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I.  The Clean Powdtlan (CPP) Is Based on an Erroneous Interpretation of

Section 111(d) of the Clean Al ACL. ...,

A. Consequently, There Is No Legathority for the CPP, and It Must

B REPEAIEH. ...

B. The Costs of the Shekived CPP Have Already Vastly Exceeded Even
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II. Fossil Fuels Are Essential to American Prosperity and the American

A. Worldwide, and for hundreds of years since the Industrial
Revolution, fossil fuel use is and has been associated with higher economic
growth, GDP, incomesvages, health, life expectancy, population, and
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photosynthesis and is a beneficial substance produced by the natural
environment.Massachusetts. EPAvas wrong tadecide it is an air pollutant
and so authorize EPA to create global warming regulation under the Clean Air

B. If the CPP &d been fully implemented, it likely would have increased the cost of
electricity to American consumers by a factor of five or more, costing businesses
and consumers hundreds of billions and ultimately trillions of dollars each.year..40
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The Heartland Institute submits the following comments in response tGsER#Manced Notice
of Proposed RulemakindNPR) titled Repeal of Carbon Dioxide Emission Guidelines for
Existing Stationary Sources: Electric Utility Generating Units (Clean Power Plan)

EPA issued the Clean Power Plan (CPP) under the authority of Section 111(d) of the Clean Air

Act. Thatsection authorizes EPA to establish emission guidelines for existing sources to reflect

the fAbest system of emi ssi onglesoercesitbemselvédBud ( BSER
the CPP guidelines could be followedly by changing the power sources themselves, from coal

to natural gas, and from fossil fuels altogether t@ewebles such as wind and solar.


https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2017/10/16/2017-22349/repeal-of-carbon-pollution-emission-guidelines-for-existing-stationary-sources-electric-utility
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2017/10/16/2017-22349/repeal-of-carbon-pollution-emission-guidelines-for-existing-stationary-sources-electric-utility

We agree with the interpretation of Sectidii (d) that EPA proposes in this proposed
rulemakingAndwe agree that wunder that | nG&atupryet ati or
authority and f{ must] be repealed. o

For hundreds of years, since the industrial revolution, use of fossil fuels has tracked very closely
with higher economic growth, GDP, incomes, wages, health, life expectardpyopulation,

andwith reduced poverty. Continued use of fossil fuels willtdbate to an economic boom,

creating millions of new jobsgestoring rising real wagdsr the middle class and blue collar
workers, and winning the War on Poverty, ultimately eliminating poverty in America.

America has the natural resources to be the Wwall@ % producer of oilNo. 1 producer of

natural gas, anio. 1 producer of coal. Foregoing that natural bounty and buried treasure
because of unfounded fearmongering over catastrophic, anthropogenic, climate change would
representhe greatest opptumity cost in world history.

The eightyear tenure of the Obama administration inflicted intentional, serious damage on the
countryo6s capacity to pr ovi dheatst dodds, aadlightsouri ci t vy
homes powers our factoriesnd fuels our economy. The coal industry has been the principal

target of the assault. It is, however, possible to reverse the policies that have caused this harm

and allow the markets for electricity again to best meet consumer needs.

As Isaac Orr andrieéd Palmer note in a recdPtlicy Studyfor The Heartland Institute

More than 250 codired power plants have been retired since 2010, taking more than

34,000 megawatts (MW) of p@w~ generation capacity offindks a resul t, coal 0:
the electicity generation market fell from 50 percent in 2@6&round 31 percent in

2017.

Most of the retired plants, 88 percent, were older, smaller units with a gegeapiacity

of less than 250 MWHowever, newer, more efficient cefled power plants wit larger
generating capacities also have been slated for retirement. The premature closure of these
plants will cost consumers billions of dollars in higher electricity prices and lost

economic opportunities.

These coaplant closures are being driven thyee factors: 1) Obammera Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) regulations on carbon diox{@@) and other emissions; 2)
national and state government policies that mandate the use and subsidize the producers
of renewable energy sources; and 3) caitipa for electricity generation from lowost

natural gas.

