
	

	

FACT	of	the	WEEK	1:		
EPA	manipulated	its	modeling	assumptions	to	show	smaller	impacts	on	coal	
	

• In	assessing	the	impacts	of	the	final	CPP,	EPA	assumes	that	a	much	smaller	coal	fleet	will	remain	in	the	near	future	
(“base	case”)	than	EPA	assumed	in	last	year’s	analysis	of	the	proposed	CPP.	EPA	is	now	assuming	that	there	are	will	
be	far	fewer	coal	units	by	2020,	even	without	the	CPP.	

• By	assuming	a	“base	case”	with	more	coal	retirements,	EPA	is	able	to	claim	that	the	final	rule	does	less	harm	to	coal	
because	there	are	fewer	coal	units	to	be	harmed.	

• Compared	to	the	proposal,	the	final	rule	assumes	that	1/3	of	the	coal	fleet	(approximately	100	GW)	will	have	retired	
by	2020	even	without	the	CPP.	This	is	considerably	more	than	EPA	projected	for	the	proposed	CPP	(66	GW),	more	
than	EIA	projects	(55	GW),	and	more	than	ACCCE’s	announced	retirements	(68	GW).	

• The	projected	impacts	of	the	final	CPP	—i.e.,	the	harm	to	coal	—would	have	been	greater	if	EPA	had	used	the	same	
“base	case”	as	the	proposed	CPP:	

− Electricity	generation	from	coal	declines	by	22%	under	the	final	rule	in	2030.	This	would	have	been	a	31%	
reduction	if	EPA	had	used	the	base	case	from	the	proposed	CPP.	

− Coal	consumption	declines	by	21%	(181	million	tons)	under	the	final	rule	in	2030.	This	would	have	been	a	29%	
(282	million	tons)	reduction	if	EPA	had	used	the	base	case	from	the	proposed	CPP.	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	



	

	

FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	2:		
22	states	are	the	biggest	losers	because	the	final	CPP	is	more	stringent	than	
the	proposed	CPP	
	

• The	final	Clean	Power	Plan	(CPP)	includes	two	basic	compliance	options:	one	is	RATE-BASED	and	the	other	is	CAP-
AND-TRADE		—	which	EPA	calls	“mass-based”	to	avoid	using	the	term	cap	and	trade.		Although	EPA	gives	states	the	
option	of	choosing	between	the	two,	it	is	clear	that	EPA	prefers	that	states,	individually	or	in	groups,	adopt	cap-and-
trade	programs.	

• Under	either	(or	both)	a	rate-based	or	a	cap-and-trade	program,	22	states	are	the	biggest	losers	because	the	final	
CPP	is	more	stringent	than	the	proposed	CPP	(Figure	1).		All	these	states	—	except	Rhode	Island	which	has	no	coal-
fired	electricity	generation	—	rely	on	coal	to	help	maintain	affordable	electricity	prices.		The	collective	average	retail	
electricity	price	for	the	21	coal-reliant	“biggest	loser”	states	was	12%	below	the	national	average	in	2014	(EIA).		
Rhode	Island’s	electricity	price	was	49%	above	the	national	average	(EIA).	

• However,	the	remaining	states	are	not	winners.	Under	a	rate-based	program,	46	states	must	reduce	their	CO2	
emissions	rate	by	10%	or	more	below	their	2012	emissions	rate	(Figure	2).		Under	a	cap-and-trade	program,	33	
states	must	reduce	their	total	CO2	emissions	by	10%	or	more	below	what	they	emitted	in	2012	(Figure	3).			

	

Figure	1:	These	are	the	22	biggest	losers	under	the	final	Clean	Power	Plan	because	their	emission	reduction	targets	are	
more	stringent	than	they	were	under	the	proposed	CPP.	

	

 
FIGURE 1:  These are the 22 biggest losers under the final Clean Power Plan  

because their emission reduction targets are more stringent than they were under the proposed CPP. 
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FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	2:		
22	states	are	the	biggest	losers	because	the	final	CPP	is	more	stringent	than	
the	proposed	CPP	
	

Figure	2:	Under	a	rate-based	program,	46	states	must	reduce	their	CO2	emissions	by	more	than	10%	

	
FIGURE	3:	Under	a	cap-and-trade	program,	33	states	must	reduce	their	CO2	emissions	by	more	than	10%	
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FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	3:		
A	land	area	the	size	of	Indiana	would	be	needed	if	all	the	retiring	coal	units	
were	replaced	by	wind	
	

• EPA	projects	that	38,000	MW	of	coal	capacity	will	retire	by	2030	because	of	the	Clean	Power	Plan	(source:	EPA’s	
RIA).		EPA	also	projects	that	41,000	MW	of	non-hydro	renewables,	such	as	wind,	will	be	added	by	2030	because	of	
the	Clean	Power	Plan	(source:	EPA’s	RIA).	

• Because	of	the	intermittent	nature	of	wind,	less	than	20%	of	its	capacity	is	counted	for	reliability	planning,	while	
over	90%	of	the	capacity	of	coal	generation	is	counted	(source:	NERC).		Thus,	every	MW	of	retired	coal	capacity	
would	require	at	least	4.5	MW	of	wind	to	replace	it,	meaning	that	38,000	MW	of	retired	coal	would	require	171,000	
MW	of	replacement	wind	because	of	reliability	considerations.	

• The	Grande	Prairie	wind	farm	being	constructed	in	Nebraska	—	and	recently	purchased	by	Berkshire	Hathaway	—	
has	a	capacity	of	400	MW	and	spans	an	area	of	“over	50,000	acres,”	or	125	acres	per	MW	(source:	
geronimoenergy.com).	

