with Chairman Jordan's staff.  I'm going to have 15 

everyone from the committee who is here in the room introduce themselves as well.   16 

   with Chairman Jordan's staff. 17 

   with Ranking Member Raskin's staff.   18 

   with Ranking Member Raskin's staff. 19 

   with Ranking Member Raskin's staff.   20 

   with Ranking Member Raskin's staff. 21 

   with Ranking Member Raskin's staff. 22 

   with Ranking Member Jordan's staff.   23 

  , Ranking Member Jordan's staff.   24 

  , Ranking Member Jordan's staff.   25 
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  , Chairman Jordan's staff.   1 

  I'd like to now go over the ground rules and guidelines that we'll follow during 2 

today's interview.   3 

Our questioning will proceed in rounds.  The majority will ask questions first for one hour.  4 

Then the minority will have an opportunity to ask questions for an equal period of time, if they 5 

choose.  We'll alternate back and forth until there are no more questions and the interview is over.   6 

Typically, we take a short break at the end of each hour.  But if you'd like to take a break 7 

apart from that, please just let us know.   8 

As you can see, there's an official court reporter taking down everything we say to make a 9 

written record.  So we ask that you give verbal responses to all questions.  Do you understand 10 

that?   11 

Mr. Hanle.  I do.   12 

.  So the court reporter can take down a clear record, we'll do our best to limit the 13 

number of people directing questions at you during any given hour to just those people on the staff 14 

whose turn it is.   15 

Please try and speak clearly so the court reporter can understand and so the folks down at 16 

the end of the table can hear you too.   17 

Mr. Hanle.  Okay.  18 

.  It's important that we don't talk over one another or interrupt each other if we 19 

can help it.  That goes for everybody present at today's interview.   20 

Also, as you will notice, there is the committee's official videographer who is taking a video 21 

recording of this proceeding.  22 

We want you to answer our questions in the most complete and truthful manner as possible, 23 

so we'll take our time.  If you have any questions or if you do not understand one of our questions, 24 

please just let us know.   25 



  

  

6 

Mr. Hanle.  Okay.   1 

.  Our questions may cover a wide range of topics, so if you need clarification at 2 

any point, just say so.   3 

If you honestly don't know the answer to a question or do not remember, it is best not to 4 

guess.  Please give us your best recollection, and it is okay to tell us if you learned information from 5 

someone else.  Just indicate how you came to know that information.   6 

If there are things you don't know or can't remember, just say so, and please inform us who, 7 

to the best of your knowledge, might be able to provide a more complete answer to that specific 8 

question.   9 

You should also understand that by law you are required to answer questions from Congress 10 

truthfully.  Do you understand that?   11 

Mr. Hanle.  I do.  12 

.  This also applies to questions posed by congressional staff in an interview.  Do 13 

you understand this?   14 

Mr. Hanle.  I do.   15 

.  Witnesses that knowingly provide false testimony could be subject to criminal 16 

prosecution for making false statements under 18 U.S.C. Section 1001.  Do you understand that?   17 

Mr. Hanle.  I do.  18 

.  Is there any reason you are unable to provide truthful answers to today's 19 

questions?   20 

Mr. Hanle.  No, there is not.  21 

  Finally, I'd like to make note that the content of what we discuss here today is 22 

confidential.  We ask that you not speak about what we discuss in this interview to any outside 23 

individuals to preserve the integrity of our investigation.   24 

For that same reason, the marked exhibits we will use today will remain with the court 25 
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Q Can you give me an example? 1 

A If there's something that has to do with climate, since I'm knowledgeable of climate 2 

science, I might give an opinion about or a fact about climate science. 3 

Q Okay.  Who supervises your work? 4 

A Let's see, Sandra Thiam is the vice president for policy, I believe. 5 

Q Okay.  6 

A Policy and -- you'll have to check that.  I don't know exactly her title.  But Sandra Thiam, 7 

who is the vice president. 8 

Q Okay.  9 

A Thank you. 10 

Q Do you supervise a team or any employees? 11 

A No, I don't. 12 

Q No?  Okay.  13 

Prior to joining ELI, did you play any role in advising the Obama administration? 14 

A I did.  It was informal. 15 

Q Okay.  Can you describe those duties or that relationship? 16 

A Yeah.  It wasn't duties, but I would occasionally visit with the President's science 17 

advisor about climate matters. 18 

Q Okay.  Since you started with the ELI, have your responsibilities changed over time 19 

from maybe from when you started to now? 20 

A They evolved.  Yes, they did. 21 

Q Can you describe that? 22 

A Yes.  So when I started, we began the Climate Judiciary Project, and I was the principal 23 

together with a staff member, Sandra Thiam, the person I mentioned.  And that was -- we worked 24 

jointly as a team with some support people.   25 
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: 1 

Q Yeah. 2 

A I am just thinking for a moment.  To the best of my recollection, the answer is no. 3 

Q What about with the Sabin Center? 4 

A Yes, I spoke with Michael Gerrard, whom I had known before. 5 

Q And that's as far as the Sabin Center folks? 6 

A I believe so, yeah. 7 

Q What about with the Federal Judicial Center? 8 

A That depends on what time you're asking me about. 9 

Q Just when you're -- yeah, when you're coming up with this idea, you're collaborating, 10 

11 you're talking to these advisors about the Climate Judiciary Project.  Is anyone at the FJC or anyone 

at the time at the FJC that helped you or advised you in coming up with the Climate Judiciary Project?  12 

A No, not in creating the project itself at FJC. 13 

Q Okay.  Were any of those conversations with these advisors documented? 14 

A No, I would speak to people getting their impressions and their ideas. 15 

Q Is this via telephone? 16 

A Usually, yes.  Once in a while in person. 17 

Q Okay.  So you've talked a little bit about your introduction to ELI, but it sounds like you 18 

had this Climate Judiciary Project idea, and then you chose ELI. 19 

A Uh-huh. 20 

Q Why ELI? 21 

A I mentioned David Van Hoogstraten had been -- was aware of ELI.  I believe he had 22 

done some volunteer work with them.  And he introduced me to it. 23 

Q Did he also advise on the project? 24 

A He did a little bit at the beginning.  It was a very short duration involvement with 25 
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Q And then as it progressed? 1 

A Over time, I raised funds for it. 2 

Q Okay.  Did ELI fund some of the projects? 3 

A Eventually they did. 4 

Q But most of the money came from other donors that you raised? 5 

A Yes. 6 

Q Were the individual donors -- were they individuals or organizations? 7 

Ms. Grooms.  So I think we've discussed this before, but we're not going to get into details 8 

about donors.  We have confirmed that none of CJP's donors are involved in editing or commenting 9 

on the CJP curriculum or presentation materials.  And if you want, he'll confirm that.   10 

BY : 11 

Q Okay.  So for the team, project's team, did you -- do you recruit the personnel 12 

personally for people that work on the project? 13 

A Over time, when some people were brought in, I had a role.  But I'm not staff, so I 14 

didn't have responsibility. 15 

Q Okay.  So what does the Climate Judiciary Project look for, for ideal candidates that 16 

maybe work on the program? 17 

Ms. Grooms.  For employees? 18 

BY : 19 

Q For employees, yes. 20 

A It's hard for me to say that, and the reason is that, as I said, I'm not staff there.  ELI has 21 

certain requirements for hiring.  So I would probably just leave it at that, unless there's some 22 

specific thing.  23 

Q Yeah, so you're not questioned or asked, you don't do any of the interviews, you're 24 

not -- you don't have anything to do with the employment of the people at -- 25 
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A I'm sorry, as I said, I do have a role, and I have been involved in interviews, yes. 1 

Q Okay.  Maybe just go into a little more depth of what your role is to help me 2 

understand.   3 

A Sure.  Sure.   4 

So if we felt that we needed staff that were not already on ELI -- and some of them were in 5 

fact there and supporting the project -- we would -- I would speak with my colleagues and with 6 

Thiam, who did have responsibility, and we would discuss what the criteria would be for what we 7 

were looking for.   8 

And there were different -- there were only two or three hires that we did.  At one point, we 9 

wanted to have a scientific expert, and so we decided to put that as one of the criteria for hiring a 10 

person.   11 

Q Okay.  So in those examples, like that example you just gave me, what is that criteria? 12 

A That they have scientific expertise.  That they had some kind of education or 13 

experience in climate science. 14 

Q And that's it? 15 

A That would be the principal criterion for that position, that particular position. 16 

Q Would you review some of their other work? 17 

A Sorry, what do you mean by that? 18 

Q Like, let's say you have five options.  Would you review those candidates?  Would you 19 

review their prior published work, see what they've written, see what their opinions are on certain 20 

topics?  21 

A Well, typically for an appointment there would be a resume and some associated 22 

material that might be an essay or some publication.  And I had access to whatever ELI was asking 23 

the candidates to provide.   24 

Q Okay.  And then you would review those? 25 
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A Then I would. 1 

Q Okay.  Do you know whether or not one of the criteria for hiring for the project, do you 2 

consider political affiliation? 3 

A I don't know, but I doubt very much.  I think ELI is a nonpolitical, nonpartisan 4 

organization.  So I would say no. 5 

Q Okay.  So when recruiting advisors to the project, do you have a role in that? 6 

A I did have a role in that, yes. 7 

Q Okay.  When did that role end for you? 8 

A Well, we have been bringing -- so we had advisors early in the project, and that role 9 

for recruiting would have been as we decided who would come onto the advisory group.  And I 10 

don't know if we can say it ended, but it ended when we recruited those advisors.  11 

Q Okay. And is political affiliation considered when recruiting advisors? 12 

A Absolutely not. 13 

Q Okay.  What about -- 14 

A What we did consider was expertise.  That was the number one criterion. 15 

Q Okay. What about recruiting authors or speakers for educational materials and give 16 

presentations at ELI and CJP events, did you have anything to do with that? 17 

A I did, yes. 18 

Q Okay. Can we talk about that a little bit?  What was your role? 19 

A Well, typically, I would provide advice -- and, again, on what we're talking about here, 20 

the criterion was expertise.  So whether they were familiar with climate science, understood it, 21 

could present it, these are the things that my role was to advise on.  22 

Q Okay.  Could you approve -- or could you reject speakers or authors? 23 

A We worked as a team, so I never really either had to or acted to reject.  We agreed by 24 

consensus. 25 
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Q And so can you walk me through that a little bit?  You review the speakers, the 1 

authors -- or the potential speakers and authors -- and then you as a group discuss whether or not 2 

they are the right fit? 3 

A Correct.  4 

Q Are those meetings -- are there minutes from those meetings?  Are they documented 5 

in any way?  6 

A They're typically conversations.  And early they were largely between Sandra Thiam 7 

and myself.  We worked as partners.  8 

Q Okay.  Were there any instances that you can remember where you did reject a 9 

speaker, an author?  10 

A We didn't think that way.  There was a very large number of possibilities, and we 11 

would try to identify what was the best match for whatever the role was, whether it was 12 

presentation or writing.   13 

Q Okay.  So can you give me an example of maybe a time that you can remember where 14 

you did not choose one speaker over another?  15 

A Well, again, I'm trying to clarify.  When we were looking -- and it depends on -- it's 16 

important to understand there's presenters and there are authors, and they have different roles.   17 

But for presenters, we would think what is the field of possible presenters in a particular area, 18 

and then we would decide what's the best one to present.  And we used criteria for those decisions.   19 

Q And what is specific criteria?  20 

A Criteria were, number one, expertise.  We also thought it was important in the 21 

presentations that they have high standing in their profession.  And we thought that they should be 22 

able to make fair and objective presentations and speak well in those presentations.  23 

Q How would you determine whether or not the speaker could speak fair and objectively?  24 

A Well, I knew many, if not most of those in the science community and had a sense of 25 
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that. 1 

Q Who -- 2 

A And my -- sorry?  3 

Q I'm sorry.  So based on -- 4 

A My knowledge. 5 

Q Like, you say your subjective belief whether or not they're objective? 6 

A My knowledge of the network of and community of climate scientists, which is 7 

extensive. 8 

Q Did you have any role in creating the curriculum? 9 

A Yes, I did. 10 

Q Can you go through that role, please, what you did?  What was your role? 11 

A Well, that's a pretty broad question.  I can address the steps that we went through, if you 
wish. 