140 CFR Part 60, FRL-9961-11-OAR, Repeal of Carbon Pollution Emission Guidelines for Existing Stationary
Sources: Electric Utility Generating Units (Clean Power Plan), Docket No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0355, October 16,
2017, p. 5.

% |saac Orr and Fred Palmer, iHow to Prevent the Premature Retirement of Coal-Fired Power Plants, Bolicy Study
No. 148, The Heartland Institute, February 2018.
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Low natural gas prices are the result of hydraulic fracturing and horizontal drilling,
technological innovations that have made the United States the largest producer of natural
gas in the world. By making previously unrecoverable natural gas resourcesnecally
accessible, the Afracking revolutionod has
ways that significantly benefit consumers and businesses.

By contrast, EPA regulations @0O,, mercury, ozone, and small particulate matter, as

well as markedistorting subsidies and mandates for renewable energy at the state and
national level, provide zero measurable economic or environmental benefits. Worse, they
put the reliability and affordability of the U.S. energy supply at great risk. In order to
revese the damage, the Trump administration, Congress, and state elected officials must
move swiftly to revoke these policies and preserve thefoedl electricity fleet.

There is no realistic prospect of catastrophic, anthropogenic, global warming ateatinange
resulting from continued use of fossil fuels, and absolutely no foundation for the CPP. For all of
these reasons, we appl aud BdPpragpsedintbipNoticé. o f t

About The Heartland Institute
Headquartered iArlington Heighs, lllinois, The Heartland Institutevas founded in 1984saa

national, nonprofit, research and education organization, tax exempt under Section 501(c)(3) of
the Interml Revenue Codaet is not affliated with any political party, business, or foundation.

Heartlands mission is to discover, develop, and promote-negket solutions to social and
economic problems. Such solutions include mablested approaches to environmental
protection, privatiation of public servicegro-growth economic policies, prohoicefree-
marketentitlement reformparental choice in education, personal responsibility in heatt
and deregulatiomwhere property rights and markets do a better job than government
bureaucracies.

Heartland had3 full-time and partime employees and independent contractplsstwo dozen
unpaidseniorfellowsand450 academics and professional econosnsstrvingaspolicy advisors
all governed by a XfhemberBoard ofDirectors.All are able to provide testimony, articulate
issue positions through the medaad help educaolicymakers at all levels of government in
the 50 states and Washington, DC.

Our policyadvisors includenembers of thesiculties of Harvard Universityylassachsetts
Institute of TechnologyJniversity of Chicago, University of Chicago Law Schdagorgetown
University Law CentelJ CLA School of Law, Northwestern University, and scorestbép
respected universities. In addition, approximag@elected official® Democrats and
Republicand serve on Heartlartd Board of Legislative Advisors.

Heartland is financed by donations fronore tharb,000 individuals and foundations,
comprising 84percent of Heartlardd budget. Corporations finant& percent, with o single
corporaton providingmore than 5 percent of total annual income.

he


https://www.heartland.org/

Our publications are distributed maore thar8,300 state and national elected officiahglto the
media,civic and busineskeaderseducatorsthe general publicand others

The Heartland Institute seeks to bring sound science and economics to the debate on
environmental issues. We believe there is too much alarmism in these debates and too little
attention paid tothereal science. In the specific case of global warming, Heartland has been a
major source of research and commentary in thigked Statesjuestioning whether enough is
known about climate change to justdgstlygovernment action.

As thissubmittedcomment demonstrates, consideration of all releyma@rreviewed academic

articles on an array of climate change issues mandates that EPA abandon its attempts to regulate
anthropogenic emissions cdirbon dioxide and other-salled greenhousgasedecause of the

extreme uncertainty regarding thkimate effect of those emissions, contrasted to the extreme
certainty regarding the harmful effects of the CPP on reliable and affordable electricity, jobs,
industries, and health and welfare.

TheHeartland Institute hgsartnered with the Science and Environmental Policy Project (SEPP)
and Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Changgpimortthe Nongovernmental
International Panel on Climate Change (NIPCC), an international nebtfcliknate scientists,
engineers, and other experts.