• 171,000	MW	of	wind	would	require	more	than	21	million	acres,	or	almost	34,000	square	miles.		This	amount	of	land	
would	be	equivalent	to	494	Districts	of	Columbia,	or	16	million	football	fields,	or	it	would	cover	almost	the	entire	
State	of	Indiana	(35,870	square	miles).	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	



	

	

FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	4:		
A	land	area	the	size	of	800,000	football	fields	would	be	needed	if	all	of	the	
retiring	coal	units	were	replaced	by	solar	
	

• EPA	projects	that	38,000	MW	of	coal-fired	electric	generating	capacity	will	retire	because	of	the	Clean	Power	Plan	
(source:	EPA).		EPA	also	projects	that	41,000	MW	of	non-hydro	renewables,	such	as	solar,	will	be	added	because	of	
the	Clean	Power	Plan	(source:	EPA).	Currently,	the	U.S.	has	a	total	of	94	GW	of	non-hydro	electric	generating	
capacity	(source:	EIA).	

• Because	the	sun	doesn’t	always	shine,	approximately	25%	of	solar	electric	generating	capacity	is	counted	for	
reliability	planning,	while	over	90%	of	the	capacity	of	coal-fired	generation	is	counted	(source:	NERC).		Thus,	each	
MW	of	retired	coal	capacity	would	require	at	least	3.5	MW	of	replacement	solar.		Consequently,	38,000	MW	of	
retired	coal	capacity	would	require	133,000	MW	of	replacement	solar	because	of	reliability	considerations.	

• 133,000	MW	of	utility-scale	solar	would	cover	1,064,000	acres	—	or	800,000	football	fields	(NREL	estimates	8	
acres/MW	for	utility-scale	photovoltaic	solar).	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	



	

	

FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	5:		
EPA	manipulated	assumptions	about	future	CO2	emissions	in	order	to	lower	
compliance	costs	
	

• EPA	projects	that	the	final	CPP	will	cost	approximately	$3	billion	to	$4	billion	per	year,	whereas	EPA	projected	that	
the	proposed	CPP	would	cost	twice	as	much,	$7	billion	per	year.	

• However,	EPA’s	analysis	of	the	final	rule	is	based	on	new	assumptions	that	lowered	future	CO2	emissions	without	
the	CPP.	Under	these	new	assumptions,	the	CPP	has	to	reduce	less	CO2	in	the	future	to	achieve	a	32%	reduction	by	
2030;	accordingly,	the	economic	impacts	of	the	final	CPP	are	lower.	In	fact,	the	final	CPP	now	has	to	reduce	CO2	
emissions	by	roughly	3.6	billion	tons	less	under	EPA’s	new	assumptions	over	the	period	2016	–	2030	than	it	did	
under	the	old	assumptions.	

• Table	1	below	compares	future	electric	sector	CO2	emissions	that	EPA	projected	in	2014	(“EPA	2014”)	with	future	
emissions	that	EPA	is	now	projecting	one	year	later	(“EPA	2015”).	Both	show	EPA’s	version	of	future	CO2	emissions	
without	the	CPP.	

TABLE	1:	EPA’s	CO2	Projections	in	2014	vs.	EPA’s	Projections	in	2015	

	 2016	 2020	 2025	 2030	

“EPA	2014”	 2,285	M	tons	 2,377	M	tons	 2,454	M	tons	 2,482	M	tons	

“EPA	2015”	 2,102	M	tons	 2,151	M	tons	 2,160	M	tons	 2,223	M	tons	

Difference	between	
old	and	new	
projection	

183	M	tons	less,	or	
8%	less	CO2	in	the	
new	projection	

226	M	tons	less,	or	
10%	less	CO2	in	the	
new	projection	

294	M	tons	less,	or	
12%	less	CO2	in	the	
new	projection	

259	M	tons	less,	or	
12%	less	CO2	in	the	
new	projection	

	

• How	did	EPA	come	up	with	these	lower	projections	for	future	CO2	emissions?	Compared	to	last	year’s	assumptions,	
EPA	now	assumes	that	(1)	more	coal	plants	will	retire	early,	(2)	less	electricity	will	be	generated	with	coal,	(3)	more	
electricity	will	be	generated	with	natural	gas,	(4)	more	electricity	will	be	generated	with	renewables,	and	(4)	
consumers	will	use	less	electricity.	All	these	assumptions	cause	future	CO2	emissions	to	be	lower	than	EPA	projected	
last	year	(Table	1	above).	

• Table	2	below	compares	a	few	of	EPA’s	new	assumptions	with	EIA’s	recent	projections	for	the	year	2020.	This	is	an	
apples-to-apples	comparison	because	both	are	future	projections	without	the	Clean	Power	Plan.	

	 “EPA	2015”	 “EIA	2015”	 COMPARED	TO	EIA,	EPA	PROJECTS		
THE	FOLLOWING	

CO2	 2,151	M	tons	 2,318	M	tons	 7%	lower	CO2	emissions	

Coal	Capacity	 208,000	MW	 260,000	MW	 52,000	MW	more	retirements	

Coal	 1,448	TWh	 1,709	TWh	 15%	less	coal-fired	generation	

Natural	Gas	 1,209	TWh	 1,135	TWh	 7%	more	gas-fired	generation	

Renewables	 716	TWh	 679	TWh	 5%	more	renewable	generation	

Total	Electricity	Generated	 4,190	TWh	 4,350	TWh	 4%	lower	overall	electricity	consumption	



	

	

FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	6:		
The	benefits	of	the	CPP	are	at	least	95%	less	than	EPA	claims	

“Benefits”	of	the	Clean	Power	Plan	
Executive	Order	12866	requires	agencies	to	“assess	both	the	costs	and	the	benefits”	of	major	regulations	and	adopt	
regulations	“only	upon	a	reasoned	determination	that	the	benefits	of	the	intended	regulation	justify	its	costs.”	Not	
surprisingly,	EPA	concluded	that	the	benefits	of	the	Clean	Power	Plan	exceed	its	costs	because	of	(1)	a	presumed	reduction	
in	climate	change	impacts	and	(2)	health	co-benefits	from	reducing	conventional	air	pollutants,	especially	fine	particulate	
matter	(“fine	particles”	or	“PM2.5”)	and	ozone.	By	2030,	EPA	claims	that	the	benefits	of	the	Clean	Power	Plan	exceed	its	
costs	by	almost	$43	billion	(Table	2	below).	However,	some	60%	of	the	benefits	EPA	claims	in	2030	for	the	Clean	Power	Plan	
are	based	on	reducing	conventional	air	pollutants,	not	on	reducing	potential	climate	change	impacts.	