12 

Q Yeah, I'd like that. 13 

A So my role was to think about what were the topics that ought to be covered in the 14 

curriculum.  And then, in discussion with my colleagues on this team, we would decide the full 15 

range.  Mine was about science, in particular.   16 

Q Okay.  Was there ever a time where you rejected or overruled someone else's 17 

recommendation for topics in the curriculum? 18 

A Well, as I said, we didn't really work that way.  We worked mostly by consensus and 19 

came to an agreement. 20 

Q Was there ever a time where the group overruled or rejected someone's 21 

recommendation for the curriculum? 22 

A What do you mean by someone's recommendation? 23 

Q Someone within the group, whoever is creating the curriculum.  Someone ever say, "I 24 

want topic X," and as a group you decided, "No, that topic does not fit in our curriculum"? 25 
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A That wasn't the dynamic.  The dynamic was a discussion about who would be the best 1 

to speak, and we would come to agreement, typically, without disagreement in the conversations. 2 

BY : 3 

Q You had mentioned that your role with that curriculum was focused.  You thought 4 

about the science perspective? 5 

A Yes. 6 

Q Were there other perspectives that other individuals thought about when it came to the 7 

curriculum? 8 

A Well, how science arises in the law was an important aspect of this, which I'm not a 9 

lawyer and I was not expert in. 10 

Q Okay.  So it was just the science and the law that were considered perspectives during 11 

the creation of a curriculum? 12 

A Yes.  13 

Q Okay. 14 

.  Who has the ultimate authority over the Climate Judiciary Project? 15 

Ms. Grooms.  Can you explain what that means?  I'm not sure what --  16 

BY : 17 

Q Who is heading it in the hierarchy?  Who's number one, top of the pyramid? 18 

A I believe the best way to -- I keep coming back to this team approach that we had.  I 19 

think the best way to answer that is to say we came to consensus decisions and the team's decisions 20 

were those that were applied, that were accepted.  21 

Q Who is "we"?  Who is the team? 22 

A So the team is -- 23 

Ms. Grooms.  At what time period are we talking about?  Maybe that would be helpful. 24 

Mr. Hanle.  Yes, that is a very important point.  25 
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BY : 1 

Q Yeah, I mean, in relation to -- I guess let's start from the beginning. 2 

At the start of the Climate Judiciary Project, who has the ultimate authority over the 3 

program? Who says yes to approve speakers and authors?  Who says yes to approve the 4 

curriculum?  Who says yes to approve educational program and written materials?  Who's 5 

the -- where does the buck stop?  6 

A Well, that would have been a shared responsibility of myself and my counterpart, 7 

Sandra Thiam, on staff. 8 

Q Okay. 9 

A With input from the rest of the team, which included three or four staff. 10 

Q And what are their names? 11 

A Well, they changed over time. 12 

Q Okay.  So at the beginning? 13 

A Well, there were -- 14 

Q If you don't remember, that's okay. 15 

A Yeah, it's eight years ago, and, honestly, I can't remember.  I can tell you categories. 16 

There were a couple of research associates and at least one lawyer. 17 

Q Do you remember who the lawyer was? 18 

A No, I don't, because they changed over that period. 19 

Q Okay.  And so -- 20 

BY : 21 

Q Has it always been research associates and lawyers that have made up the team besides 22 

you and Sandra? 23 

A Not always, no. 24 

Q What other positions have there been? 25 
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A Well, we decided that we should bring a fellow, a science fellow in as an expert in the 1 

science. 2 

Q And when did that take place? 3 

A So I can't -- I don't remember that exactly.  Let me think.  It would have been maybe 4 

three or four years into the project.  I'm not sure exactly to the best I can recall. 5 

Q And do you still have that science fellow? 6 

A We don't have that science fellow.  He did a fine job and stayed on staff, but he is not a 7 

fellow. 8 

Q Okay.  And right now what is the makeup of the team? 9 

A So it is -- we have a director. 10 

Q And who's the director? 11 

A Helene Krasnoff. 12 

And then we have science advisors or science experts.  And we have legal scholars and 13 

research associates.   14 

Q Okay.  How many science experts are there? 15 

A You know, it depends on who we bring in at a particular time.  The fellow who was the 16 

fellow often provides scientific advice to us now. 17 

Q Okay.  And does the number of legal experts vary as well throughout? 18 

A It does.  It depends on a whole range of things, about questions we might want to ask. 19 

Q And research associates, does that number vary? 20 

A Yes, it does.  And people change. 21 

Q And how many people are currently on the team for CJP? 22 

A You know, it's interesting.  I think -- I can't tell you the exact number because the 23 

director is responsible for that and brings people in, so they come and go at different times. 24 

Q Okay. 25 
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Q Are authors instructed regarding that distinction?  1 

A Yes.  2 

Q What safeguards exist to ensure neutrality within the CJP and the materials and the 3 

presenters and the authors?  4 

A Well, you have to understand the whole process.  But neutrality is something that we 5 

value a lot.  And so Sandy, Sandra Thiam and I review presentations and writing closely for 6 

neutrality.  Again, it depends on which particular thing you're talking about, what safeguards we 7 

use.   8 

Q So that's it.  That's how you ensure neutrality, you and Ms. Thiam review presentations 9 

and materials.  And if there is some bias that's obvious, then you would what?  10 

A Well, as I said, it depends.  We also have a group of -- if there's any question about 11 

neutrality, we have advisors, and we might ask for their views.  12 

Q Okay.  Has there --  13 

A I should add, though, that there rarely is a question of neutrality because we lead at the 14 

beginning by urging and insisting that the work product be neutral, that it not be attempting to bias 15 

or advocate any position.   16 

Q I'm not sure I understand.  So you mean -- I don't understand that answer.  When you 17 

lead at the beginning with whom?  18 

A When we ask for a speaker --  19 

Q Okay.   20 

A -- we will talk to them about not advocating for any particular position or decision 21 

coming from the judiciary.  22 

Q Okay.  And you do that with every speaker, every author?  23 

A Well, to the best of my recollection, every author.  Certainly we're very careful with 24 

setting that up.  25 
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Q Okay.  And then after that, then you'll review all of the materials by those authors and 1 

speakers to determine whether or not there's some bias that's obvious.  That's like the second step 2 

in the safeguard to ensure neutrality?  3 

A So, again, it depends on what we're talking about.  On the curriculum, we will review 4 

that numerous times, and we will also ask our advisors to review it for us.  5 

Q Okay.  And what about with speakers and authors?  6 

A Speakers, we look carefully by asking for their presentations in advance.  And Sandra 7 

and I examine those, take a look at those.  8 

Q Has there ever been a time where you've removed or didn't publish a speaker and 9 

author's material because you found that it was biased?  10 

A Well, in the case of presentations that we were just talking about, there were occasions 11 

when scientists, say, would slip into a place of appearing to be advocating something, and then we 12 

would advise them that that might not be a good idea.  13 

Q And then what, have them remove it?  14 

A Typically.  And then they would typically volunteer to remove it.  I don't recall any 15 

resistance to that. 16 

Q There's never been a time where someone you just canceled their entire slide or 17 

presentation or written material?   18 

A Well, some slides.  When observing this possibility you might say this particular slide 19 

may be construed as advocating for something and it might be a better idea to change it or delete it.  20 

And both things have happened.   21 

BY :  22 

Q And when you talked about the CJP's mission of providing judicial education 23 

opportunities on climate science and how it arises in the law, how did you become aware that there 24 

was a need for judges to have a greater understanding of climate science?  25 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

A So that was actually a part of what I learned in the process of conferring with outside 

advisors at the beginning of the program.  We would ask what they think about that, and we 

would try to weigh whether that was the case.   

I knew, particularly, also I had seen in my previous job that cases were beginning to develop. 

And so it appeared that there was a need emerging that I might want to help fill.  5 

Q And what were the issues that were arising in those cases that you thought the judges 6 

needed to be educated on? 7 

A So let me just remind you that I'm not a lawyer. 8 

Q Yeah.  9 

A But I'd seen that there was a very wide range of issues that were being looked at where 10 

climate science would play a role.  And the legal terms are not familiar to me, but things like 11 

constitutional, statutory, and regulatory laws, for example.  12 

Q And so what were the specific aspects of climate science that judges needed to be 13 

trained on from a scientist perspective? 14 

A Yeah.  So basic facts of climate science were the most important, that climate change 15 

is understood by the scientific community, it's real, and it's largely human caused. 16 

Q Is that the only aspect, or were there more? 17 

A Well, there's a whole curriculum, a full range of climate science that is actually publicly 18 

available on our website. 19 

Q Okay.  So beyond the fact that climate change is real and human caused, were there 20 

other things that judges needed to be trained on? 21 

A Well, the highest level is that.  And then there's, if you look at the modules for the 22 

curriculum, a question, for example, that I had a personal role in was explaining how climate science 23 

works, what are the methods, approaches, uncertainty; understanding when a statement about 24 

climate science is more certain than when sometimes it isn't.  That kind of thing.  25 



25 

Q And were there any training modules, to the best you can remember, that focused on 1 

specific human causes of climate change? 2 

A Well, the general and top line for the education is that climate change is principally 3 

4 caused by greenhouse gas emissions, which is a universal, is a consensus view of the climate 

science community, I should say.   5 

BY : 6 

Q Is it important that judges perceive the Climate Judiciary Project as neutral? 7 

A Yes.  I wanted to ask you what you mean by "neutral"? 8 

Q I guess just not one-sided, not -- I guess not -- I guess there's a kind of a spectrum of 9 

climate science and the outcomes of -- or in the causes of climate change.  Would you agree with 10 

that?   11 

A It's an overstatement. 12 

Q An overstatement.  Okay.  So how? 13 

A Yeah, I think that the vast majority of -- overwhelming majority of climate scientists 14 

understand that climate change is real, human caused, caused largely by greenhouse gas emissions. 15 

Q Do you think that there are judges that don't believe in climate change? 16 

Ms. Grooms.  Climate change science?  Climate change. 17 

.  Climate change science, I guess. 18 

Do you think that there are judges that don't believe humans cause climate change?   19 

Ms. Grooms.  To the extent you know. 20 

Mr. Hanle.  To the extent I know, I will just say that I believe that judges, like general -- most 21 

general audiences with which I have experience at Climate Central -- have a range of views, and some 22 

of them don't understand that climate change is real -- 23 

.  Okay. 24 

Mr. Hanle.  -- and human caused. 25 
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.  Okay. 1 

.  So are the trainings viewed with the goal of not -- convincing judges is not the 2 

right word -- but educating judges on the fact that climate change is real and that it's human caused. 3 

Is that the goal of the training? 4 

Mr. Hanle.  Explaining climate science, its basis, understanding for it.  And one of the 5 

consequences of all of that is that they would see that climate change is what I just said -- real, 6 

human caused.   7 

BY : 8 

Q Okay.  Going back to authors and presenters that you all have chosen, if there were 9 

undisclosed conflicts or conflicts of some bias that you didn't find out, do you think that would have a 10 

negative effect on the climate change -- or on the CJP -- like how it's viewed by judges as far as 11 

neutrality?  12 

A I can't speculate on how the judges are going to view something. 13 

Q If you were taught material and the person teaching you that material had an interest in 14 

the outcome of the way that you took into education or the material, would that affect how you'd 15 

look at the materials that you've been presented?  Let me think of a better way to word that.   16 