Originally created in 2003 by Dr. S. Fred Singer to-fawtck the reports of the United Natiéns
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), NIPCC evolved as théwwddminent
A Red T dhe olimate change debate. NIPCC produces and The Heartland Institute
publishes th€limate Change Reconsidersdriesof volumespresentingscientific research on
climate change.

With the assistance of more than 50 climate scientists from around tlie MIBTCC has
produced 4 reports to date, all published by Heartland:

1 Nature, Not Hman Activity, Rules the Climate

1 Climate Change Reconsidered: The 2009 Report of the Nongovernmental International
Panel on Climate Change (NIPCC)

Climate Change Rmnsidered: 2011 Interim Report

Climate Change Rmnsidered Il: Physical Science

Climate Change Reaosidered II: Biological Impacts

Scientific Critique of IPCG 20136ummary for Policymakegs

Commentary and Analysis on the Whitehead & Assges 2014 NS\Wbeal evel Report
Why Scientiss Disagree About Global Warming

=A =/ =42 4 -4 -4 -4

Written Evidence Submitted to the Commons Select Committées dJnited Kingdom
Parliament

17 NIPCCvs. IPCC



1 Chinese Translatioaf Climate Change Reconsidered

T Global Warming Surprises: Temperaulata in dispute can reverse conclusidmia
human influence on climate

1 Data versus Hype: How Ten Cities Sh8ealevel Rise Is a False Crisis
T Will Global Warming Overflow the Chesapeake Bay?

These reports haueeen cited more than 100 times in pemriewed articles and praised by
leading climate scientists from around the woBimate Change ReconsidereddIthe world
leading discussion by woHdass scientists doubtful of and skeptical about catastrophic
anthropogenicglobal warming and climate change, on wih and in complete answer to the
irregularly praluced reports of the IPGaublished by the United Nation&nother volume in the
Climate Change Reconsiderséries, addressing the benefits anstzof fossil fuels, is
currently in production.

Otherbookson related topicpublished or gtributed by Heartland includgothing to Fear: A
Bright Future for Fossil FueldMerchants of DespaiClexit for a Brighter FutureThe
Neglected Suriwhy theSun Precludes Climate CatastrophaedUnstoppable Global Warming:
Every 1,500 Years

Heartlanchas organized scores of events, includingni@rnational Conferences on Climate
Changesince 2008, the most recent on March28 2017, in Washington, DGlearly 5,000
people have attended the conferences and all presentations are recorded, postethdntiore
recentlylive-streamed to tens ¢fiousands of viewers. Heartlasdnost recergnergy and
environmentrelatedevent was thédmerica First Energy Conferenda Houston, Texas,
Novemben9, 2017.

Further information about Heartlaisdwork on climate change is availablethe website of
TheHeartland Institutés Center on Climate and Environmental Policy at
https://www.heartland.org/Cent&limate Environment/index.html

I.  The Clean Power Plan(CPP) Is Based on an Erroneous Interpretation
of Section 111(d)pf the Clean Ar Act.

A. Consequently There IsNo Legal Authority for the CPP, and It Must Be
Repealed.

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has issueddvanced\otice of Proposed
Rulemaking propasg repeal of the Clean Power PIEDPP) 40 CFR Part 6(5RL-9961-11-

OAR, Repeal of Carbon Pollution Emission Guidelines for Existing Stationary Sources: Electric
Utility Generating UnitgClean Power Planpocket No.EPA-HQ-OAR-20170355(October

16, 2017) EPAreviewedthe CPHnN response to Executive Order 13783, &nld A 1@osce of
proposedepeal is the outcome of that review.


https://www.heartland.org/events/events/america-first-energy-conference
https://www.heartland.org/Center-Climate-Environment/index.html

EPA originally issuedhe CPRunder the legal authority of Section 1djlof the Clean Air Act.

42 U.S.C. 7411ThatsectionauthorizesEPA to issuauidelines for existing sources$
emissionghat have been found to endantiee public health and welfare, which EPA concluded
in its Endangerment Finding thedrbondioxide and other greenhouse gamissions do
Endangerment and Cause or Contribute Findings for Greenhouse Gases Unde282Gioof
the Clean Air Act 74 FR 66496 (December 15, 200B9 make this policy change complete
thatEndangermeritinding also should be rmwed and overturnedince carbon dioxide
emissions do not endanger the public health and welfare.