EPA’s	approach	to	calculating	the	benefits	of	its	rules	has	been	the	subject	of	extensive	criticism.1	The	purpose	of	this	paper	
is	to	illustrate	what	happens	to	the	benefits	of	the	Clean	Power	Plan	when	only	two	of	these	criticisms	are	taken	into	
account.	

Social	Cost	of	Carbon		
The	climate	change	effects	resulting	from	the	Clean	Power	Plan	are	meaningless.	For	example,	the	Clean	Power	Plan	will	
reduce	global	sea	level	rise	by	the	thickness	of	two	sheets	of	paper.2	In	2012,	EPA	stopped	projecting	changes	in	
atmospheric	CO2	concentrations,	temperature,	and	sea	level	rise	because	the	changes	were	so	tiny.	Instead,	EPA	now	uses	
a	theoretical	“social	cost	of	carbon”	to	project	climate	change	benefits.3	

Co-Benefits		
EPA	often	estimates	not	only	the	benefits	of	reducing	the	specific	pollutant	targeted	by	a	regulation,	but	also	the	benefits	of	
accidental	reductions	in	other	emissions	that	result	from	the	regulation	(“co-benefits”).	One	criticism	of	EPA’s	regulatory	
impact	analyses	is	that	EPA	often	includes	large	PM2.5co-benefits	to	justify	rules	that	are	not	intended	to	reduce	PM2.5.	For	
example,	between	1997	and	2011,	EPA	pointed	to	PM2.5	co-benefits	to	support	21	of	26	major	air	rulemakings.4	

Adjusted	Benefits		
When	only	two	adjustments	are	made	to	the	social	cost	of	carbon	and	to	EPA’s	co-benefits,	the	estimated	benefits	of	the	
Clean	Power	Plan	are	reduced	by	at	least	95%.	The	tables	on	the	next	page	illustrate	that	the	costs	of	the	Clean	Power	Plan	
are	at	least	six	to	13	times	greater	than	its	benefits.	In	2020,	the	Clean	Power	Plan	costs	$2.5	billion	(according	to	EPA)	but	
provides	less	than	$200	million	in	benefits.	In	2030,	the	Clean	Power	Plan	costs	$8.4	billion	(according	to	EPA)	but	provides	
only	$1.4	billion	in	benefits.	For	illustrative	purposes,	we	assume	that	the	social	cost	of	carbon	is	valid,	provided	it	is	
adjusted	to	reflect	U.S.-only	benefits.	

Table	1:	2020	

EPA’s	compliance	costs	are		
$2.5	billion	in	20205	 EPA	 Adjusted	

Climate	benefits6	 $2.8	billion	 $196	million	

Co-benefits7	 $1.7	billion	 zero	

TOTAL	BENEFITS8	 $4.5	BILLION	 $196	MILLION	

	

Table	2:	2030	

EPA’s	compliance	costs	are		
$8.4	billion	in	2030	

EPA	 Adjusted	

Climate	benefits	 $20	billion	 $1.4	billion	

Co-benefits	 $31	billion	 zero	

TOTAL	BENEFITS	 $51	BILLION	 $1.4	BILLION	



	

	

FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	7:		
U.S.	GDP	would	be	reduced	by	$430	trillion	to	meet	international	
climate	change	goals	
	

• EPA	says	that	its	Clean	Power	Plan	is	a	necessary	part	of	global	action	to	reduce	greenhouse	gas	(GHG)	emissions.9	
The	bullets	below	and	the	attached	slides	show	how	such	“global	action”	would	affect	U.S.	economic	growth.	

• By	way	of	background,	gross	domestic	product	(GDP)	is	commonly	used	as	an	indicator	of	the	economic	health	of	a	
country,	as	well	a	way	to	gauge	a	country’s	standard	of	living.	U.S.	GDP	last	year	was	slightly	more	than	$17	trillion,	
making	the	U.S	one	of	the	wealthiest	countries	in	the	world.10	

• Last	summer,	EPA	released	“Climate	Change	in	the	United	States,	Benefits	of	Global	Action.”11	The	report	claims	
benefits	to	the	U.S.	of	a	worldwide	92%	reduction	in	GHG	emissions	below	projected	2100	levels.12	According	to	
climate	models,	this	reduction	approaches	what	would	be	necessary	to	limit	global	average	temperature	increase	to	
2°C	above	preindustrial	levels,	a	goal	that	has	been	agreed	to	in	international	negotiations.13	

• This	massive	reduction	means	that	total	worldwide	GHG	emissions	would	have	to	be	reduced	to	approximately	11	
billion	tonnes	by	2100.14	For	comparison,	China	and	India	by	themselves	emit	12	billion	tonnes	of	CO2	today	and	are	
projected	to	emit	15	billion	tonnes	by	2030.15	

• This	worldwide	reduction	also	means	the	U.S.	would	have	to	cut	its	CO2	emissions	to	1907	levels	–	during	Teddy	
Roosevelt’s	presidency	–	when	U.S.	GDP	was	less	than	$1	billion,	an	insignificant	fraction	of	U.S.	GDP	today.16	

