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Introduction
This is the case that happened in the year 2007 at the Supreme Court of the United States of America. It was an initiative of the twelve states, three cities and various environmental organizations. They did set a law suit against the United States’ environmental protection agency. The appeal’s aim did focus on regulating the air pollution under the clean air act. The Environmental Protection Agency did reject the request of Massachusetts to enact the law of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases that are causing the global warming (Jonathan, 2007). This is a problem that is affecting the whole world and has adverse effects on the climatic conditions. Massachusetts did enforce in reducing the greenhouse gas pollutants and motor vehicles exhausting gases in the United Sates of America, but the decision made by the court was in favor of Environmental Protection Agency. However, in the year 2009, in April, the court pronounced a declaration that the pollution of greenhouse gases has adverse effects on the environment in the whole as well as creates health problems to people.

The main petitioners of this case were the automotive manufacturers and the environmental protection agencies that included: the National Automobile Dealers Association, the Environmental Protection Agency, the Engine Manufacturers Association, the Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers, the Utility Air Regulation Group, the Truck Manufacturers Association, and the CO2 Litigation Group. The respondent’s states comprised of Utah, Michigan, Texas, Alaska, South Dakota, Kansas, Ohio, Idaho, Nebraska, and Massachusetts’ Attorney General's. The representative of the petitioners was James Milken from the office of the Attorney General in Massachusetts.

The petitioners did claim that it was a failure of the Environmental Protection Agency to advocate for the reduction of the pollutants’ volumes to the environment leading to the sea level rise. This indicates that the coastal line in in great danger of sinking and many properties will cause serious losses. This is unacceptable. And it is the responsibility of the United States’ environmental protection agency to prevent it from happening. The plaintiff sought to get the environmental protection agency to correct this mistake and reduce the carbon (iv) oxide and other greenhouse gases’ emissions from motor vehicles.

This case prompts the courts to give a judgment on the basis of the Clean Air Act, which provides the Environmental Protection Agency Administrator to be responsible in regulating the volumes of the pollutants’ emissions by companies according to the Clean Air Act (Harrington et al., 2010). The standards are applicable to any pollutant emissions from the air pollutant and the classes of motor vehicles. According to the judge’s verdict, these pollutants can jeopardize the welfare or public health of people.

According to the Clean Air Act, an air pollutant as any air pollution agent or a mixture of substances that cause the pollution, which may include any biological, radioactive, chemical or physical substance emitted into the atmosphere. The welfare, in this case, means the things that have a negative effect on weather and climate of any geographical region. The scientific research shows cumulative results about air pollutants. In this case, specifically, the emitted carbon (iv) oxide and other greenhouse gases have a significant effect on the weather or climatic conditions of the certain geographical area. The melting of ice causes a significant increase in the water levels all over the world.

Global warming is a widespread phenomenon that affects people all over the world. Massachusetts has a firsthand experience concerning the effects of global warming. There was a convention for the whole world to get to know about the global warming effect. Each country in all the continents had to take the initiative to minimize or reduce the greenhouse effects by minimizing the carbon and greenhouse emissions.

This spirit passes to the technological industries, and the car manufacturers started their research on building motor vehicles that are more fuel efficient and have a minimal emission. Other manufacturing industries followed the suit to create this positive effect even though they know that global warming effects are irreversible, they still had to do something to prevent the further damage. In the United States, the Senate assigned this role to the United States’ Environmental Protection Agency.

The global warming has adverse effects, which are severe and irreversible. They include the changing of natural ecosystems and the significant reduction in the water storage in winter with the snow packs in mountainous regions. Also, the ferocity of hurricanes is causing the sea level to rise. These diverse effects have a direct link to economic consequences, which none of the countries including the United States would want to face.

The United States’ Environmental Protection Agency did not deny the unavoidable existence of global warming. The agency also accepted the fact that the greenhouse gases contributed much to the global warming effect. However, it did defend itself by saying that the small decrease of emissions of the carbon emission by motor vehicles would be out covered by a much higher increase of carbon emissions and other greenhouse gases by the industries in developing countries especially China and India. Also, it states that the Environmental Protection Agency did not have any noticeable authority from the Clean Air Act to regulate the emissions of carbon (ix) oxide and other greenhouse gases for the purpose of the climate change prevention. Also, even if the Environmental Protection Agency did have such authority, it would decline to set the standards of greenhouse gases’ emissions for vehicles; and this task would be difficult to implement.

In its defense against the law suit case, the defense said that the study of science of the climatic distribution and change has been extensively complex, wide and always evolving. For a long time, there is an improvement in the study of the climate change science. However, there are still numerous doubts on the study of factors not known that may affect the study of the climate change, and how these issues should be addressed. In the prediction of the future climate change, a complex web of economic and physical factors must be studied and critically involved.

There are many changes in the climatic estimates. The basis depends on the daily temperatures that change altering the climate of the particular geographical area that in turn affects the agricultural activities, human lives, health issues and economic effects. All these factors had to be put into consideration before the determination of ruling the case. In the year 2009, the court’s verdicts were in favor of Massachusetts as it had a tangible, practical, and reasonable argument basis. The argument of this ruling did not have a solid scientific prove, thus, making it not valid for such a long time.

The United States’ Environmental Protection Agency had the proofs to show that the study and critical understanding of dependability and relationships between the climate change and human life whether socially, physically, economically or politically was still young. Therefore, the overall consequences of effects of the climate change cannot be determined alone basing on the carbon emissions and effects of greenhouse gases. The notable and realistic scientific uncertainties deny us the opportunity to investigate individually all the factors that affect the climate. Also, the changes that emerge from the natural availability of these gases are the considerations of pollutants from the amount being a direct result of the increasing emissions of the greenhouse gases.