Section111(d) requireEPAG& emission guidelines for existingwsoestor ef | ect t he A bes
system of emi ssi é&xteptfor ttheuGP Rl 0bEPAG oth8r EefuRadions based

on Section 111(ddnd Section 111(byvhich applies to new sourcesguire BSER0 consisiof

better equipping or operatirggchsingle source of the emissions.

But the CPRleparted from this originaind standar@ractice by setting emission guidelines that
realistically could not be achieved by any technologicalp@rational changest eactsingle
source.The CPRyuidelines could be folloadonly by changing the power sources themselves
from coal to natural gaandfrom fossil fuelsaltogetheto renavables such as wind aisdlar.

Under the CPPeach state ieequired to submit a plan on how it wiliMit CO, emissiongor

existing electricity generating units comply with the EPA emission guidelines. See 80 FR
64707.As a practical matter, statesuldmeet those guidelinemly by shutting down codired
power plants andeplacing them with natural gdised plantsor renewable energgnd

ultimately replacing the natural gas plants with renewables asWielagreevith the ANPR

thatthis is energy policy, which the law reserves to the states ahd teederal Regulatory

Energy Commission (FERC), not environmental policy, which legally comes under the purview
of EPA.

Instead of corplying with the CPPa majority of the states (23)ed to stop the CPBeeking
judicial review in the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Cividait
Virginia v. EPA,No. 151363(and consolidated casd§).C. Cir.). On February 9, 201the

U.S. Supreme Court stag implementation of the CPP, pendfiral judicial review Order in
Pending Casélest Virginia v. EPANo. 15A773(U.S.February 9, 2016). The case is currently
being held in abeyance at the DC Circuit. Order, Docket Entry No. 1687838 (August 8, 2017).

PresidenDonaldTrump issuedExecutive Order 13788n March 28, 2017 affirming in

Sectionl t he finational interest t ourpaticmBvast e cl ean
energy resources, while at the same time avoiding regulatory burdens that unnecessarily

encumber energy production, constr @ahe®rdegrc onomi
directed EPA Ato i mmediately review existing

development or use of domestically produced energy resources and appropriately suspend,

revise, or rescind those that unduly burden the development of donmestyy eesources

beyond the degree necessary to protectld,t he pu
Section 1(c). The Executive Ordgpecifically directs EPA to review and initiate reconsideration
proceedings to Asospoed CPPeviaseappr ompesait ed an
Id., Section 1(e).


https://www.epa.gov/ghgemissions/endangerment-and-cause-or-contribute-findings-greenhouse-gases-under-section-202a-clean
https://www.epa.gov/ghgemissions/endangerment-and-cause-or-contribute-findings-greenhouse-gases-under-section-202a-clean
https://ago.wv.gov/publicresources/epa/Pages/D-C--Circuit,-No--15-1363.aspx
https://ago.wv.gov/publicresources/epa/Pages/D-C--Circuit,-No--15-1363.aspx
https://ago.wv.gov/publicresources/epa/Documents/15A773%20West%20Virginia%20v.%20EPA%20-%20USSC%20stay%20order%20(M0118593xCECC6).pdf
https://ago.wv.gov/publicresources/epa/Documents/15A773%20West%20Virginia%20v.%20EPA%20-%20USSC%20stay%20order%20(M0118593xCECC6).pdf
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2017/03/31/2017-06576/promoting-energy-independence-and-economic-growth

We agree that complianedth Executive Ordefl3783 and the law governing EP£equires

thatthe CPP be repealed. We agree with the interpretation of Section 111(d) that EPA proposes

in this proposed rulemakin&ection 111(d) authorizes EPA to adopt emission guidelines that
requireonly technological or operational measures and BSER applying to each single source, not
requiring changes in the sources themselves, as the CPP doege@/asaEPA states in this

proposed rulemaking hat thi s interpretation of &8&ection
text, context, structure, purpose, and legislative history, as well as with the Agbarstgrical
understanding and exer40iCBReParbeD, FREO&L11OAR,t ut or y a
Repeal of Carbon Pollution Emission Guidelines for Existing Stationary Sources: Electric Utility
Generating Units (Clean Power Plan), Docket No. EHRQAOAR-20170355 (October 16,