• The	EPA	report	does	not	provide	any	estimate	of	the	compliance	costs	necessary	to	achieve	this	worldwide	
emissions	reduction.	However,	an	MIT	analysis	that	provides	backup	for	the	EPA	report	projects	that	U.S.	GDP	would	
be	reduced	by	an	average	of	9.1%	per	year,	or	$5	trillion	per	year,	over	the	period	2015-2100.	GDP	losses	for	the	U.S.	
over	the	entire	period	would	total	almost	$430	trillion	—	equivalent	to	completely	wiping	out	25	years’	worth	of	U.S.	
GDP.17	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	



	

	

FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	8:		
Consumers	will	pay	more	than	$800	billion	to	reduce	electricity	use	because	
of	the	Clean	Power	Plan	
	

According	to	EPA’s	analysis,	what	energy	source	is	the	biggest	winner	under	the	Clean	Power	Plan?	
The	biggest	winner	is	NOT	wind,	solar,	natural	gas,	or	nuclear	power.		The	biggest	winner	is	“energy	efficiency”	(EE)	…	which	
means	that	consumers	pay	for	ways	to	reduce	their	electricity	use.		EPA	projects	that	consumers	will	spend	more	than	$25	
billion	per	year	—	for	a	total	of	$806	billion	—	to	use	less	electricity	because	of	the	Clean	Power	Plan.		(Source:	EPA’s	
Regulatory	Impact	Analysis	for	the	final	CPP)	

Electricity	Sources	Under	The	Clean	Power	Plan	
• EPA	projects	that	consumers	will	spend	more	than	$25	billion	per	year	to	reduce	electricity	use	because	of	the	Clean	

Power	Plan.		According	to	EPA	data,	the	cost	to	reduce	electricity	use	will	total	$806	billion	by	2050.	

• Both	NERA	and	EPA	project	that	consumers	will	spend	$300	billion	to	reduce	electricity	use	during	only	the	first	12	
years	of	the	Clean	Power	Plan.	

• At	the	same	time	consumers	spend	more	than	$25	billion	per	year	to	reduce	electricity	use,	EPA	projects	that	—		

− 	Renewables	increase	slightly,	

− 	Nuclear	power	does	not	increase	at	all,	

− 	Natural	gas	use	increases	slightly,	and	

− 	Coal	use	is	reduced	considerably.	

The	ACCCE	chart	below	uses	EPA	data	to	show	(1)	the	%	reduction	in	overall	electricity	generation	due	to	energy	efficiency	
(striped	bar)	and	(2)	the	%	increase	in	electricity	generation	from	natural	gas,	renewables,	and	nuclear	(which	does	not	
increase	at	all)	during	2025	–	2030.		During	the	same	period,	electricity	generation	from	coal	is	reduced	by	18%.			
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FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	9:		
EPA’s	projections	about	coal	retirements	are	not	even	close	to	what	
has	happened	in	the	real	world	
	

EPA’s	Projection	in	2011	
EPA	projected	that	the	Cross	State	Air	Pollution	Rule	(CSAPR)	and	the	Mercury	and	Air	Toxics	Standards	(MATS)	rule	would	
cause	a	total	of	9,500	MW	of	coal	to	retire	by	2015	—	4,800	MW	due	to	CSAPR	and	4,700	MW	due	to	MATS.		EPA’s	
projection	made	the	impacts	of	CSAPR	and	MATS	appear	smaller.			

Reality	
50,000	MW	of	coal	capacity	will	have	retired,	due	mostly	to	MATS,	by	the	end	of	this	year.	In	this	instance,	EPA	
underestimated	retirements	for	2015	by	more	than	40,000	MW.			

EPA’s	Projection	in	2015	
For	its	analysis	of	the	Clean	Power	Plan	four	years	later,	EPA	assumed	that	100,000	MW	of	coal	will	retire	by	the	end	of	
2015.	This	makes	the	impacts	of	the	Clean	Power	Plan	look	smaller	by	projecting	a	large	number	of	coal	retirements	before	
the	Clean	Power	Plan	takes	effect	in	2022,	rather	than	showing	the	large	number	of	retirements	that	will	actually	be	caused	
by	the	Clean	Power	Plan.			

Reality	
50,000	MW	of	coal	capacity	will	have	retired	by	the	end	of	this	year.	In	this	instance,	EPA	overestimated	retirements	for	
2015	by	50,000	MW.	

	

TABLE	1:	EPA’S	projections	for	coal	retirements	in	2015	versus	the	real	world	in	2015	
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FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	10:		
Who’s	suing	EPA	over	the	Clean	Power	Plan	
	

• 27	of	the	47	states	that	are	subject	to	the	Clean	Power	Plan	are	suing	EPA.	(Alaska,	Hawaii	and	Vermont	are	not	
subject	to	the	CPP.)	These	27	states	are	responsible	for	62%	of	the	nation’s	electric	generating	capacity.	

• 24	national	trade	associations	are	suing	EPA.	The	members	of	these	associations	represent	more	than	80%	of	the	
U.S.	economy.	

• 37	rural	electric	cooperatives	are	suing	EPA.	

• 10	major	companies	are	suing	EPA.	

• 3	labor	unions	are	suing	EPA.	These	unions	represent	878,000	members.	

	

Figure	1:	27	of	47	states	subject	to	the	Clean	Power	Plan	are	suing	EPA	

	

Quotable	Quotes	
Stay	motion	filed	by	24	states:	

• The	Clean	Power	Plan	“…will	impose	immense	sovereign	and	financial	harms	upon	the	states	on	a	scale	exceeding	
any	environmental	regulations	the	states	ever	faced.”	(p.	15)	

• “States	are	being	immediately	and	irreparably	harmed	by	EPA’s	illegal	effort	to	force	States	to	reorder	their	electrical	
generation	systems.”	(p.	1)	

• “EPA’s	view	of	Section	111(d)	runs	roughshod	over	States’	sovereign	rights	…”	(p.	10)	

 
FIGURE 1:  These are the 22 biggest losers under the final Clean Power Plan  

because their emission reduction targets are more stringent than they were under the proposed CPP. 
  

