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The DOE’s 2025 Climate Working Group report offers a contrarian assessment of human-caused greenhouse gas emissions and their impact on U.S. climate and ecosystems. The authors acknowledge that CO2 is a greenhouse gas and that emissions have risen significantly, but they argue that the magnitude of future warming, economic harm and physical disruption has been overstated. They argue that many climate models are too sensitive, that extreme scenarios or secondaries have been given too much emphasis, and that benefits associated with higher rising CO2 such as increased plant productivity and water use efficiency have been overlooked. Furthermore, the report concludes that U.S. mitigation efforts are likely to have “negligible” direct influence on global temperature trends and that policy resources would be better directed toward adaptation and resilient energy systems. The document emphasizes uncertainties in the carbon cycle, “aerosol forcing, land use change, and model sensitivity, and calls for a reevaluation of current climate policy in light of these factors.
The report is authored by the Climate Working Group (CWG) composed of John Cristy, Judith Curry, Steven Koonin, Ross McKitrick, and Roy Spencer. All hold Ph.D. degrees and have published in climate or atmospheric sciences, though many of their prior works are known for questioning mainstream climate consensus. For example, Christy and Spencer are known for satellite-temperature trend analyses, Curry for work on climate uncertainties, Koonin for his prior government service and commentary on climate science and McKitrick for economic critique and climate model outcomes. On the surface, their credentials appear relevant to climate science and policy. However, there are potential coincidences with the Environmental Protection Agency's proposed repeal of the 2009 Endangerment Finding. Also, several critics note the absence of early career scientists or those with a broad consensus background in the list of authors, raising concerns about selection bias. While the authors are subject matter experts, the context of the report commissioning and the author composition suggest that their views may emphasize skepticism of the dominant narrative rather than a fully balanced assessment.
One notable strength of the report is its clear articulation of scientific uncertainties: it systematically highlights that carbon cycle uptake, aerosol forcing, and model sensitivity remain imperfectly understood. For instance, it points out that land and ocean carbon uptake vary and thus future concentrations of CO2 contain known uncertainties. This focus helped remind readers that climate projections are not predetermined and underscores the need for resilient policy rather than blind optimism. Also, the report draws attention to the importance of CO2 fertilization and water-use efficiently improving vegetation, pointing to studies showing greening trends even under some semi-dry conditions.
However, several weaknesses undermine the report’s claims. First, there is strong criticism that the report engages in cherry-picking of data. Multiple external reviews argue that the authors under-emphasize accelerating trends in extreme weather events, sea-level rise, and ecosystem disruptions, while selectively citing studies supporting lower climate sensitivity. Second, key arguments contradict well-established physical understanding. The greenhouse effect and radiative forcing mechanisms are found in decades of empirical and theoretical work: while uncertainties exist, the weight of evidence supports substantial warming from GHGs. The report emphasis on “negligible direct impact” of U.S, policy on global climate ignores that U.S. emissions remain significant and that mitigation creates precedent and technology pathways. Thirdly, though the report acknowledges CO2 benefits for plant growth, it largely omits opposing risks like nutrient limitations, heat stress, and ecosystem tipping points, and the compound impacts of warming, drought, and pest outbreaks. The framing of elevated CO2 as largely beneficial lacks nuance and does not fully engage with the broader literature. As for pseudoscientific tactics, critics note that the report used uncertainty as a reason to delay policy action (a rhetorical strategy sometimes known as “manufacturing doubt”). Finally on longevity and standing the test of time: because the report is newly released, it cannot yet claim to have been tested over decades. Although its attempts to downplay the urgency of climate risks, its stance appears with peer-reviewed climate assessments, which increasingly identify sharper risks and emerging phenomena, like compound hazards. Thus, while the report brings useful reminders of uncertainty, its broader framing appears misaligned with the prevailing scientific record.
In my own view, the DOE CWG report is an interesting contribution to climate policy discourse in that it elevates awareness of scientific uncertainty and the role of non-linear feedback. However, it falls short of being a robust scientific assessment comparable to those produced by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. I do not agree with the fundamental claim that greenhouse gas emissions pose a minimal risk or that aggressive mitigation can be safely postponed. To me I believe that human emissions are a serious and growing climate driver, which is being reinforced by reading this document. While I can understand this report to persuade me to appreciate uncertainty more deeply, it did not persuade me to change my view on the scale or urgency but rather on the weight of evidence combined with sound risk management. The DOE report reminds us of the importance of adaptation, flexible policy design, and continuous learning, yet it underestimates the values of precaution in the face of systemic risks. Reviewing the document was frustrating, as its downplaying of climate change as a problem to not be addressed now but in the future really reserves the idea that human impact has caused. 
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