2017), at 5. We agree that #A[u]lnder the inter
the CPP exceedsthe E®BA st at ut ory authorildy and [ must] be

B. The Costs of the ShordLived CPP Have Already Vastly Exceeded Even
EPAG Expected Benefits.

The CPPsought to reduce carbon dioxide emissions from existing power plants across the
country to32 percentelow2005levelsby 2030.Although CPPwasneverimplementedits
loomingthreatcausedignificantdamageo the energysectorbecauseitility companiesnust
planyearsaheadandin manycaseshavealreadg/alteredtheir electricitygeneratiorportfoliosin
orderto complywith this Obamaeraregulation:

Highly inaccurateandproblematicassumptnsthatunderliethe CPPshowjust how dangerous
EPA canbeto theeconomicandevenenvironmentahealthof the United Statesandits citizens.
Theoverall 32 percentemissiongeductionsoughtby CPPwassupposedo beachievedoy
settingtargetsfor eachstateasshownin Figure1.**

EPA projectedthe capacityof coalfired powerplantsthatwould haveto be closedin eachstate
to meetthe emissions reduction targets. (See Figure 2.)

SCaitlin Si e v &\e Energids to Close Pleasant Prairie Power Plant, he Journal Times, November 30, 2017.

“Jonat han SuprededbuePut si t he Brakes on EP Bhe Washing®ermPost, Febrwaryr P | an
9, 2016.

Jocel yn Puatkeayd RePA Greantmuse Gas Entission Standards, 6 Nat i onal Conference o
Legislatures, April 18, 2016.



http://journaltimes.com/news/we-energies-to-close-pleasant-prairie-power-plant/article_07ef72a1-9f66-559d-a8cf-116e990549db.html
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/volokh-conspiracy/wp/2016/02/09/supreme-court-puts-the-brakes-on-the-epas-clean-power-plan/?utm_term=.44a9c3a58eee
http://www.ncsl.org/research/energy/states-reactions-to-proposed-epa-greenhouse-gas-emissions-standards635333237.aspx

Figure 1
Total Emission Reductions Percentage by 2030
(from 2012 levels)
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The emissions reductions required under the CPP varied dramatically by state. Northern states and those in the Rust

Belt would have been heavily affected had these regulations gone into effect. Source: Jocel yn Biatesk ay ,
Reaction to EPA Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards, 6 Nati onal Conference of State
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Figure 2
EPA-Projected Coal Capacity Retirements Under 111(d) Proposal*
(2016 2020)
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CPP regulations were projected to result in the retirement of coal-fired power plants in nearly every state. The
regulations would generally have affected southern and Midwestern states the most. Source: Southern States Energy
B 0 a r Riojectdd 20161 2020 Existing Generating Unit Retirements Under 111(d) Proposal, 6 accessed Sept embe

19, 2017.

The prospectof complying with the CPP weighedheavily in the decisionmaking processof
power companies.Since burning coal for electricity generationemits approximatelytwice as
muchCO, asburningnaturalgas,the proposedegulationded manyutility companiesandstate

PublicUtility Commissiongo retire coatfired generatingunits.

If implemented, CPP would have been one of the most expensive regulations in U.S. history.
EPA estiméed the annual cost of complying with the rules would range between $5.1 billion and
$8.4billion. NERA Economic Consulting estimated the rules could cost dramatically more,
between $29 billion and $39 billion per yearorethan a quartetrillion dollarsover a standard
10-yearfederalbudget planning cycleNERA also estimated CPP regulations would have
causecklectricity bills to increase between 11 percent and 14 pepeeryear That would mean

% Trevor House, et al., Can Coal Make a Comeback?dCenter on Global Energy Policy, April 2017.
"NERA Economi c EQengwl tainmg .Cofhisumer | mpacts 6ofl nEPAME Clne £€c oh@wm

November 7, 2015.
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electricity costs doubling evefive to sevenyears At that rate of growth, lectricity costs would
have multiplied teeighttimes agyreatafter 15 to 21 year©Other studies also concluded EBA
official cost estimates were unrealistically 18w.