The Environmental Protection Agency argued that it could not regulate carbon (iv) oxide emissions from motor vehicles. In applying this regulation, the Agency needs to tighten mileage standards, the activity of the Agency that the Congress has assigned to different government institutions. There is no instance of the license Environmental Protection Agency to abandon its environmental protection responsibilities as per the Act that it had established. Environmental Protection Agency is responsible for protecting the public's health and welfare by ensuring that the environment is safe and protected. On the other hand, carbon (iv) oxide is a part of the natural air. The substantial scientific evidence that the toxicity of carbon (iv) oxide results from extremely high concentrations of gas that ultimately transforms it into a pollutant and contributor to global warming.

The ruling of the judge Sentelle clearly stated that petitioners had failed to prove and plainly demonstrate the injury element. This was a requirement in order to establish standing under the Article III. According to the judge, the petitioners had alleged to the opinion that global warming was harmful to humanity which was really true, but they did not cite any individual instances where there had been any harmful evidence. They stated that the number of people suffering from injuries from challenging actions was invalid unless it had any proofs beyond any reasonable doubts from the complaining matters (Michael et al., 2007). This requirement is not just an empty formality since it preserves the vitality of the adversarial process. It assures that both parties are being equal before the court of law with the actual evidences regardless of the outcomes. Also, it resolves the conflicts and provides legal answers to existing questions. The judgment basis ignores the artifice atmosphere of a debating society, but it appreciates the concrete and factual context that is conducive to the realistic appreciation of consequences of the judicial action.

A chief Justice Roberts condemned Massachusetts claim as not rather clear based on the Supreme Court’s cases that deal with standings. The dissent by the chief justice was in the comparison with an opinion of the majority. The chief justice went on to argue that the alleged injury that Massachusetts had lost the notable portions of land to the higher shoreline. This was due to the rising sea levels and this was highly speculative. It was lacking an adequate scientific support to prove it. His dissent also stated that in the event there was a slight chance of the state of Massachusetts to have any land due to the adverse effects caused by global warming. Obliging the United States’ Environmental Protection Agency to enforce its control on automobile carbon emissions this would not be one of the desired effects.

To the chief justice, there is no proof of any relationship whether strong or weak in the Environmental Protection Agency’s supposed refusal to put in place the emissions’ control standards for automobiles and petitioners' supposed injuries. The dissent by the chief justice also stated that addressing the said injuries this was rather difficult to address them. The developing countries such as China are liable for the highest amounts of emissions of the greenhouse gases. In the dissents, the judge Scalia stated that the Court had no jurisdiction to decide the case. This judgment basis is based on the analysis and closure that petitioners standing were non-existent. He also responded to the court's statement of the uncertainty of science to be not the reliable source. The Environmental Protection Agency can trust the judgment by establishing an independent judgment on the determination on whether global warming causes the effects of greenhouse gases. The Environmental Protection Agency must do this before any implementation has taken place. According to the judge Scalia, the Environmental Protection Agency has done exactly that by the National Research Council panel researching the climatic change and the related science.

Generally, the Environmental Protection Agency did not avoid its statutory obligation. It simply noted that there was a lot of uncertainty surrounding factors causing the climate change. It concludes by advising against regulating the emissions from the motor vehicle currently. However, the Environmental Protection Agency offered no explanations for its refusal to make any decision on whether greenhouse gases cause or contribute to the climate change. The action was arbitrary and capricious, thus, not in accordance with the state law.

Global warming is the world crisis and the most pressing environmental problem of this century. It affects every human being on the earth in diverse ways. Most governments across the globe have done too little to address it. However, policymakers in the Executive and Legislative Branches of the government have their whole attention driven to this problematic issue of global warming; and they continue to consider the regulatory, legislative, and treaty-based means of addressing a global climate change as fast as they can due to the urgency of the matter (Michael et al., 2007).
The petitioners went to the courts claiming the injury in a broad perspective. They did not attempt to merge the injury nor did they comply with the statutory provision of the United States’ government. The result did not satisfy the government agencies' pace and their progress to the environmental issues and global warming. This challenging rejection is on the basis of being not justifiable. This has led to the conclusion that involved no judgment on the opinion of the global warming, its causes, or the extent of the problem of global warming.

Conclusion

This case of Massachusetts vs. the Environmental Protection Agency case has brought light to the world on the global warming effects due to their sophisticated lifestyles; and it became a remarkable debate concerning the adverse effects of the climate change. It did advocate for all the nations to be responsible. This was to ensure there was a reduction in the volumes of carbon emissions for the better and safer earth. The new technologies especially in the industrial work and automobile manufacture should be carefully researched in order to come up with the products with low carbon emission. A more detailed research should be done on the cleaner energy sources such as hydrogen in order to protect the environment and totally eradicate global warming before it becomes uncontrollable.

This case would go the long way in determining the verdict of the future cases brought to the court on the basis of injuries caused by global warming. The petitioners need to prove the injury if not the agencies or institutions that are responsible of the environment protection. They will not be liable to certain accusations as long as they are within the law.

On the other hand, this case has brought to light the effects of global warming and the greenhouse gases emissions. The judgment of the Environmental Protection Agency is not in a position to affect the law for reducing emissions from motor vehicles. However, the courts are going to be careful when making their verdicts in courts as not all the laws are applicable to the situations in life. 
Therefore, they should adjust and make the viable judgments that will benefit all or may by laws that will address the problem at hand. The agency should protect the environment as that is what it mandates to do, but still it should carry out these roles within its mandate and jurisdiction. Global warming is a universal climatic problem and needs to be addressed with an immediate effect. It deserves no ignorance as its effects are already taking place and in some time there will be too hard for the humanity to handle it.
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