If someone has an undisclosed conflict or an undisclosed -- they haven't disclosed that they're 17 

on a certain side of advocacy or that they have pending litigation, that they're an expert in a litigation 18 

case, and they're presenting this material to you, teaching you what the correct science is, would 19 

then later finding out that they had those interests or those undisclosed conflicts, would that affect 20 

the way that you look at the material that they presented? 21 

Ms. Grooms.  I think that's just a hypothetical, which is -- 22 

.  Yeah, I mean --  23 

Ms. Grooms.  -- hard to address.   24 

BY : 25 





  

  

28 

been very successful.  I stand by that, and I'm proud of that.   1 

I think that we -- to the best of my knowledge, and I'm not sure, but to the best of my 2 

knowledge -- we have been successful at not bringing in anyone who is directly involved in litigation 3 

to present to the judges.   4 

BY :  5 

Q So I want to get a little more in-depth about the curriculum development.   6 

Does the Climate Judiciary Project follow a standard process for developing educational 7 

materials? 8 

A Not a standard process, but we certainly have a way of thinking and developing those 9 

materials.  10 

Q Is that way of thinking documented on anything?  Is there something that's given to 11 

the Curriculum Committee or people that are coming up with the process?  12 

A Yes, yes.  So there is a document or a number of documents, but one particular where 13 

we lay out in the curriculum what topics we think are appropriate and seek advice on that.  14 

Q Does that document have a title by chance?  15 

A I can't remember what the title would be, sorry.  16 

Q That's okay.   17 

Ms. Grooms.  And were you asking whether there's a document that describes the process 18 

for which they develop the curriculum, or whether there is -- I am not sure I am figuring out what.   19 

BY :  20 

Q So I asked does the Climate Judiciary Project follow a standard process for developing 21 

educational materials.  Then I asked if that process is documented, if there is a document that lays 22 

out the process -- here are our standards, here are our criteria -- something you can refer back to, 23 

discuss, maybe in the meetings.   24 

A Well, you mentioned advisors, I believe, and there is a document that lays out what 25 
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we're looking for from our advisors.  1 

Q Okay.  Perfect.   2 

How does the Climate Judiciary Project decide which topics should be included in its 3 

educational programming?  4 

Ms. Grooms.  The curriculum that we're talking about?  5 

BY :  6 

Q Just, I mean, any of the topics.  There's modules, all of that, the chapters, or the 7 

curriculum, just educational programming, educational materials, the topics that are discussed.  8 

Who decides those topics? 9 

A So I'll answer for the curriculum.   10 

Q Okay.   11 

A Which is that it began -- and this was perhaps a two-year process -- began with 12 

discussions among myself and my colleague about what are the main top line topics that ought to be 13 

covered; and then talking through what some of the areas of interest would be for the science being 14 

presented and how it arises in the law, meeting our goal.   15 

Q Okay.   16 

A That was the principal first step in the process.  17 

Q But how did you all come up with those topics?  You say you guys need to discuss, but 18 

what was the --  19 

A Well, I mean, honestly, Sandy and I both are experts.  She's expert in the climate law 20 

and I'm expert in climate science.  21 

Q Okay.   22 

A But we don't claim to know everything, and that's why we have advisors.  23 

Q Right.  Okay.   24 

Can advisors propose a topic?  25 
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A Well, yes, absolutely.  And there were plenty of informal conversations with advisors 1 

about what ought to be included.  2 

Q Okay.  Can outside organizations propose a topic?  3 

A I'm not sure what that means.   4 

Q Like maybe you have a working relationship with another environmental organization, 5 

you discuss the project.  Can someone from that organization propose a topic?   6 

Ms. Grooms.  Are you asking whether someone did?  7 

.  I'm asking if they can, if it's permitted, if the CJP --  8 

Ms. Grooms.  I'm not sure --  9 

Mr. Hanle.  Well, that's not what happened. 10 

.  Okay. 11 

Ms. Grooms.  I'm not sure what "can" means. 12 

BY :   13 

Q Are there guidelines where you can propose topics?  14 

A No, there are no written guidelines that we relied on in our conversations and thinking 15 

ourselves and then putting those topics down.  16 

Q So does CJP seek advice on what topics should be discussed at judicial training?  17 

A Yes, we do.   18 

Q And who do you seek that advice from?  19 

A So we -- early on we felt it was important to have a Curriculum Advisory Committee, and 20 

we constituted that.  21 

Q Okay.  And who's on the Curriculum Advisory Committee?  22 

A Well, it depends on when.  It's evolved.  23 

Q Let's talk about now.   24 

A Now? 25 
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A That's a lot of people. 1 

Q Yeah. 2 

A I mean, I know them.  I would recognize them. 3 

Q Okay.  We can get to that in a second. 4 

A Okay. 5 

Q So can you go through, I guess, today what are some of the responsibilities of the 6 

Curriculum Committee? 7 

A Yes.  8 

Q Okay.  9 

A Advisory Committee, I think you wanted to -- 10 

Q Yes, Advisory Committee. 11 

A So it hasn't met in, I think, a year.  And the responsibilities the last time that it met 12 

were largely for reviewing the status of the curriculum and its use.  We also talked broadly about 13 

the entire Climate Judiciary Project and how it was going, some of the issues associated with that. 14 

Q Okay.  So does the committee, the Advisory Committee, review speakers? 15 

A Only -- no, not as a committee.  And once in a while I would call a committee member 16 

and ask them for suggestions.  That's all. 17 

Q Okay.  But not in the role as a committee member -- 18 

A No. 19 

Q -- just in their expertise otherwise? 20 

A No.  As an advisor broadly. 21 

Q And is the same true for reviewing authors?  Does the committee review authors? 22 

A The committee does not review authors.  We did tell the committee who the authors 23 

were after they were selected. 24 

Q Okay.  Does the committee have any role in checking bias or neutrality in the 25 
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educational materials?  1 

A I think that it's fair to say that if there were apparent bias, that they would provide 2 

feedback to us.  3 

Q Okay.  Can you remember a time that that was the case?  4 

A I cannot.  5 

Q Okay.  And so you said that the last time the committee met was a year ago?  6 

A About, I think.  7 

Q How often does the committee meet?  8 

A Well, the committee was actually created at the beginning to review the curriculum.  9 

We then didn't meet again for, I think, it was two -- I think it was three years approximately.  10 

Q Okay.  So it's not a regular thing?   11 

A No.  12 

Q It's when something comes up?  13 

A Yes.  14 

Q Okay.   15 

BY :  16 

Q And you said "when we met."  Are you considered part of the committee?  17 

A No, I'm not considered.  18 

Q Do you just attend committee meetings?  19 

A And I function as staff to it, yes.  20 

Q And who selects the committee members?  21 

A So, as I mentioned before, Sandy and I put our heads together and came up with the list 22 

of the committee members. 23 

.  Are individuals who are not on the committee permitted to attend meetings? 24 

Mr. Hanle.  Well, we've had -- I am trying to think --  25 
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Ms. Grooms.  Do you mean other CJP staff?  1 

BY : 2 

Q Just anyone.  I mean, sure, CJP staff, maybe people from other organizations.  3 

A Yeah.  CJP staff.  4 

Q Any lawyers that aren't connected?  5 

A No, not other organizations, and not -- I mean, to the best of my knowledge, not 6 

organizations -- other organizations or people outside.  These were involved in the CJP only.  7 

Q Okay.  So people that -- only people that are involved in CJP can attend the committee 8 

meetings?  9 

A I think that's fair to say, yes.  I believe so.  10 

Q Okay.  And is there a certain circumstance where that would happen where someone 11 

that's not on the committee would need to come in and attend the meeting?   12 

Ms. Grooms.  What if you had a presenter -- would you have presenters to the meeting?   13 

Mr. Hanle.  Thank you for the cue.   14 

I don't think we had any presenters to the meeting other than the committee members 15 

themselves or staff, to the best of my recollection.   16 

.  Okay.  And then, to the best of your recollection, there hasn't ever been like 17 

outside legal counsel attend one of the meetings? 18 

Mr. Hanle.  No.  19 
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A So we identify leading scholars who are experts, and that's the criteria for selection of 1 

them to review the modules. 2 

Q Are they already affiliated with ELI and CJP, or they, like, outside experts that you ask to 3 

come in and review? 4 

A They're usually outside experts.  Once in a while, someone who knows CJP will do that. 5 

Q Okay.  And so then, after the comments are given and there's a review, then what 6 

happens? Does the author revise the draft? 7 

A So the reviews then come back to us.  These are what we call anonymous reviews. 8 

Q Okay.  9 

A And we look at those, and mostly forward those to the authors for their consideration. 10 

11 We don't direct them to change because of it but give them this as anonymous peer reviews, the 

usual standards for academic writing.  12 

.  We'll go off the record. 13 

[Recess.] 14 

.  Anyone who came in, place your name on the record. 15 

  , Counsel, Ranking Member Raskin's staff. 16 

  , Senior Special Counsel, Chairman Jordan's staff. 17 

.  We're off the record. 18 

[Recess.] 19 

EXAMINATION 20 

BY : 21 

Q Dr. Hanle, I want to thank you again for coming in today.  My name is  22 

I'm an oversight counsel with House Judiciary minority, and I'm joined today by my colleague,  23 

, who is a counsel with our courts and IP subcommittee.   24 

I'm going to try not to be too repetitive, but I might ask you to repeat a few things here and 25 
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there as I try to get a clean record so I appreciate your patience in advance. 1 

A Sure. 2 

Q So I want to take a few steps back and just kind of ask a bit about your background.  So 3 

could you tell me a little bit about your education, where you went to undergrad, your graduate 4 

degrees that you hold, your educational background?   5 

A So I was an undergraduate at Princeton University, majored in physics, and then I went 6 

to graduate school at Yale University, where I began in physics and switched to history of science, 7 

history of physics.  And there I received degrees in master's in physics, master's in history of 8 

science, and a Ph.D. in history of science, physics.  9 

Q And what is your specific area now of scientific expertise? 10 

A Well, I don't hold myself out as a working scientist, but I believe that I have expertise in 11 

climate science and have brought that to the Climate Judiciary Project. 12 

Q You mentioned in the prior hour that your knowledge of the network and community in 13 

climate science is extensive. 14 

A Yes. 15 

Q Can you elaborate on that, your experience in this area with this particular scientific 16 

community? 17 

A Yeah.  I became chief executive of a group called Climate Central, which is responsible 18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

for communicating the science of climate to general public and connecting to the research 

community.  So we were research and communications group.   