Despite the high price tag associated with CPP, it would have delivered no measurable
environmental benefits. According to the Obagna EPAsponsored Model for the Assessment

of Greenhouse Gas Induced Climate Change (MAGICC), the CPP reguldtiondemented,

would have averted only .019 degreesf@otential future warming by 2138° This amount is

too low to be accurately measured with even the most sophisticated scientific equipment. Given

that most climate models have predicted too much warnhing,t r educti ons i n f ut
t e mp e r'aresultingfiom CPP would likely have been even lower. In other words, by
EPA6s own estimates, the CPP was all pain and

Writing in USA Todayabout the September 27, 20065. Court of Appeals for thBistrict of
Columbia Circuit hearing concerning the litigation over CP#n Harris,executivedirector of
the Ottawa, Canadaased International Climate Science Coalition, explained:

The focus for opponents of the CPP will be its questionable legdbtyever, the nine
judges hearing the case should also keep in mind that the rules are pointless. The CPP
will have no measurable impact on climate.

EPA Administrator Gina McCarthy has repeatedly admitted this before Congressional
hearings. She maintainsat the CPP is still worthwhile because, to quote from her

Sept18, 2013, testimony before the House Sub
part of an overall strategy that is positioning the U.S. for leadership in an international
discussion, becausée ¢ mat e change requires a global ef

Setting a good example would make sense if it were known that-anade climate
crisis was i mminent and developing nations
were likely to follow our lead.

But developing countries have indicated that they have no intention of following us. They
will not Ilimit their development for 6clim

For example, on July 18, President Rodrigo Duterte of the Philippines said about the

Paris climateage e me nt AYou are trying to stymie |
That s stupi d. I wi || not honor that. oo
8 Jonathan A. Lesser, Mi ssi ng Benefits, Hi dden Cost s, The Cloudy Numbers
Plan, The Manhattan I nstitut e ITheEaeomomic |ZhPatt6fithe Kleaw Power Blany @ar at n a, fi

Testimony before the Committee on Science, Space and Technology, June 24, 2015, The Heritage Foundation.

°1d.

10 patrick Michaels and Paul Knappen b e r ¢SpimCyclei EPAS&6s Cl e a,nd PQameo IPiisatni tute, Augu:
™ | this document we put fglobal temperaturedin quote marks since a global temperature does not actually exist i it

is merely a computed statistic that, many scientists assert, has questionable significance. See Christopher Essex,

Ross McKitrick, a nDdbes B {Slabal i eenpefatuck Exese?@ Joyrnaliof Non-Equilibrium
Thermodynamics (June 2006).
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Duterte can say this with a clear conscience. The United Framework Convention on

Climate Change, the foundation of the Paris Agreement, gives afaagé for

devel oping nations. Article 4 of the treat
poverty eradication are the first and overriding priorities of the developing country
Parties. o

Actions to significantly reduc€QO, emissions would entadlramatically cutting back on

the use of coal, the source of 8l pereefit Chi nads el edt rlinadiitayd,s ,7 1a
29 percentf that of the Philippines. As coal is by far the least expensive source of

electric power in most of the world, reduci@@, emissions by restricting coal use

would unquestionably interfere with development priorities. So developing countries
simply wonodét do it.

In other words, the sacrifices of the U.S. and other developed nations will be for nbliriceg.
the wisdomoEPAOGs now proposed repeal of the CPP.

Significantly reduang CO, emissions wouldequiredramatically cutting back on the use of coal,

the source of 81% of Chinads el ectaGAscoalisy, 71%
by far the least expensive source of electric power in most of the world, re@@iremissions

by restricting coal use would unguestionably interfere wtbnomicdevelopment priorities. So

devel oping countr i es ficedoftipelUyS. awdothér tlevedoped nations T h e
will be for nothing.