UT 

AZ 

CO 

MT ND 

SD 

NE 

KS 

FL 

AL 

WI 

IN 

KY 

MI 

GA 

OH 

WV 

More stringent goal under 
final CPP  

TX 

OK 

LA 

MO 

SC 

NC 

AR 

WY 

MS 



	

	

FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	10:		
Who’s	suing	EPA	over	the	Clean	Power	Plan	

Quotable	Quotes	(continued)	
• “The	Clean	Power	Plan	rests	on	EPA’s	claim	that	it	may	disfavor	and	phase	out	certain	kinds	of	energy	generation,	

and	force	the	States	to	reorganize	how	they	produce,	transmit,	and	consume	electricity.”	(p.	1)	

• “EPA	set	a	timeline	intended	to	force	the	States	and	other	entities	to	make	irreversible	decisions	before	judicial	
review	concludes.”	(p.	2)	

Stay	motion	filed	by	utilities,	rural	electric	cooperatives,	and	labor:	

• “EPA	asserts	that	a	mere	five	words	in	a	rarely	used	provision	of	the	Clean	Air	Act	…	give	it	unprecedented	authority	
to	require	States	to	restructure	the	nation’s	energy	industry.”	(p.	1)	

• “Our	constitutional	structure…	requires	an	agency	to	have	clear	statutory	authority	from	Congress	before	it	adopts	a	
sweeping	regulation	imposing	billions	in	costs.”	(p.	2)	

Stay	motion	filed	by	the	U.S.	Chamber	of	Commerce	and	15	other	trade	organizations:	

• “The	Rule	…	sweeps	virtually	all	aspects	of	electricity	production	within	EPA’s	control.”	(p.	1)	

• “The	Executive	Branch	may	be	frustrated	that	Congress	rebuffed	attempts	to	enact	laws	authorizing	…	cap	and	trade	
…	but	EPA	cannot	circumvent	the	political	process	by	legislating	through	regulation.”	(p.	7)	

• “A	stay	is	warranted	because	these	fundamental	changes	will	cause	…	immediate,	irreparable	harm.	According	to	
Secretary	Kerry,	the	Rule’s	purpose	is	to	‘take	a	bunch	of	[coal-fired	power	plants]	out	of	commission.’”	(p.	17)	

• “The	government	acknowledges	that	‘even	if	the	United	States	were	to	reduce	its	greenhouse	gas	emissions	to	zero,	
that	step	would	be	far	from	enough	to	avoid	substantial	climate	change.’”	(p.	19)	

Stay	motion	filed	by	the	National	Mining	Association	and	ACCCE:	

• “EPA	would	thus	transform	itself	from	its	Congressionally-created	role	as	an	air	quality	regulator	to	the	nation’s	
electricity	czar.”	(p.	10)	

• “Using	EPA’s	theory	of	how	sensitive	the	climate	is	to	atmospheric	CO2	concentrations,	the	rule	will	reduce	global	
temperatures	by	a	mere	0.016°C	by	2050	and	lower	sea	level	rise	by	the	width	of	three	sheets	of	paper.”	(p.	20)	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	



	

	

FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	11:		
Litigation	Over	the	Clean	Power	Plan	
	

So	far,	27	states	have	sued	EPA	in	opposition	to	the	Clean	Power	Plan:		
Alabama,	Arkansas,	Arizona,	Colorado,	Florida,	Georgia,	Indiana,	Kansas,	Kentucky,	Louisiana,	Michigan,	Missouri,	
Mississippi,	Montana,	North	Carolina,	North	Dakota,	Nebraska,	New	Jersey,	Ohio,	Oklahoma,	South	Carolina,	South	Dakota,	
Texas,	Utah,	Wisconsin,	West	Virginia,	and	Wyoming.		

NERA	projects	that	the	peak	year	electricity	price	increase	for	these	27	states	ranges	from	as	much	as	13%	(South	Carolina)	
to	as	much	as	62%	(North	Dakota)	because	of	the	Clean	Power	Plan.	Collectively,	the	average	for	all	27	states	is	31%.		

Eighteen	(18)	states	have	intervened	on	behalf	of	EPA	in	support	of	the	Clean	Power	Plan:		
California,	Connecticut,	Delaware,	Hawaii,	Iowa,	Illinois,	Massachusetts,	Maryland,	Maine,	Minnesota,	New	Hampshire,	
New	Mexico,	New	York,	Oregon,	Rhode	Island,	Virginia,	Vermont,	and	Washington.			

NERA	projects	that	the	collective	average	peak	year	electricity	price	increase	for	these	18	states	is	as	much	as	14%	because	
of	the	Clean	Power	Plan.		However,	most	of	the	northeastern	states	and	California	have	increases	ranging	from	3%	to	7%.	

FIGURE	1:	The	27	states	in	orange	have	sued	EPA	in	opposition	to	the	Clean	Power	Plan.	The	eighteen	states	in	blue,	
including	Hawaii,	have	intervened	in	support	of	EPA.	Five	states	(in	gray),	including	Alaska,	have	not	taken	any	legal	
action.	

	
	

	

	

	

	

So far, 27 states (red) have sued EPA in opposition to the Clean Power Plan.  Eighteen states (blue), 
including Hawaii, have intervened in support of EPA.  Five states, including Alaska, have not taken any 

legal action.  