And, in that role, I had responsibility for knowing the climate science community and got to 

know most of those who are -- I shouldn't say most, but many of those who are in leadership in 

climate science in the Nation and in the world.  23 

Q When did you begin that position? 24 

A 2011.  25 
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BY : 1 

Q So this a letter that you wrote for the record to Mr. John Cooke, who is the director of 2 

the Federal Judicial Center, on January 17th, 2019, and after the cover letter, you included what I've 3 

been calling a prospectus.  So it was a draft of your proposal for what appears to be the Climate 4 

Judiciary Project and kind of explains, you know, why you think this project is important and the 5 

concept for the project as a whole, which was sent to Mr. Cooke at the Federal Judicial Center?  6 

A Good.  Yeah.  I do recognize it now.  7 

Q Great.   8 

Ms. Grooms.  Do you need a moment to review that? 9 

Mr. Hanle.  I could spend 20 minutes reading it.  I think I'm okay. 10 

BY : 11 

Q Okay.  I could make sure I point you to the exact paragraph. 12 

A Thank you.   13 

Q On page 4 of the prospectus, the fourth paragraph down.   14 

A The fourth down?   15 

Q Yeah.   16 

A Okay.   17 

Q So it says:  At the judicial symposium noted above, which was a 2018 Global 18 

Symposium on Judiciary and the Environment referred to earlier in the prospectus, we heard 19 

repeated calls from leading State environmental judges, appellate, and State Supreme Court Justices 20 

for climate science education.  We also heard endorsement of our intention to provide that 21 

education, especially through existing judicial education programs and without political tilt. 22 

So, not to correct you, of course.  This is -- this was many years ago.  You may not 23 

remember this, but I just want us to state for the record that it seems you did have judges at the time 24 

who were very much in support --  25 
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A Yes. 1 

Q -- of this kind of training.  Does that refresh your recollection at all? 2 

A Well, my initial idea was before the event that I'm referring to here. 3 

Q I see. 4 

A The event that I'm referring to here, indeed, there were State court judges present, and 5 

I asked whether they thought that would be important, and they said yes. 6 

Q So there was support from judges -- 7 

A There was. 8 

Q -- to create this kind of training? 9 

A Yeah. 10 

Q They felt there was a gap in this training available to them? 11 

A They did feel that, and to my recollection and impression, they felt strongly about that. 12 

Q Thank you.  And sorry to run you through this document.  I just thought it was 13 

important to highlight that judges had, in fact, called for this kind of training.  So you testified in the 14 

prior hour that Mr. David Van Hoogstraten -- am I saying his name correctly? 15 

A Von Hoogstraten. 16 

Q Hoogstraten.  I apologize.  Introduced you to ELI.  Is that right? 17 

A Correct.  That is correct. 18 

Q And you ultimately decided to propose your Climate Judiciary Project to ELI to take it on 19 

under their umbrella.  Is that right? 20 

A That is correct. 21 

Q And Mr. Van Hoogstraten -- 22 

A Yes. 23 

Q -- was with BP.  Is that right? 24 

A He had just retired from BP, or might even still had been retiring, but he was -- yes. 25 
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Liberals or just Progressives? 1 

A It was meant to benefit all judges, all the judiciary. 2 

Q So, when you're training, you're speaking to judges who were appointed to the bench. 3 

Does your interaction with them change depending on whether they were appointed by a Republican 4 

or Democrat?  5 

A Not at all. 6 

Q Or whether they have an Liberal or Conservative ideology? 7 

A Not at all. 8 

Q And you did not create CJP to benefit judges of a certain ideological background? 9 

A That is correct. 10 

Q In fact, I'll read from the prospectus on page 5.  So, under "Safeguard to Assure 11 

Integrity and Credibility," do you see where I'm at? 12 

A I am.  I do. 13 

Q I'll read the beginning of that paragraph right under that heading:  A key to success will 14 

be our ability to cultivate interest of judges from a wide range of ideological points of view.  We will 15 

take great care to appeal to shared judicial values of both Conservative and Liberal Judges: the rule of 16 

law, protection of the institution of the courts, judicial independence, and, most importantly, 17 

reliance on rational, objective, evidence-based reasoning -- the value that law and science hold most 18 

in common, end quote.  19 

A I'm proud of having written that. 20 

Q So it's fair to say that this was your goal from the very beginning of this project? 21 

A It is. 22 

Q And you still enact that belief today? 23 

A Absolutely. 24 

Q Do judges from a wide array of ideological backgrounds participate in the trainings 25 
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and documents that are created through the program?  1 

A Well, first of all, because I believe in it, and I think it is very important.  And, secondly, I 2 

thought that the judges would care very much about receiving neutral perspective, not -- not 3 

attempt -- attempting to be biased.  4 

Q Why do you think it's so important to maintain neutrality?  5 

A Because that's the fundamental process of the rule of law in this Nation I believe.  6 

Q And do you think that most well-established and well-respected scientists and 7 

academics would also agree that it's important to present this kind of information in a neutral, 8 

nonbiased way?  9 

A I think that's true, yes.  10 

Q And is that, generally speaking, important to the work being taken seriously?  11 

A That they believe it?   12 

Q That -- that the work is neutral.  That it is presented --  13 

A Absolutely.  14 

Q -- in a objective way?  15 

A Yes, indeed.  16 

Q And you testified that you reviewed -- reviewed all writing from presentations for 17 

neutrality because you, quote, value that a lot, correct?  18 

A Yes. 19 

Ms. Grooms.  To the best of your recollection. 20 

Mr. Hanle.  To the best -- yes, to the best of my recollection. 21 

BY : 22 

Q You made an effort to do so?  23 

A Yes, and it was part of the ethos of the team reviewing it, too, I might add. 24 

Q And you advised authors and speakers on the importance of remaining neutral and 25 
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nonpolitical as a general rule?  1 

A We did.  2 

Q And you specifically tried to review presentations in advance to ensure that they were 3 

neutral?  4 

A Absolutely we did.  5 

Q And you reviewed writings before they were published on your website or in other 6 

materials for neutrality?  7 

A Yes, we did. 8 

BY : 9 

Q Does CJP lobby Members of Congress?   10 

A No.  11 

Q What about their staff?  12 

A No.  No, I would just say no. 13 

Q What about State lawmakers, local?   14 

A Lawmakers, no.  To the best of my recollection, no. 15 

Q What about any policymakers in the executive branch?   16 

A We've had conversations with people in the executive branch, but never lobbying, never 17 

attempting to push for a particular position.  18 

Q Are you involved in any litigation?  19 

A No.  20 

Q Do you file amicus briefs?  21 

A So that's a question for ELI.  I'm not the lawyer here.  22 

Q CJP does not?   23 

A No, certainly not.  24 

Q Okay.  Do you hold rallies?  25 
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A Rallies?  1 

Q Uh-huh. 2 

A No, we don't hold rallies. 3 

Q Do you advocate for any specific outcomes in cases? 4 

A No, we do not advocate for specific outcomes of cases. 5 

.  Okay. 6 

.  Sure. 7 

Ms. Grooms.  You were speaking for CJP? 8 

Mr. Hanle.  I am speaking for CJP, right. 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

BY : 

Q So, in your letter to Mr. Cooke that was the cover page, so to speak, of the prospectus 

from January 2019, I'll read a quote from that.  So, in that block, quote, the final two sentences or 

so:  Such education -- and you're referring to judicial education I believe -- must be without political 

tilt, intended as it is to separate fact from fiction, wherever on the ideological spectrum such fiction 

may exist.  The purpose of this project is to benefit society as a whole by aiding objective 

science-informed decisionmaking and sound judicial process and, thus, good governance.   

I think I partly quoted before. 

Why is it so important that these trainings be without political tilt?  And that speaks to what 

you testified to before on a neutrality.  But, specifically talking about political tilt, policymaking, why 

is it so important that the trainings be without political tilt?   

A Well, in my view and in our view, politics should not influence decisionmaking in a court 

of law, and this -- our effort was to help judges receive the objective, fair, balanced information 

about science, not politics.  

Q I'm going to turn to the training curriculum that was developed for a moment.  So I'd 

like to introduce for the record a document produced by ELI titled "Climate Judiciary Project, Climate 25 
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Science and Law, Course Curriculum, Discussion Draft."  Just give her a moment to pass that out. 1 

.  This will be exhibit 2. 2 

[Hanle Exhibit No. 2. 3 

was marked for identification.] 4 

Mr. Hanle.  Yes, I recognize this.   5 

BY : 6 

Q You recognize this document? 7 

A I do. 8 

Q Can you explain what it is in your own words? 9 

A It's a document that was put together for our Curriculum Advisory Committee to read in 10 

advance. 11 

Q So this document was sent to the folks that were part of your Curriculum Advisory 12 

Committee? 13 

A That's correct. 14 

Q And no surprise I'm going to read from the document again. 15 

A Okay. 16 

Q So, at the top of the second paragraph, it starts with the course is, quote:  The course 17 

is not intended to influence the outcome of any particular cases; rather to help judges meaningfully 18 

understand how climate science is applied to the law.  The course will introduce judges to key 19 

cases, litigation trends, and thorny aspects of cases involving science.   20 

Is it still the case for the curriculum that it's not intended to influence the outcome of specific 21 

court cases?   22 

A It is.  It is absolutely still true. 23 

Q And you have advised your Advisory Committees that the curriculum is not meant to 24 

influence specific court cases?  25 
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A Yes, we have.  In this document particularly, but subsequent conversations, too. 1 

Q So you advised them verbally.  You advised them in writing that the goal of this project 2 

is not to influence specific court cases? 3 

A That is correct. 4 

Q That's essential tenet of the curriculum? 5 

A It is essential, the central idea, the central tenet. 6 

Q The third paragraph reads:  The course avoids raising policy questions as much as 7 

possible, but in discussing the science of climate change, the impacts, and the jurisprudence, issues 8 

of policy will inevitably arise.  The course will be presented from a fact-based stance and is designed 9 

not to influence policy decisions.   10 

Is it still the case that the curriculum is not intended to influence policy decisions? 11 

A It is still the case. 12 

Q And you once again in writing advised your Advisory Committee that this curriculum was 13 

not meant to influence policy decisions? 14 

A We did. 15 

Q And have you reiterated that in discussions as well? 16 

A I would say so, to the best of my recollection on that. 17 

Q You talked a little bit earlier -- I'm switching gears again, about consensus science. 18 

A Yes. 19 

Q Can you explain what that is to me? 20 

A Yeah, so, I mean, the best way to understand it is look at the leading scientific 21 

institutions in the world.  Maybe, in my view, one of the leading institutions is the National 22 

Academy of Sciences.  The academy evaluates certain scientific questions, and it brings scientists in 23 

who represent a broad range of views, and it writes consensus reports.  And those reports 24 

represent the broad understanding of the scientific community, and are represented -- are presented 25 
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1 

2 

that way by the national academy. 

"Consensus" means the shared view of -- and usually in -- the scientific community, 

and consensus such as the academy has put together.  3 

Q And, in your trainings and materials, do you present scientific consensus to judges? 4 

A Yes.  We are -- for the most part, we try to present the scientific consensus science to 5 

judges. 6 

Q And, if you present or give any information that isn't consensus science, in other words, 7 

there still might be some uncertainty or debate around the scientific premise that's being presented, 8 

do you identify those potential uncertainties to your audience?  9 

A Absolutely.  It's -- it's an important part.  And sometimes we will talk about 10 

11 nonconsensus science.  But always with the caveat of what the scientific community 

understands, how it takes those.  12 

Q And would you say that it's your ethical obligation to identify the strength of the 13 

premise that you're presenting to them?  So, in other words, if there's uncertainty do you feel an 14 

ethical obligation to tell your audience there's some uncertainty here.  This is not consensus 15 

science?  16 

A I feel an ethical obligation.  I also feel that's a scientific obligation to say both what we 17 

know and the degree of confidence we have in that. 18 

Q And you would never suggest that a premise or concept has broad consensus if there 19 

was actually substantially conflicting data or science around it? 20 

A I would not. 21 

Q Just give me one moment.  We talked a little about your criteria for selecting 22 

employees, members of your Advisory Committee, and you said, "I believe expertise is numbers one, 23 

two, and three" --  24 

A Yes. 25 
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Ms. Grooms.  And sorry.  Just to clarify.  You don't mean, like -- can you clarify what kind 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

of conflict you're talking about because there are financial conflicts of interest that I assume ELI as 

a nonprofit -- like ELI has for its board and stuff like that, but I assume you're talking about 

something different than that?  

BY : 

Q Yeah, if there's a conflict, like a legal conflict, if there's legal counsel that's 

providing -- sorry.  I was choking on water before this.  If there's a -- if there's let's say someone 

from the plaintiff's bar is providing written material to provide judges at some CJP event and that 

conflict is identified, what's the process?  What's happens?  9 

A We try to the best of our ability to avoid conflicts like that, and I think also, to the best 10 

of our ability, we didn't have those conflicts for our -- for the authors of the curriculum or the presenters. 11 

Q Okay.  I'd like to turn now to judicial outreach, and just within the CJP educational 12 

programs, who's -- who's eligibility to attend a CJP program? 13 

A So "eligible" might be a little strong, but we -- typically, the staff of the CJP would, the 14 

senior staff of CJP would attend.  And, beyond that, I think there were no others who would attend 15 

these events typically.  16 

Q So I could attend an event? 17 

A No.  That's not what I was saying.  Sorry if I wasn't clear. 18 

Q Okay.  That's what I mean.  Like who are these -- 19 

A No, outside people were not generally invited to attend those events. 20 

Q To attend the educational programs. 21 

A That's correct. 22 

23 

24 

Ms. Sawyer.  Can we just identify the timeframe and what events you're talking about? 

