





In 2013 he published an account of his company’s efforts surveying an Arctic region in Canada,

and argued his expertise could ““aide regional exploration in similar environments and geologic
T

settings.’

Prof. Dunn-Norman, the fourth dissenter, is a petroleum engineer at Missouri University of
Science and Technology, Rolla, Missouri. For decades Prof. Dunn-Norman has worked closely
with the oil and gas mdustry as a public academic focused on helping companies solve the oil
and gas industry’s engineering problems.'®

During the three days of EPA SAB panel meetings in October 2015, Prof. Dunn-Norman
repeatedly used the words “we™ and “industry” interchangeably.]g

At Mlssouru S&T, she’s enjoyed significant oil funding from the industry and the Department of
Energy™. Before j joining the faculty of the Rolla, Missouri school, she spent eight years working
at Atlantic Richfield and Arco.?' She maintains a side-job with Petroleum ETC teaching private
courses that costs about $3,000 per four-day course, per student.”

In a July 2012 seminar, Prof. Dunn-Norman spoke in detail about the 2010 BP spill in the Gulf
of Mexico, saying “Our industry is so sophisticated. we rival NASA. One of the good things
about the BP experience is that people got to see, through webcam, just how high-tech our
industry is.”*

Prof. Dunn-Norman is likely dissenting because she is deeply and personally invested in
continued drilling and fracking. “I definitely agree with continuing drilling,” she’s said, adding

“[ think the government saying we’re going to stop drilling i Is akm to having an automobile
accident and saying we’re going to stop manufacturing cars.’

Back in February, these four oil and gas industry panelists had already succeeded in softening the
language throughout the panel’s peer-review report, including in the paragraph from which they
are now dissenting. Specifically, they succeeded in getting a sentence removed that would have
emphasized how data limitations and uncertainties raise questions about the agency’s scientific
basis for the controversial top-line.”

The whole episode of the four dissenter’s narrow dissent gets to the heart of the matter.

The agency’s misleading top-line, itself, was based on political not scientific ground. As one
panelist put it, “Congress never asked the EPA to determine whether the impacts were
widespread and systemic. EPA’s choice to make this definitive statement at this time is
inappropriate based on data gaps and limitations.” *°

The result of the EPA’s political “choice™ is that the vested interests of the industry
representatives on the peer-review panel have been laid bare.

We call on you acknowledge this fact, reject the dissent from the four industry representatives on
the panel, and revise the top-line finding so that it is clearly supported by the science on
fracking’s impacts to drinking water resources.
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