	

	

FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	12:		
Six	Facts	to	Put	the	Clean	Power	Plan	and	COP-21	(Paris)	into	Perspective	
	

1. The	Clean	Power	Plan	is	projected	to	cost	at	least	$29	billion	per	year	and	cause	double	digit	electricity	price	increases	
in	41	states.20	

2. Despite	its	cost,	the	Clean	Power	Plan	will	reduce	atmospheric	CO2	concentrations	by	a	meaningless	0.2%,	
temperature	by	0.006°	C,	and	sea	level	rise	by	two	sheets	of	paper	or	two	human	hairs.21		

3. U.S.	GDP	could	be	reduced	by	$430	trillion	over	the	remainder	of	this	century	to	achieve	the	international	goal	of	
limiting	global	temperature	increase	to	2°	C.		Also,	the	U.S.	would	have	to	reduce	its	CO2	emissions	to	levels	emitted	
over	100	years	ago	when	Teddy	Roosevelt	was	President.22	

4. Even	with	COP-21/Paris	commitments	(“intended	nationally	determined	contributions”)	by	the	U.S.	and	other	
countries,	global	CO2	emissions	will	increase	by	13%	(by	7.1	billion	tonnes)	by	2025	and	by	17%	(by	8.6	billion	tonnes)	
by	2030	from	today’s	levels.23	

5. The	emissions	increase	from	other	countries	by	2025	cancels	out	30	years’	worth	of	emission	reductions	from	the	
Clean	Power	Plan.24	

6. The	Clean	Power	Plan	is	responsible	for	more	than	10%	of	global	emission	reductions	by	2030,	even	though	the	U.S.	
power	sector	is	responsible	for	only	4%	of	global	emissions.25	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	



	

	

FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	13:		
Meaningless	Temperature	Changes	
	

• The	U.S.	and	other	countries	have	signed	the	U.N.	Framework	Convention	on	Climate	Change	(UNFCCC),	which	has	a	
goal	of	limiting	global	average	temperature	increase	to	2°	Celsius	(C)	above	pre-industrial	levels.		Since	1995,	parties	
to	the	UNFCCC	have	been	meeting	on	an	annual	basis	at	Conferences	of	the	Parties	(COPs).		The	upcoming	Paris	
meeting	is	COP21.		Currently,	there	are	147	parties	to	the	UNFCCC.		As	of	October	1,	parties	had	submitted	119	
“intended	nationally	determined	contributions”	(INDCs)	that	outline	the	climate	actions	each	country	plans	to	take	
under	a	new	international	agreement.	The	Clean	Power	Plan	is	part	of	the	U.S.	INDC.		

• ACCCE	and	others	have	analyzed	the	climate	effects	that	would	result	from	the	Clean	Power	Plan;	all	analyses	show	
meaningless	changes	in	global	temperature,	especially	in	relation	to	the	2°	C	UNFCCC	goal.		

• Recently,	Dr.	Bjorn	Lomborg,	Director	of	the	Copenhagen	Consensus	Center,	published	an	evaluation	of	the	
temperature	impact	of	not	only	the	Clean	Power	Plan,	but	also	the	temperature	impact	of	all	INDCs	that	had	been	
submitted	for	COP21	(“Impact	of	Current	Climate	Proposals,”	Global	Policy	(2015)).		Dr.	Lomborg	used	MAGICC,	a	
climate	model	that	has	been	used	by	EPA,	MIT,	and	others.		Dr.	Lomborg	projects	that	the	Clean	Power	Plan	will	
reduce	global	temperature	rise	by,	at	most,	0.013°	C	(approximately	1/80th	of	a	degree)	by	2100	(see	Chart	1),	and	
that	all	INDCs	together	will	reduce	global	temperature	rise	by,	at	most,	0.17°C	(about	1/6th	of	a	degree)	by	2100	
(see	Chart	2).	

• Dr.	Lomborg	is	also	a	visiting	professor	at	Copenhagen	Business	School	and	has	written	numerous	books.		He	was	
named	one	of	TIME	magazine’s	100	most	influential	people	in	the	world.	

CHART	1:	The	Clean	Power	Plan	is	projected	to	reduce	global	temperature	increase	by	0.013°	C	(about	1/80th	of	a	
degree)	by	2100.	The	pie	chart	below	represents	the	UNFCCC	goal	of	2°	C.	Despite	its	cost	of	almost	$300	billion,	the	
Clean	Power	Plan’s	contribution	to	achieving	the	UNFCCC	goal	is	meaningless.			

	
Based	on	modeling	results	reported	in	“Impact	of	Current	Climate	Proposals,”	Bjorn	Lomborg,	Copenhagen	Consensus	Center	
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CHART 1.  The Clean Power Plan is projected to reduce global temperature increase by 0.013° C (about 1/80th of a 
degree) by 2100.  The pie chart below represents the UNFCCC goal of 2° C. Despite its cost of almost $300 billion, the 
Clean Power Plan’s contribution to achieving the UNFCCC goal is meaningless.   

Based on modeling results reported in “Impact of Current Climate 
Proposals,” Bjorn Lomborg, Copenhagen Consensus Center 



	

	

FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	13:		
Meaningless	Temperature	Changes	
	

CHART	2:	The	pie	chart	below	represents	the	UNFCCC	goal	of	2°	C.		All	the	commitments	countries	have	made	for	COP21	
are	projected	to	reduce	global	temperature	increase	by	0.17°	C	(about	1/6th	of	a	degree).		This	very	small	temperature	
reduction	will	achieve	less	than	1/10th	of	the	UNFCC	goal.	

	

	

Based	on	modeling	results	reported	in	“Impact	of	Current	Climate	Change	Proposals,”	Bjorn	Lomborg,	Copenhagen	Consensus	Center	
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CHART 2.  The pie chart below represents the UNFCCC goal of 2° C.  All the commitments countries 
have made for COP21 are projected to reduce global temperature increase by 0.17° C (about 1/6th of a 
degree).  This very small temperature reduction will achieve less than 1/10th of the UNFCC goal. 
	

Based on modeling results reported in “Impact of Current Climate 
Change Proposals,” Bjorn Lomborg, Copenhagen Consensus Center 



	

	

FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	14:		
Opposition	to	the	Clean	Power	Plan	as	of	December	4,	2015	
	

• 27	of	the	47	states	that	are	subject	to	the	Clean	Power	Plan	(CPP)	are	challenging	the	CPP.	These	27	states	are	
responsible	for	62%	of	the	nation’s	electricity	supply	(source	EIA).	The	average	electricity	price	across	the	18	states	
and	DC	that	support	the	CPP	is	40%	higher	than	the	average	price	across	the	27	states	that	oppose	the	CPP	(source	
EIA).	