.  All CJP events from the beginning of CJP to today.  

Mr. Hanle.  Does that apply to the States as well?   25 
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Ms. Grooms.  No, we're not talking about State court events so -- 1 

.  I mean could a Federal judge attend a State court event? 2 

Mr. Hanle.  Let me think about that. 3 

Ms. Grooms.  I think we gave you a list of events for which we thought Federal judges 4 

attended. 5 

  You did. 6 

Ms. Grooms.  So, if we could keep this to the Federal judge list.  But I also think it's just -- I 7 

think the question is also just generally confusing. 8 

  Okay.  So -- 9 

Ms. Grooms.  So, if we could -- 10 

  Who comes up with a list of attendees for the event? 11 

Ms. Grooms.  And do you mean outside attendees?  Do you mean particular like -- do you 12 

mean the judges?  Is that what we're talking about? 13 

  Correct. 14 

  Yes. 15 

Ms. Grooms.  Okay. 16 

Mr. Hanle.  So those invitees were in the hands of the Federal Judicial Center.  That's their 17 

responsibility. 18 

BY : 19 

Q So do you -- does CJP contact the FJC and ask them to invite judges on your -- on your 20 

behalf or --  21 

A Yeah, I think it depends on which events, but I will say, it -- early in our partnership of 22 

FJC, that was the case. 23 

Q So the -- 24 

Ms. Grooms.  Wait.  Can you explain what was the case because I think you misunderstood 25 
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his question. 1 

Mr. Hanle.  Oh.  Okay.  Sorry. 2 

Ms. Grooms.  You partnered with FJC and explained how judges were invited by FJC. 3 

Mr. Hanle.  Yeah.  Shall I do that?   4 

Ms. Grooms.  Go ahead. 5 

Mr. Hanle.  Okay.  So FJC was charged with inviting the judges.  We were not.  To the 6 

best of my knowledge, we did not invite the Federal judges to come. 7 

BY : 8 

Q Okay.  To the best of your knowledge, does the -- does the CJP contact judges for any 9 

case in any example, like, for followup, maybe, feedback on how the presentation went, or is there 10 

no contact between the CJP and Federal judicials or Federal judges?  11 

A Oh, I think that we certainly had contact with Federal judges.  We were present at the 12 

events and had conversations sometimes.  13 

Q Okay.  So Federal judges attend the events.  Is that correct, these CJP events?   14 

A No.  Sorry.  15 

Q No?  16 

A What I'm -- let's start over again.  You asked me the question about Federal Judicial 17 

Center events.  Is that correct?   18 

Q I guess is there --  19 

Ms. Grooms.  I think it'd be easier if we stick to like one category of events and then -- 20 

.  Yeah, I'm talking about the CJP events that Federal judges attend for 21 

in -- have those presentations and all -- do we agree we're on the same page with the CJP events?   22 

Ms. Grooms.  So I think -- I think the way he would think about this is -- 23 

  Yeah.  24 

Ms. Grooms.  The Federal Judicial Center events is a category for him.   25 
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.  I guess -- 1 

Ms. Grooms.  If I'm making sense. 2 

.  Okay.  So I -- can you explain that relationship.  There are CJP events in 3 

connection with the FJC, the Federal Judicial Center.  Do you have events together?  I'm confused 4 

why that's a separate category. 5 

Mr. Hanle.  Yeah. 6 

Ms. Grooms.  Go ahead. 7 

Mr. Hanle.  We worked out with the FJC that they would be a -- I believe the term they use 8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

was sponsor, a cosponsor of the programs, and their responsibility was to recruit the judges to come 

to the events. 

.  Okay.  And what are these events?  Are these CJP events? 

Mr. Hanle.  These were with the Federal Judicial Center.  These were a set of seminars we did in 

2019 and early 2020 that were events that we helped with our partner, The American Association for 

the Advancement of Science, to recruit speakers to, and organize those. 14 

.  Okay. 15 

BY : 16 

Q Beyond the events that FJC cosponsored, and I know you're talking about a specific 17 

timeframe 2019 to 2020.  Is that correct? 18 

A Yes. 19 

Q Has FJC cosponsored any other events that CJP has held? 20 

A I don't think so, to the best of my knowledge. 21 

Q Beyond the events that are cosponsored by FJC, are there any other CJP events that 22 

judges attend? 23 

A That -- 24 

Q That Federal judges attend. 25 
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A That Federal judges attend.  I think that there were -- so we have a partnership with 1 

NJC, The National Judicial College, and Federal judges were -- could have attended those, but I don't 2 

know which ones. 3 

Q Okay.  Does CJP host any events individually, or is there typically a cosponsor of the 4 

event?   5 

A Almost.  Typically for sure there's a cosponsor that's one of the judicial education 6 

organizations. 7 

Q Okay.  So, beyond NJC and FJC, when they cosponsor CJP events, are there any other 8 

events that Federal judges attend?   9 

A In the most recent time, there have been with other partners, judicial education 10 

partners. 11 

Q And those most recent times, when were those years?   12 

A '25 and this year.  13 

Q So 2025?  14 

A Uh-huh.  15 

Q And 2026?  16 

A Uh-huh. 17 

Q So, between 2020 and 2025, were there any events that CJP held in connection with 18 

another organization that Federal judges attended?   19 

A Not to my recollection. 20 

Q Okay. 21 

Ms. Grooms.  I think he said that there were NJC events.  Federal judges could have 22 

attended.  He just doesn't know.   23 

Mr. Hanle.  Thank you.   24 

Ms. Grooms.  And I think we gave you a list of which ones.  25 
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BY : 1 

Q And so, to the extent that the FJC invites the judges to their cosponsored events with 2 

CJP, does NJC do the same?  Do they invite the judges to cosponsored events? 3 

A They did, yes, for those two main things they did. 4 

Q Okay.  And, just thinking about the FJC partnership here for those -- when they 5 

cosponsored events, was there any interaction before the event between CJP staff and judges? 6 

A So I'm not -- I'm not aware that that happened.  It's possible, but I'm not aware. 7 

Q Okay.  And, post event, this is the FJC-partnered events with CJP that Federal judges 8 

attended -- 9 

A Yes. 10 

Q -- was there any contact between CJP staff and Federal judges following the event? 11 

A There might have been, might have been followup from judges or some kind of 12 

follow-up. 13 

Q And, when you say "followup," what do you mean by "followup"?  If the judges had 14 

questions, are there like surveys that are filled out on how the presentation was? 15 

A Yeah.  So there was one followup that was very important to us, which was that we did 16 

ask for an evaluation of the program. 17 

Q Okay.  And, when you do those evaluations, is it CJP interacting with the judges to pass 18 

along the evaluation, or does that go through the FJC? 19 

A No.  Actually, I mentioned The American Association for the Advancement of Science. 20 

We asked -- tasked them, asked them to develop and perform evaluations. 21 

Q And did -- so the judges I'm assuming turned those evaluations into the other entity.  Is 22 

that correct? 23 

A That's right. 24 

Q Okay.  And then how did CJP obtain those evaluations? 25 
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A We received them -- we received summaries as I recall. This was some time ago, as I 1 

recall, summaries of them from AAAs. 2 

Q And then I know you were talking to my colleague, , about CJP staff 3 

attending the events with the Federal judges, and maybe there was some sort of conversation that 4 

took place.  Can you tell us what context that would have been in? 5 

A Breaks I would suspect.  We -- the FJC seminars usually included some food in events, 6 

and so passing social graces. 7 

Q So you would say those conversations are organic if they occurred? 8 

A They were informal and organic. 9 

Q Okay. 10 

.  Has there ever been a time where someone from the SJP has personally 11 

contacted -- 12 

Mr. Hanle.  CJP. 13 

.  I'm sorry.  CJP.  I keep doing that.  From the CJP to contact a specific 14 

judge to try to get them to come to a CJP event?   15 

Ms. Grooms.  To the extent that you recall.   16 

.  Yeah. 17 

Mr. Hanle.  Yeah. 18 

Ms. Grooms.  And Federal judges. 19 

Mr. Hanle.  And Federal judges?   20 

Ms. Grooms.  Yes. 21 

Mr. Hanle.  It's possible, but I really don't recall. 22 

.  Okay.  This will be exhibit 3.  I'm going to show you an email from June 11, 23 

2019 between yourself and Michael Gerrard. 24 

[Hanle Exhibit No. 3. 25 
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was marked for identification.] 1 

Ms. Grooms.  June 11, 2019? 2 

.  June 11, 2019. 3 

.  It's an email chain.  It starts on the second page, Bates stamp 966, an email 4 

from you to Michael.  5 

.  Take your time.  No rush. 6 

.  Just let me know when you're ready. 7 

Mr. Hanle.  Okay. 8 

BY : 9 

Q Okay.  So, on the page that's Bates 967, I believe it's the second to last page. 10 

A Yes. 11 

Q The top paragraph starts as "we are looking."  We can focus on the second paragraph 12 

that starts with we have been organizing. 13 

A Uh-huh. 14 

Q There's a line 3 from the bottom that says:  There's also a back-channel effort to have 15 

one or more Supreme Court Justices attend. 16 

Do you see that line. 17 

A I do see it. 18 

Q Who is conducting that back-channel effort? 19 

Ms. Grooms.  Well, can we pause?  Is this State Supreme Court Justices or Federal Supreme 20 

Court Justices?   21 

.  I mean, it just --  22 

Ms. Grooms.  To the extent that you recall.  I'm just trying to get people from -- 23 

Mr. Hanle.  You're asking me?   24 

Ms. Grooms.  Yes.  Yes. 25 
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Mr. Hanle.  So this is just a refresh right now.  I think there's a good chance that what we 1 

were talking about is State Supreme Court Justices here. 2 

BY : 3 

Q Why do you think that? 4 

A Because I had met a couple at an earlier event before I was with CJP and ELI. 5 

Q Okay.  And so can you talk about what those back-channel efforts were? 6 

A No.  Honestly, I don't recall. 7 

Q Okay.  8 

BY : 9 

Q Are there similar back-channel efforts that are used to get Federal judges to attend 10 

events? 11 

A No, not to my recollection.  I'm surprised to -- I'm thinking I don't know what this really 12 

is. 13 

Q Okay.  Are specific judges targeted to attend -- targeted in a sense of are there specific 14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

judges that you're aware of that the FJC reaches out to to attend certain events, or is it broadly 

wide -- or broadly kind of -- the invite is broad, and they reach out to multiple jurisdictions, or is it 

one jurisdiction that's targeted?   

A So it was my sense that they would send messages out to entire districts, circuits, 

whole groups, and those who wished to attend would choose.    

Q And how is the circuit selected for -- for which judges would be invited?  Was it where 

the CJP, FJC event was held, or was there an effort to target specific jurisdictions?  

A No, it was actually pretty close to what you were talking about.  We had five locations 

in the pilot programs each around the country.  And the FJC and we together identified what 

would be the circuits from which the judges would be drawn so that we could -- so that all circuits 

could be covered. 25 
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.  Has the Climate Judiciary Project ever invited judges because they were 1 

assigned to climate-related litigation?  2 

Mr. Hanle.  Not to my knowledge. 3 

.  Okay.  So I'm going to show you another document.  This will be exhibit 4.  4 

It is an email from you to Michael Wehner dated May 12th, 2022.  5 

    [Hanle Exhibit No. 4. 6 

    was marked for identification.]  7 

Mr. Hanle.  Good. 8 

BY : 9 

Q Okay.  Who's Claudia Tebaldi?   10 

A Claudia was a former staffer at -- staff member of Climate Central.  11 

Q Okay.  Does she -- does she work at CJP or ELI?  12 

A No.  13 

Q Do you know where she currently works?  14 

A No, I don't.  15 

Q Okay.  In the second paragraph, starting "I'm writing today at the recommendation of," 16 

you say:  I'd like to tell you how we are going about reaching key judges, and I have a specific idea 17 

for attribution for your consideration that could make a great difference in the final outcome of 18 

cases.   19 

Do you see that?   20 

A Uh-huh.  21 

Q Do you remember how you -- what you were talking about?  How you -- what -- how 22 

you were going about reaching key judges?  23 

A How I was going about reaching key judges?   24 

Q Yeah, what did you --  25 
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A That's the question? 1 

Q Yeah.  What -- can you tell us what you meant by "reaching key judges" in that 2 

sentence? 3 

A Well, I think it refers to the ongoing program that we have that this fellow Wehner did 4 

not know about.  So it would have been at that time, looking at the day, it would have been about 5 

how our judicial education program was going forward.  6 

Q To reach key judges? 7 

A Yes. 8 

Q What -- 9 

A And that would have been in cooperation with the National Judicial College. 10 

Q Okay.  What is -- what makes a key -- what makes a judge a key judge?  Who are we 11 

referring to here in the judiciary? 12 

A Broadly speaking and in the overall picture, it was judges who would have one way or 13 

another an interest in climate science. 14 

Q And what did you mean by you have specific -- quoting you:  I have a specific idea 15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

about attribution for your consideration that could make a great difference in the final outcomes of 

cases.   

Can you explain that, what you meant by the "final outcome of cases"? 

A Well, and again, this is about the entirety, not any one case.  Okay.  And the -- the 

specific idea about attribution is that we would develop a module on the state of attribution science, 

which I knew to be coming up in cases and being used.  

Q And did you believe that that specific module you're referring to right now would have a 

difference -- would make a great difference in the final outcome of cases? 

A Well, our -- our objective was to provide the best science about climate change and that 

included attribution science.  So our hope was that judges would make better informed decisions by 25 
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the science that we were providing. 1 

Q And then those better informed decisions would have -- would make a difference in the 2 

final outcome of cases?  3 

A Well, in total -- in totality if judges are better informed, hopefully they would be able to 4 

make better-informed decisions.  5 

Q Okay.  6 

.  And what makes a decision a better-informed decision?  7 

Mr. Hanle.  Well, if the judge has -- our philosophy in what we've written down is, if judges 8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

have the context and tools that they need to evaluate evidence, and that context and tools are what 

we're providing in climate science.  

  Okay.  And the information that you're providing in that context, I know we 

talked about this earlier, is that the, you know, that climate change is real, that it's caused by 

humans, is that the -- was that the goal of this attribution? 

Mr. Hanle.  Well, attribution is a part of the entire curriculum that we offer, and, like all of it 

in the curriculum, the idea was that we would enable judges to understand how the climate science 

works, the method, and some of the conclusions that climate science has brought. 

.  So has the -- has the CJP ever considered pending cases when determining 

who to invite to any events? 

Mr. Hanle.  Not to the best of my knowledge or recollection. 

.  Does CJP ever consider pending cases in the context of what events to hold, 

what should be included in the curriculum? 

Mr. Hanle.  We didn't think of it that way.  What we would think of is what were the 

climate issues of the time that might come into consideration in court cases.23 
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 1 

[12:16 p.m.] 2 

.  And how do you determine what the climate issues at the time are? 3 

Mr. Hanle.  By impacts of climate change, for example.  If there's a hurricane that's coming 4 

through and it causes damage, this might come into consideration. 5 

.  Does the CJP target State judges? 6 

Ms. Grooms.  What do you mean by "target"?  Do you mean like programming of State 7 

judges. 8 

.  Yeah, like do they target certain judges to come to certain events or 9 

programs? 10 

Mr. Hanle.  Not certain judges.  No, not specific judges.  11 

    [Hanle Exhibit No. 5. 12 

    was marked for identification.] 13 

BY : 14 

Q Okay.  I am going to show you another document which will be exhibit 5.  It is an 15 

email from June 28th, 2022, from you to Kristie Ebi, I believe?   16 

A Ebi.   17 

Q Ebi? 18 

A That's okay.  It took me years to get that right. 19 

Q And getting Thiam right.  For the last six months I've been saying it wrong. 20 

A Thank you.   21 

Q You ready?   22 

A Give me a second on the last paragraph.  23 

Q No problem.   24 

A I'm ready.  25 
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Q Okay.  So the second paragraph, starting with "Among the many threads," the second 1 

sentence starting with, "We engaged."  2 

You wrote:  "We engaged NJC to reach out to the Chief Justices of every state and asked 3 

each to nominate one judge to be a 'Judicial Leader in Climate Science.'  21 states and Puerto Rico 4 

decided to participate, and we were very pleased that all but one of our target states (where cases 5 

were being brought) opted in."   6 

Do you see that sentence?  7 

A I do.  8 

Q Okay.  So do you -- does the CJP target State judges?  9 

A No.  10 

Q Can you explain what this -- what is being said here? 11 

A What we're talking about is State representation, entire States.  And as you can see, 12 

it's defined as where cases were being brought. 13 

BY :  14 

Q What cases?  15 

A A whole range of cases, presumably.  I can tell you that this effort was to find 16 

representative judges from States where there would be some climate impact and therefore some 17 

likelihood of cases being brought.  18 

Q So there was a likelihood that cases would be brought in that specific State that would 19 

involve some sort of component of climate science?  Is that correct?  20 

A I think that's fair to say, the way you said it. 21 

  And so these judges that you're speaking about here, these are, you said, 22 

"Judicial Leaders in Climate Sciences."   23 

Can you describe that relationship with the CJP?  Are they -- I guess, what is a judicial leader.  24 

What do you base that on?  What role are they playing? 25 
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Ms. Grooms.  Yeah, this is entirely a State court judge program. So like you can explain the 1 

general program, but I think we probably will stop it there. 2 

3 

4 

Mr. Hanle.  So our partner -- one of our partners in judicial education is -- was the National 

Judicial College.  And they had a program of judicial leaders, which we applied to climate science.  

That's how we carried it out.  5 

BY :   6 

Q Okay.  So in addition to the judicial leaders for State judges, did you also have a similar 7 

program with any other organization for Federal judges? 8 

A No. 9 

Q Were there any -- were you targeting any specific States for Federal cases, like you were 10 

here for the State cases? 11 

Ms. Grooms.  I think he said he was not targeting here, but -- 12 

BY : 13 

Q The target State.  I guess, let's -- I mean, just taking what you wrote, target States, are 14 

there any -- does that apply in the Federal realm at all? 15 

A We didn't distinguish Federal and State in that respect.  The question was whether 16 

17 there were States where there would be climate impacts and whether those climate impacts might 

likely end up in court proceedings.  18 

[Hanle Exhibit No. 6. 19 

was marked for identification.] 20 

.  Exhibit 6, I believe, is another email from September 22nd, 2022, from you to 21 

Kristie Ebi. 22 

Mr. Hanle.  Are we talking this --  23 

Ms. Grooms.  He hasn't given it to you yet. 24 

Mr. Hanle.  Totally confused. 25 
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 .  We'll get to that.   1 

Ms. Grooms.  Is this highlighting from the -- I don't know where this is from, but is the 2 

highlighting from the original?  Do you know?   3 

.  Yeah, I didn't -- it's not my highlighting.  I don't believe this is my 4 

highlighting.  The last one has it as well.  But we just pulled these from your production.   5 

Ms. Grooms.  I don't think these are from my production.  They're not --  6 

.  Maybe this one isn't from your production.  7 

Ms. Grooms.  They're not our Bates numbers.   8 

  Yeah, these are public documents.   9 

Ms. Sawyer.  You don't know who provided the highlighting?  10 

.  No.   11 

Ms. Sawyer.  They appear this way online?   12 

.  Uh-huh. 13 

Mr. Hanle.  May I ask where online?   14 

Ms. Grooms.  You can ask anything you want.  15 

.  Yeah, it's just public online. 16 

Mr. Hanle.  Okay.  Anyway.   17 

.  Where Climate Judiciary Watch (sic) is an organization that follows --  18 

Ms. Grooms.  You don't know if they provided the highlighting?   19 

.  Yeah, this is from -- yeah, I mean, this is from their website.  We did not do 20 

the highlighting.  I am not sure if they pulled it from or there's a source that gave it to them that did 21 

the highlighting.  This is from their website, Climate Litigation Watch. 22 

Ms. Grooms.  Have you had a chance to review this now? 23 

Mr. Hanle.  I have.   24 

Ms. Sawyer.  It's also true, just for the record, that is also the case on exhibit 5.   25 
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.  That's right. 1 

Ms. Sawyer.  So I assume it's from the same source.   2 

.  Correct.   3 

Ms. Sawyer.  Again.  That wasn't your highlighting.  It's on some public document.  And 4 

you don't know who highlighted it or why.   5 

.  No, I mean, I would -- I could just speculate, but since it's what I'll be asking 6 

about as well.   7 

Ms. Grooms.  We won't ask you to speculate if you don't ask.   8 

BY :  9 

Q Again, the first paragraph, second to last sentence starts with:  "One judge let us know 10 

that he had begun as a skeptic about the effects on health but was turned around by your 11 

presentation."   12 

Is this -- I guess I'm curious to know about what -- if you recall, which Kristie Ebi presentation 13 

you are discussing here?  14 

A I do.  15 

Q Okay.  And do you recall this event that was -- took place in Woods Hole?  16 

A I do, yes.  17 

Q Okay.  What event was that?  18 

A Well, this was a State judge event.  19 

Q It was?  Okay.  That was it.  All right.   20 

And do you know if there are any Federal judges that attended?  21 

A To the best of my recollection, there were none.  22 

Q Okay.  I am trying to move through these documents as fast as I can.  23 

    [Hanle Exhibit No. 7. 24 

    was marked for identification.] 25 
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.  We've got another exhibit, exhibit 7.  This is the Climate Judiciary Progress 1 

Report.  We'll give you a copy here in just a second. 2 

Mr. Hanle.  Okay.   3 

Ms. Grooms.  Take your time.   4 

Is there an email right before this?  We're just trying to put it in context.   5 

.  I am not sure if there was an email before this.  This is just part of your 6 

production.  7 

Ms. Grooms.  Do you know who is this a report to?   8 

Mr. Hanle.  I don't know to whom this was written.  9 

Ms. Grooms.  Sorry.  10 

Mr. Hanle.  And I don't really remember it.   11 

Ms. Grooms.  Okay. 12 

.  Yeah, I just have a couple questions about just a couple things contained in 13 

the document, if you're ready. 14 

Mr. Hanle.  Well, it's kind of long.  15 

.  I don't know that it's necessary to read the whole thing, but of course you 16 

can. I can just point you to specific -- 17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

.  I think we can ask the questions without the document, and then if it's helpful 

to refer to the specifics of the document.  

BY :   

Q Yeah, first of all, how many -- how often are you providing progress reports or creating 

progress reports?  

A Well, I'm not remembering to whom. 