• 25	national	and	state	trade	associations	are	challenging	the	CPP.	The	members	of	these	associations	represent	more	
than	80%	of	the	U.S.	economy.	

• 39	rural	electric	cooperatives	are	challenging	the	CPP.	

• 12	major	corporations	are	challenging	the	CPP.	

• 3	national	labor	unions	are	challenging	the	CPP.	These	unions	represent	nearly	800,000	members.		

• In	total,	116	petitioners	have	filed	challenges	to	the	CPP,	and	9	stay	motions	also	have	been	filed.	

• Congress	has	passed	resolutions	disapproving	the	CPP.	

	

27	states	are	challenging	the	Clean	Power	Plan	(orange);	18	states	and	DC	are	supporting	the	CPP	(blue);	5	states	are	not	
involved	yet	in	litigation	(grey).	

	

	

	

27 states are challenging the Clean Power Plan (red); 18 states and DC are supporting 
the CPP (blue); 5 states are not involved yet in litigation (grey)  



	

	

FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	14:		
Opposition	to	the	Clean	Power	Plan	as	of	December	4,	2015	

Near-Term	Clean	Power	Plan	Milestones	(Best	Guess)	
	
2015	

Deadline	to	file	petitions	challenging	the	CPP	 December	22	

2016	

D.C.	Circuit	decision	on	stay	motions	 January	

D.C.	Circuit	decision	on	the	CPP	 Fall	

States	submit	either	final	plan	or	request	for	2-year	
extension	

September	6	

Elections	 November	8	

2017	

Update	to	EPA	from	states	that	received	extension	 September	6	

2018	

Supreme	Court	decision	 2018	

Final	CPP	plans	due	from	states	that	received	extension	 September	6	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	



	

	

FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	15:		
Key	States	for	2016	and	EPA’s	Clean	Power	Plan	
	

• Depending	on	which	political	analyst	you	believe,	there	are	as	many	as	10	battleground	states	that	could	be	critical	
in	determining	who	the	next	U.S.	President	will	be:	Florida	(29	electoral	votes),	Pennsylvania	(20),	Ohio	(18),	North	
Carolina	(15),	Virginia	(13),	Wisconsin	(10),	Colorado	(9),	Iowa	(6),	Nevada	(6),	and	New	Hampshire	(4).		

• In	addition,	nine	states	have	Senate	races	whose	outcome	is	uncertain	and	could	determine	control	of	the	Senate	in	
2017.	These	states	are	Arizona,	Colorado,	Florida,	Illinois,	Nevada,	New	Hampshire,	Ohio,	Pennsylvania,	and	
Wisconsin.		

• In	total,	12	states	are	either	battleground	states	or	have	key	Senate	races.		

• The	next	slide	shows	how	much	electricity	prices	in	each	of	these	12	states	increase	because	of	EPA’s	Clean	Power	
Plan.	

• The	final	slide	shows	the	number	of	low-income	and	middle-income	families	in	11	of	these	states	that	will	be	
impacted	by	electricity	price	increases	caused	by	EPA’s	Clean	Power	Plan.		

	

Peak	Year	and	Average	Annual	Electricity	Price	Increases	Caused	by	the	Clean	Power	Plan	

	

Electricity	price	increases	are	the	average	across	four	mass-based	compliance	scenarios	modeled	by	NERA	for	the	period	
2022-2033.	

PEAK YEAR AND AVERAGE ANNUAL ELECTRICITY PRICE INCREASES  
CAUSED BY THE CLEAN POWER PLAN 

NEVADA 
19% / 16% 

COLORADO 
28% / 21%  

IOWA 
34% / 27% 

FLORIDA 
13% / 9% 

N. CAROLINA 
13% / 10% 

VIRGINIA 
18% / 13% 

WISCONSIN 
23% / 17% 

ILLINOIS 
17% / 13% 

OHIO 
17% / 12% 

PENN. 
16% / 14% 

N.H. 
6% / 5% 

Electricity price increases are the average 
across four mass-based compliance scenarios 
modeled by NERA for the period 2022-2033. 

ARIZONA 
12% /10%  



	

	

FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	15:		
Key	States	for	2016	and	EPA’s	Clean	Power	Plan	
	

As	a	group,	low-	and	middle-income	families	take	home	an	average	of	$2,000	or	less	per	month	after	taxes.		These	
families	spend,	on	average,	17%	of	their	budgets	on	energy.	

	 Number	of	low-	and	middle-income	families	 Average	monthly	income	

Arizona	 1,229,000	 Less	than	$2,000	

Colorado	 859,000	 Less	than	$2,000	

Florida	 3,850,000	 Less	than	$2,000	

Illinois	 2,150,000	 Less	than	$2,000	

Iowa	 588,000	 Less	than	$2,000	

Nevada	 487,000	 $2,000	

North	Carolina	 2,020,000	 Less	than	$2,000	

Ohio	 2,350,000	 Less	than	$2,000	

Pennsylvania	 2,360,000	 Less	than	$2,000	

Virginia	 1,220,000	 Less	than	$2,000	

Wisconsin	 1,080,000	 $2,000	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	



	

	

FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	16:		
Emission	Reductions	
	

Since	1970,	the	U.S.	coal	fleet	has	reduced	emissions	of	SO2,	NOx,	and	PM	by	91%	per	kilowatt-hour26.		Emissions	of	SO2	
and	NOx	have	been	reduced	by	180	million	tons	since	199027.	By	the	end	of	this	year,	almost	all	operating	coal	plants	will	
have	installed	advanced	PM	and	NOx	controls,	and	more	than	90%	will	have	installed	advanced	SO2	controls	or	will	be	
burning	low	sulfur	coal28.	