Q Okay.  And so this isn't just something that is posted throughout the -- for everyone in 

the CJP, this is probably sent to a specific person?  25 
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A It could be, or it could be through an Advisory Committee. 1 

Q Okay.  So do you record the number of judges who attend the seminars? 2 

A We try to, yes. 3 

Q Okay.  So on 2444, which is the second page of this document, the bottom of the first 4 

paragraph, it says:  "Together in 2022, we'll have reached over 400 judges, delivered six seminars 5 

and four short-courses, and completed the entire 13-module curriculum."   6 

So reading that, I assume that you do record the judges that attend the events.  Is that fair? 7 

A Oh, yes, we keep a running tab -- 8 

Q Okay -- 9 

A -- numbers of judges. 10 

Q Numbers of judges. 11 

A Uh-huh. 12 

Q But you don't keep judges' names? 13 

A Not typically. 14 

Q Okay. 15 

Ms. Grooms.  To the best of your recollection. 16 

Mr. Hanle.  To the best of my recollection, but a lot of that information was not accessible to 17 

us. 18 

.  Does this apply at both the State level and the Federal level?  If they send it to 19 

a State-level judge event do you record how many State level judges attend.  And then if it's a 20 

Federal event, do you record how many Federal judges? 21 

Mr. Hanle.  That's correct.  To the best of my ability we do that. 22 

Ms. Grooms.  To the best of your recollection. 23 

Mr. Hanle.  And to the best of my recollection.   24 

BY : 25 
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Q Is the database public? 1 

A Oh, yes. 2 

Q Okay.  How does CJP use the information they gain from the Sabin Center database? 3 

A I think we use it broadly, in my experience, as mostly as background that is 4 

understanding where cases are.  I have checked it from time to time to see how science arises in 5 

cases.   6 

Q Does it -- does the information you gain from the Sabin Center database, does it 7 

influence educational programming that the CJP may hold? 8 

A I wouldn't say so.  I don't believe so. 9 

Q What about speaker selection? 10 

A No, I don't believe so. 11 

Q Does it influence curriculum development? 12 

A No, I wouldn't say so, to the best of my understanding. 13 

BY : 14 

Q So if you're going to the Sabin Center tracker to learn what climate issues are arising in 15 

litigation, once you go to the Sabin Center tracker and determine that, does it play any sort of role in, 16 

well, maybe it would be helpful if judges understood this nuanced piece of climate science?   17 

A Well, that's kind of hypothetical.  I don't recall that conversation at all. 18 

Q Okay.  So there's no -- you don't go to the tracker to see what issues are before judges 19 

and say, well, maybe this would be helpful to have this sort of information? 20 

A Not typically -- 21 

Q That's not a calculation at all? 22 

A Not typically, no.  And I can't recall it ever being. 23 

BY :   24 

Q Okay.  Are you familiar with the Federal Judicial Center's climate science chapter for 25 
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Q No? 1 

A Not to my recollection. 2 

[Hanle Exhibit No. 8. 3 

was marked for identification.] 4 

BY : 5 

Q Okay.  We have another email, from Michael Burger, exhibit 8, an October 24th, 2024, 6 

email from Michael Burger to Mr. Hanle and Sandy Thiam. 7 

A Okay. 8 

Q Do you know Mr. Burger? 9 

A I do know him. 10 

Q Do you work often with Mr. Burger? 11 

A Not often. 12 

Q He works with the Sabin Center? 13 

A Yeah.  It says here he is senior research scholar and lecturer in law. 14 

Q Is it often that Sabin Center and ELI or the Climate Judiciary Project contribute on each 15 

other's work or maybe collaborate?  It seems like Mr. Burger here is wanting to collaborate with CJP 16 

on a chapter.  Is that something that --  17 

A It's not frequent. 18 

Q It's not frequent? 19 

A No. 20 

Q Do you remember what this specific chapter is -- or module -- that he's asking to 21 

collaborate with or collaborate on? 22 

A I need the date here. 23 

Q October 24th, 2024. 24 

A So there's a couple of possibilities here that I'm trying to sort out.  But what he is 25 
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writing me about is that we were wanting to understand regarding the -- one of the databases that 1 

the Sabin Center had put together.   2 

Q Do you remember if you have -- if you did collaborate with him on --  3 

A I am quite sure.  I am fairly sure, to the best of my recollection, we did not collaborate 4 

with him.  5 

Q Okay.  Have you ever collaborated with Michael Burger on any CJP materials?  6 

A We didn't collaborate with him.  We asked -- let me think about this.  We asked 7 

Michael Burger -- so there were -- you recall a number of mailings of a large paper that we sent to 8 

some of the judges, and Michael Burger was the lead author on that.  So that's the only 9 

main -- that's the only use that I recall with Burger from that time.  There was -- so --  10 

Ms. Grooms.  To the best of your recollection.   11 

Mr. Hanle.  Yeah, to the best of my recollection.   12 

BY :   13 

Q Were you aware that Michael Burger was removed from and conflicted out of 14 

participating in the drafting of the Federal Judicial Center's climate science chapter? 15 

A No.  16 

Q Had you known that, would you have collaborated with Mr. Burger?   17 

Ms. Grooms.  I think that's a hypothetical.  We still don't know that now, I assume. 18 

Mr. Hanle.  Yeah, I just learned.  19 

.  So you had no prior knowledge that he was conflicted out?  20 

Mr. Hanle.  Not at all.  21 

.  Okay.   22 

BY :  23 

Q Did you know that Jessica Wentz and Radley Horton wrote the climate science chapter?  24 

A Yes, I did.  After the fact, I saw it.  25 



  

  

77 

Q Okay.  Does the CJP have written policies governing drafting or draft materials?  1 

A Governing draft materials?   2 

Q Yeah.   3 

A I don't know what that means.  4 

Q Are authors permitted to share their drafts with whomever, wherever, whenever, or is 5 

there some kind of guidelines that CJP likes the authors to follow?  6 

A We haven't put out any guidelines and expect them to behave in normal scholarly 7 

standards.  8 

Q So drafts aren't confidential?  I don't know what scholars call scholarly standards.  I 9 

am not --  10 

A Well, typically, drafts may not be confidential. 11 

Q Are CJP drafts?   12 

A Sometimes they are.  It depends on the author.  But not typically.  And our -- no. 13 

Q Did CJP request permission from -- or did CJP ask authors to request permission before 14 

sharing their drafts with others?  15 

A No, it never -- it didn't come up.   16 

Q It never came up.  Okay.  Are you aware of any time when --  17 

A And to the best of my recollection, I think not.  18 

Q Okay.  Yes, sir.   19 

Do you know Dr. Wehner?  20 

A I do.  21 

Q Did Dr. Wehner provide drafts of an educational module titled "Drawing the Causal 22 

Chain:  The Detection and Attribution of Climate Change" to anyone outside the formal CJP drafting 23 

team?  24 

A I don't know that.  25 
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Q You don't know that? 1 

A I -- let me think if I know. 2 

Ms. Grooms.  Are you asking whether he has personal knowledge of it, or that he's aware 3 

from reading the reports?  4 

BY : 5 

Q Let's go personal knowledge first.  Did you have personal knowledge before reading 6 

any sort of media report that Dr. Wehner shared a draft educational module with another individual? 7 

A I did not. 8 

Q You did not.  Did you become aware, subsequently, that he had shared a draft module 9 

with an outside individual? 10 

A Not directly. 11 

Q How did you become aware? 12 

A From media. 13 

.  When did you first learn that he shared -- that Wehner shared a draft? 14 

Ms. Sawyer.  Can I just make a clarification? 15 

What he testified is he has read in the media. 16 

.  Okay. 17 

Ms. Sawyer.  I don't think he has personal knowledge as to whether or not that actually 18 

happened. 19 

.  Okay. 20 

Mr. Hanle.  That's right. 21 

Ms. Sawyer.  To the extent. 22 

.  When CJP read in the media that a draft was shared, were there any changes 23 

made to the author guidelines? 24 

Ms. Grooms.  He said that there were no author guidelines. 25 
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.  There's been no change at all.  1 

Mr. Hanle.  We didn't change our operating practices, no.  2 

.  Okay.   3 

Go ahead.  4 

.  And you talked about sharing materials in a scholarly way.  So when a scientist 5 

is working on a paper and they share it with an outside individual or maybe another scholar or 6 

someone who's in the same field, what are they typically looking for when they share those 7 

documents?  8 

Mr. Hanle.  Usually, it's about content and whether or not there is a sense that there needs 9 

to be some factual correction.   10 

.  Okay.   11 

BY : 12 

Q How were you introduced to Michael Burger? 13 

A That's a long time ago, and I don't really remember exactly. 14 

Q Okay.  Has he served as a speaker, an author, or reviewer, or advisor for CJP? 15 

A He was not an author or a speaker for CJP.  He was asked to be a peer reviewer of one 16 

of the modules. 17 

Q Has he participated in the curriculum development or on the Curriculum Committee or 18 

Advisory Committee? 19 

A No. 20 

Q Okay.  Do you know Michael Gerrard? 21 

A I do.  We talked about him before. 22 

Q Yeah.  How do you know Michael Gerrard? 23 

A Well, I met Michael Gerrard when I was running Climate Central.  But I don't know, 24 

more than a decade ago. 25 
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Q Did she participate in curriculum development?  1 

A Well, she wrote a module.  So in that sense she did.  2 

Q Okay.  But not the -- okay. 3 

A Not the overall.   4 

Q Do you know Anne Carlson?  5 

A Yes.  6 

Q How were you connected with Anne?  7 

A She had been a board member of ELI, and I was first introduced to her that way.  8 

Q Okay.  Did she have any role in the Climate Judiciary Project?  9 

A She did, yes.  10 

Q What was her role?  11 

A She was one of the members -- original members -- of the Curriculum Advisory 12 

Committee.  13 

Q Okay.  So then did she also participate in curriculum development?  14 

A Well, to the extent most of the committee members did, that is, advising on the overall 15 

organization of the curriculum.  16 

Q Okay.  Has she served as a speaker or an author, reviewer, or advisor?  17 

A She did serve as a speaker to one of our seminars.  18 

Q Okay.  Do you know Jenny Madkour, M-a-d-k-o-u-r?   19 

A I don't believe I know that name.  20 

Q She is an attorney in Oregon?  21 

A No.  22 

Q Okay.  What about Courtney Lords?  23 

A No.  I don't believe I know that name.  24 

Q Do you know a Mary Wood?  25 
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A I know of Mary Wood.  She is a legal scholar, I believe. 1 

Q At the University of Oregon?  2 

A I don't know that for sure. 3 

Q You haven't worked with her?  4 

A No, I have not.   5 

Q She hasn't had any part in the CJP?  6 

A She has not.  7 

Q Okay. 8 

Ms. Grooms.  To the best of your knowledge. 9 

Mr. Hanle.  To the best of my knowledge and memory, yes.  I am not responsible for the 10 

legal side of things. 11 

BY : 12 

Q Okay.  And are you familiar with the law firm Sher Edling?  13 

A I am.  14 

Q Does the Climate Judiciary Project have any relationship with Sher Edling?  15 

A Not to the best of my knowledge.  We have not, as far as I understand, been in touch 16 

with them.  17 

Q How are you aware of them?  18 

A I'm aware because their name appears in a lot of cases.  19 

Q Okay.  Climate-related cases?  20 

A Some, yeah.  21 

Q And where do you see those cases?  Via Sabin Center database or --  22 

A Their cases are often described in the mass media, and I'll see their name cited there. 23 

Q Okay.  And we've talked a little bit about the Sabin Center.  When did the relationship 24 

with the CJP and the Sabin Center kind of start?  25 
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A I do want to make a distinction, a slight distinction.  Our relationship probably with 1 

Sabin Center started with Michael Gerrard, who was the founder and director of the Sabin Center. 2 

So our relationship really was with individuals as academic leaders rather than an entity called the 3 

Sabin Center.   4 

Q Okay.  And so then your relationship started with Michael Gerrard prior to the CJP? 5 

A Yes. 6 

Q Okay.  Has the Sabin Center and the CJP, have they had meetings together? 7 

A No, not to my knowledge. 8 

Q Any joint programs or events? 9 

A I don't believe so. 10 

Q Do you often share educational materials between the two organizations? 11 

A No, we don't, other than what is publicly available often.  Now, that doesn't exclude 12 

the possibility we shared something, but I don't recall that we did. 13 

Q Okay.  Do they ever recommend speakers or authors or advisors to -- 14 

Ms. Grooms.  Do you mean the Sabin Center or you mean Gerrard? 15 

.  I mean if Gerrard is working in -- at the Sabin Center and he is acting on the 16 