	
	

CO2	emissions	from	U.S.	power	plants	have	declined	by	15%	since	200529	for	a	cumulative	reduction	of		2	billion	tons30.	

	

	

S i n c e  1 9 7 0 ,  t h e  U . S .  c o a l  f l e e t  h a s  r e d u c e d  e m i s s i o n s  o f  S O 2 ,  N O x ,  a n d  P M  b y  9 1 %  p e r  
k i l o w a t t - h o u r  ( n o t e  1 ) .   E m i s s i o n s  o f  S O 2  a n d  N O x  h a v e  b e e n  r e d u c e d  b y  1 8 0  m i l l i o n  

t o n s  s i n c e  1 9 9 0  ( n o t e  2 ) .  B y  t h e  e n d  o f  t h i s  y e a r ,  a l m o s t  a l l  o p e r a t i n g  c o a l  p l a n t s  w i l l  
h a v e  i n s t a l l e d  a d v a n c e d  P M  a n d  N O x c o n t r o l s ,  a n d  m o r e  t h a n  9 0 %  w i l l  h a v e  i n s t a l l e d  

a d v a n c e d  S O 2  c o n t r o l s  o r  w i l l  b e  b u r n i n g  l o w  s u l f u r  c o a l  ( n o t e  3 ) .      
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FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	16:		
Emission	Reductions	
	

By	2019,	the	U.S.	coal	fleet	will	have	invested	almost	$130	billion	to	reduce	emissions	of	SO2,	NOx	and	PM
31.	

	
The	emission	controls	on	a	new	coal-fired	electric	generating	unit	today	would	cost	over	$600	million32.	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

B y  2 0 1 9 ,  t h e  U . S .  c o a l  f l e e t  w i l l  h a ve  i nve s t e d  a l m o s t   
$ 1 3 0  b i l l i o n  t o  r e d u c e  e m i s s i o n s  o f  S O 2,  N O x a n d  P M  ( n o t e  6 ) .   

The emission controls on a new coal-fired electric generating unit today would cost over $600 million (note 7).  

 
ACCCE 
1/2016 

 $-    

 $20,000  

 $40,000  

 $60,000  

 $80,000  

 $100,000  

 $120,000  

 $140,000  

Thru 
2000 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

C u m u l a t i v e  s p e n d i n g  f o r  e m i s s i o n  c o n t r o l s ,  $ m i l l i o n s  

$130 bi l l ion 
invested 



	

	

FACT	OF	THE	WEEK	17:		
Family	Energy	Costs	and	EPA’s	Power	Plan	
	

The	impacts	of	household	energy	costs	have	been	updated	for	families	at	different	income	levels	in	32	states.33	Cost	
impacts	are	analyzed	for	(1)	residential	energy	(mostly	electricity	and	natural	gas)	and	(2)	gasoline.	These	32	states	have	
almost	75	million	households,	or	60%	of	all	U.S.	households.	

The	take-home	pay	of	many	families	is	relatively	small.	Half	of	these	households	(37	million)	are	low-income	and	middle-
income	families.	As	a	group,	these	families	take	home	about	$23,500	per	year,	on	average,	after	paying	taxes.	Almost	one-
third	(22	million)	are	low-income	families	that	take	home	only	$15,600	per	year,	on	average,	after	paying	taxes.	

Energy	costs	are	proportionally	greater	for	families	with	lower	incomes.	As	a	group,	low-income	and	middle-income	
households	spend	more	than	twice	as	much	(as	a	percentage	of	their	budgets)	as	higher-income	households	for	energy.	
Low-income	families	alone	spend	three	times	more	on	energy	than	households	with	higher	incomes.	Consequently,	energy	
cost	increases	due	to	EPA	regulations	have	the	same	effect	on	low-income	and	middle-income	families	as	a	regressive	
energy	tax.34	

Electricity	is	one	of	the	largest	energy	expenditures	for	families.	Electricity	represents	three-fourths	of	all	residential	
energy	costs	and	is	a	close	second	behind	gasoline	for	many	families	in	terms	of	overall	energy	costs.	Therefore,	increases	
in	electricity	prices	have	a	significant	effect	on	the	budgets	of	low-income	and	middle-income	families.	

EPA’s	Power	Plan	will	harm	low-income	and	middle-income	families	by	increasing	electricity	prices.	Energy	costs	are	
consuming	the	after-tax	incomes	of	low-income	and	middle-income	families	at	levels	comparable	to	other	necessities	such	
as	housing,	food,	and	health	care.	Households	in	these	32	states	could	face	a	15%	average	increase	in	electricity	prices	and	
a	peak	year	increase	of	19%	because	of	the	Power	Plan.35	

Supporters	of	the	Power	Plan	attempt	to	downplay	electricity	price	increases.	Both	EPA	and	NERA	project	higher	
electricity	prices	(cents	per	kilowatt-hour)	because	of	the	Power	Plan.	NERA	projects	that	electricity	prices	could	increase	by	
an	average	of	11%	to	14%	nationwide,36	whereas	EPA	projects	an	average	increase	of	slightly	less	than	2%.37	To	counter	
concerns	about	higher	electricity	prices,	supporters	of	the	Power	Plan	argue	that	it	will	lower	electricity	bills	(electricity	
price	multiplied	by	the	amount	of	electricity	used).	However,	according	to	EPA’s	analysis,	consumers	must	spend	an	average	
of	$25.5	billion	per	year	on	measures	to	reduce	electricity	use	in	order	to	lower	electricity	bills	by	less	than	3%	per	year.38	
Assuming	only	for	the	sake	of	argument	that	EPA’s	analysis	is	correct,	consumers	will	spend	billions	each	year	to	reduce	
their	electricity	bills	by	a	very	small	amount.	
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