Sabin Center's behalf, then I am talking Michael Gerrard with the Sabin Center, but if they're just 17 

having like a conversation. 18 

Ms. Grooms.  I think what he has explained is that he saw his relationship with Gerrard or 19 

the other individuals, right, Wentz, obviously, authored a chapter, so -- 20 

.  Right.  I'm wondering -- 21 

Ms. Grooms.  Not the entity writ large. 22 

Mr. Hanle.  But as academics --  23 

.  So the answer is all --  24 

Mr. Hanle.  -- and experts. 25 
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Ms. Grooms.  Well, I just want the record to be clear.  Like, obviously, they were -- he was 1 

talking to Gerrard about all of those things.   2 

BY :   3 

Q Was Gerrard acting in his capacity as a member of the Sabin Center or was he just acting 4 

as a fellow scholar? 5 

A Well, I can't say what he was acting in.  I can say that I approached him as a scholar.  6 

Q And not due to his affiliation with the Sabin Center?  7 

A That's right.   8 

Q Okay.  Have you ever approached anyone because of their affiliation with the Sabin 9 

Center?  10 

A Not to my recollection.  I think not.  I think that everyone that I have approached one 11 

way or another was because of their scholarship.  12 

.  We can go off the record. 13 

[Discussion off the record.]  14 

  We'll go back on the record.   15 

BY :  16 

Q Turning to your relationship with the FJC, or the Federal Judicial Center, when did that 17 

relationship begin?  18 

A So it would have been -- it had to be '18, late '18, I think.  19 

Q Okay.  And do you remember --  20 

A Well, so "relationship."  What do you mean by relationship?   21 

Q With them inviting judges, you guys have an event -- cosponsor events together --  22 

A That would have been 2019.  23 

Q Okay.  And do you remember who initiated the relationship?  Did you reach out to 24 

them, or did they reach out to you?  25 
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A I was responsible. I reached out to them. 1 

Q Okay.  Have there been joint meetings with FJC in the past? 2 

Ms. Grooms.  What do you mean by joint meetings? 3 

BY : 4 

Q Meetings between two parties coming up with an idea together. 5 

A I don't think so.  We had conversations with FJC, but they were mostly logistical and 6 

practical. 7 

Q Okay.  Have they ever recommended speakers for events? 8 

A No, I don't believe so, to the best of my recollection. 9 

BY : 10 

Q I'm going to ask a couple of broad questions. 11 

Do you have any involvement with donors to CJP? 12 

A Do I? 13 

Q Correct.  14 

A Yes, I do. 15 

Q You do.  Okay.  16 

And to the extent that CJP listed donors on its website, is that a complete list of donors, to 17 

your knowledge?  Not asking for specific donor information, just asking whether or not they're fully 18 

listed on the CJP website, to your knowledge.   19 

Ms. Grooms.  Just to clarify, they're listed on the ELI website.  So these are donors to ELI, 20 

the entity.   21 

Does that make sense?  22 

Mr. Hanle.  Yes, it does.  It makes sense. 23 

24 So I don't really know.  I didn't review that.  

25 
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.  We can go off the record. 1 

[Recess.] 2 

BY : 3 

Q All right.  In the prior hour your talked about CJP's work with FJC.  Do you recall -- 4 

A Yes. 5 

Q -- some of what you spoke about there. 6 

Do you know if FJC provides resources on a wide variety of scientific topics for judges or 7 

judicial staff to become educated?  8 

A Yes, I believe they do.  And I remembered the reason we brought AAAS into the 9 

program was because they had done something on neuroscience previously. 10 

Q So neuroscience.  Do you know any of the other topics that they provide training or 11 

resources on? 12 

A I think I do, yes. 13 

Q Could you list a few of them, if you know, off the top of your head? 14 

A Yes, top of the head.  Technology.  I think that there are forensics, I believe, is one of 15 

them as well. 16 

Q So why are these trainings or resources on these scientific topics helpful for judges? 17 

A Well, judges, generally speaking, are generalists.  They don't typically have scientific 18 

training.  And cases come before them where scientific issues come into the cases, arise in the 19 

cases.  And they benefit from having the general knowledge, context, and tools to be able to weigh 20 

what they have to and come to informed decisions.  21 

Q So, to the best of your knowledge, judges frequently undergo training to review 22 

scientific resources related to, like you said, forensics or neuroscience.  There is also, I believe, 23 

trainings on artificial intelligence or dementia, the opioid crisis or DNA technology.  Does that all 24 

sound right to you?  25 
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did have names of judges.  That was the first pilot program. But after that number, tallies 1 

were what we kept.  2 

Q And does CJP have the authority to approve or reject any attendees? 3 

A No. 4 

Q And who selected the presenters at the events you hosted with FJC? 5 

A We did at the Climate Judiciary Project. 6 

Q And just to drive it home, who determined which judges would be invited? 7 

A The Federal Judicial Center determined which judges would be invited. 8 

BY  9 

Q Sorry to ping-pong.  I have a few more questions. 10 

So could you or anyone at ELI or CJP force a judge to partake in your trainings or read your 11 

materials?  12 

A Certainly not.  These were, to my -- best of my understanding, these were all voluntary 13 

selections and judges chose whether they wanted to come or not. 14 

Q So, in other words, it was entirely optional for a judge to participate in either a training 15 

or even reading or reviewing your materials online? 16 

A Yes, that's correct. 17 

Q And can CJP punish or penalize a judge for not participating in a training program? 18 

A I would say of course not. 19 

Q And even if a judge does participate in a training or looks at your materials, does that 20 

mean the judge then has to believe everything you present? 21 

A It's a very good question.  And we -- of course, judges are free to decide and accept 22 

what they wish. 23 

Q So if a judge comes to your training and decides they don't believe one word of what 24 

you present, there's nothing you can do about it? 25 
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A That's correct. 1 

Q And would these judges be free to do their own research or undergo other trainings to 2 

question the validity of your modules and trainings if they chose to? 3 

A Yeah, absolutely. 4 

Q So nothing is stopping these judges from fact-checking CJP's presentations if they 5 

wanted to? 6 

A That's also true. 7 

Q And, generally speaking, judges are presented with information all the time, and they 8 

have to decide whether or not they think that information is valid or truthful.  Is that fair to say? 9 

A I think so.  I think that's correct. 10 

Q So do you think judges should be well-equipped to broadly question the validity of 11 

evidence presented to them? 12 

A Certainly, I do believe that, yes. 13 

Q And can CJP force a judge to rule a certain way in a case or admit certain evidence 14 

because you want them to? 15 

A We cannot do that. 16 

Q And has CJP ever tried to instruct a judge on how they should rule in a specific case? 17 

A We do not do that. 18 

Q Have it ever tried to instruct a judge on what evidence the judge should admit or throw 19 

out in a specific case? 20 

A So, no, we do not. 21 

Q And has CJP ever weighed into a judge on the strength of a party's argument in a 22 

particular case? 23 

A Never, to the best of my understanding -- recollection. 24 

Q Thank you. 25 
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I am going to turn back to some of the questions that you were asked in the prior hour.  You 1 

were asked a series of questions about, quote, "targeting judges."  Do you recall the point of 2 

questioning?  3 

A I do, yes. 4 

Q And you testified that CJP doesn't target, so to speak, or select to try to get particular 5 

judges? 6 

A That's correct. 7 

Q You said that you instead want to bring training to judges in areas where there is a 8 

climate impact? 9 

A That's correct. 10 

Q Could you explain a little bit more about what that means? 11 

A Yeah.  Climate change has many effects, impacts, such things as intensified storms, 12 

13 

14 

15 

heat waves, drought, significant contribution to wildfires.  Those events typically lead to damages 

-- or damage, I should say, broadly speaking -- and often may end up coming in to court cases. 

What we were looking for is places where the climate impacts would be significant, such that 

they might end up being in court cases.  16 

Q So you weren't looking for judges that were presiding over individual cases, individual 17 

pieces of litigation? 18 

A We were very specific that we were not targeting individual cases or litigation. 19 

Q So you never, for example, said, "Oh, there's some litigation there against that fossil fuel 20 

company, let's make sure we get that judge into training"? 21 

A We didn't do that. 22 

Q You would never have done anything to that effect? 23 

A We did not do that. 24 

Q And to the extent that you reviewed any information that was on the Sabin Center 25 
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tracker that you were asked about in the prior hour, it was to identify what kind of issues were 1 

coming up, broadly speaking, in cases.  Is that correct?  2 

A I think that's right.  Different people look at that database for different reasons.  But 3 

that certainly was my focus.  4 

Q So you weren't looking at it to identify particular judges to try to get in for training? 5 

A No, we weren't -- I was not doing that.  6 

Q Okay.  You were also in the prior hour asked a series of questions about particular 7 

individuals that you have worked different capacities, whether that was Ms. Carlson or Mr. Burger or 8 

Mr. Gerrard.  Do you recall that line of questioning?  9 

A I do, yeah.   10 

Q When you decided to work with any of these individuals, in the different capacities that 11 

you worked with them in, what brought you to want to work with these individuals?  Why did you 12 

choose to work with them?  13 

A The number one criterion was their expertise.  If they had something, some knowledge 14 

and expert contribution to be made, and that rose to the top for us.  That was why we recruited 15 

these people.  16 

Q So you didn't seek out individuals to work with based on their affiliation with a 17 

particular entity?  18 

A No.  19 

Q It was based on their expertise?  20 

A Yes, it was based on their expertise.   21 

Now, let me think about the categories of scientists, legal scholars, and the judges.  It was 22 

based on expertise.   23 

Q Anything else?  All right.   24 

Thank you.  We can go off the record.   25 
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[Whereupon, at 1:21 p.m., the interview was concluded.]1 
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Exhibit 35 
 

Letter from Hon. Robin L. Rosenberg, Dir., Fed. Jud. Ctr., 
to John B. McCuskey, Att'y Gen. of W. Va. (Feb. 24, 

2026) 
 



THE FEDERAL JUDICIAL CENTER 
THURGOOD MARSHALL FEDERAL JUDICIARY BUILDING 

ONE COLUMBUS CIRCLE, N.E. 
WASHINGTON, DC 20002-8003 

 
 

 HONORABLE  ROBIN L. ROSENBERG TEL.:  
 DIRECTOR         Email:  

                               
February 24, 2026 

 
 
 
 
The Honorable John B. McCuskey 
Attorney General 
1900 Kanawha Blvd. E. 
Building 1, Room  E-26 
Charleston, WV  25305 
 

Dear Attorney General McCuskey, 
 

I received your letter of February 17, 2026 following up on the Federal 
Judicial Center’s omission of the climate science chapter from the Reference Manual 
on Scientific Evidence, Fourth Edition (RMSE).  

 
The Center has not distributed any hard copies of the RMSE.  All hard copies 

of the RMSE distributed by the Federal Judicial Center to federal judges or anyone 
else will omit the climate science chapter consistent with the online version now on 
the Center’s website. 

 
The Center discussed with the National Academies the Center’s decision to 

omit the climate science chapter. We understand that the Academies will include 
asterisked language in its web and printed versions of the RMSE indicating that the 
FJC has omitted the chapter from its version of the manual. Further questions 
concerning decisions made by the National Academies should be directed to the 
National Academies. 

 
The RMSE was developed under the guidance of a committee of judges and 

scientists that determined which chapters to include in the manual. The Committee 
sought to capture scientific topics that federal judges might encounter in their cases. 
In its thorough discussions of possible chapter topics, the Committee considered 
input from more than 1,000 federal judges who responded to the Center’s request to 
all judges for input on the RMSE. 

 
 



 Page 2 

 
Once the Committee determined the appropriate chapters to include in the 

RMSE, it then identified authors with appropriate expertise for each chapter. The 
Committee carefully reviewed each chapter, including comments from external peer 
review, to ensure that the science was accurately portrayed, that the chapter would be 
helpful to judges, and that it was objectively written.  
 
 
 

 
 
                                                Sincerely, 
 
 
     

                                                            Judge Robin L. Rosenberg 
                Director, Federal Judicial Center 
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Email from Jessica Wentz, Non-resident Senior Fellow, 
Sabin Ctr. for Climate Change L., to Radley Horton, 
Associate Research Professor Sabin Ctr. for Climate 

Change L. (Apr. 15, 2024) 
 