All of this shows the wisdom of ERg\proposed repeal of the CRFRP is not the law of the

land, thanks to the U.S. Supreme C&016 ruling, and EPA is withdrawing it as quickly as

the law and review requirements permit. But this messagémaached many public utility
commissioners, state legislators, and business and civic leaders. The CPP is a prime example of
an Obamaera zombie regulation, a regulation blocked by courts aimjlrepealed by the new
administration but falsely assumed to still be official policy.

II.  Fossil Fuels Are Essential to American Prosperity and the American
Dream

A. Worldwide, and for hundreds of years since the Industrial Revolution, fossil fuel
use isand has beerassociated with higher economic growth, GDP, incomes,
wages, health, life expectancy, population, and reduced poverty.

In their bookFueling Freedom: Exposing The Mad War on En&tg$tephen Moore and
Kathleen Hartnett White explain tieeonomics of energy.hey write,

2T om H a dudgessMust Binderstand: Climate Rules Are Irrational, §SA Today, September 24, 2016.

13 Stephen Moore and Kathleen Hartnett White, Fueling Freedom: Exposing the Mad War on Energy (Washington,
DC: Regnery Publishing 2016).
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Our book begindy recognizing théGreat Faai of human progres§omething
monumental happened around 1800, something that had never happened before.
For millennia, the average human life was short and lived at sultsdtarel.

The growth of the human population was slower than a crawl. But in the
nineteenth century, there began a substantial and sustained improirethent
fundamental measures of human wasing™*

What happened was the Industrial Revolutidoore and Whiteillustrate the impact in Figure 3

Figure 3
Global Progress, 1 AD 2009 AD
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** Sources: Updated from Indur Goklany, “Have Increases in Population, Affluence and Tech nology Worsened Human and
Environmental Weli-being?” Efectronic lournaf of Sustainable Developrant 3, no. 3 {2009); based on Bruce W. Frier (2001).
“Mare is worse: some observations on the population ofthe Roman empire”, in Walter Scheldel, Debating Roman Demography,
URL= https://books.goog!e.com/books?id=vh3pondawEC&pg=PAle:onepage&q&f:fa!se; Angus Maddison, Statistics
on World Population, GDP and Per Capita GDP, 1-2008 AD, University of Groningen, 2010, hittp://www.gedc.net/MADDISON/
Historical_Statistics/vertical-file_02-2010.xls; World Bank, World Development Indicatars 201 5, http://databankworldbank.
ore/; T.A. Boden, R. J, Andres, Global CO2 Emissions from Fossii-Fuel Burning, Cement Manufacture, and Gas Flaring, 1751-
2011, at hitp://ediac.ornl.gov/ftp/ndp030/global.1751_2011.ems, visited December 15, 2015; CDIAC, Preliminary 2011 and
2012 Global & National Estimates, at http://cdiac.oml.gov/ftp/trends/coZ_emis/ Preliminary_CO2_emissions_2012.xlsx, visitzd
ngruary 2,2016. Notes: Data are sporadic untif 1960. This figure assumes that trends between adjacent data paints are linear.
Life expectancy is a surrogate for human well-being; living standards are depicted by afftuence, or GDP per capita; and CO2 is a
proxy for fossil-fuet usaga.

Source: Stephen Moore and Kathleen Hartnett White, Fueling Freedom (New York, NY: Regnery Publishing, 2016),
Figure 1.1, page 5.

¥1d., p. 2.

14



Thatfi gur e @ ¢ h ametssresfofcthunan \belaseiower the past two thousandylifars
expectancy, real i ncome per c a'pEmissionsopcarpon!| at i o
dioxide resulting from human activity are used in the chart as a surrogate for consumption of

enegy derived from fossil fuelsThe figure shows all foumeasures of human welfaremaining

virtually unchangedor nearlythe entire 2000 years, until 1800, when all four start shooting

almost straight upogether ushering irthe arrival of the moderworld.*°

The authors explain,

The almost vertical trajectory of our graph that begins around 1800 coincides with
the beginning of the Englih | ndu st r i aahen&gyeroichmantithatn . é
spawned phenomenal economic productivity and dramatic impraoxsnme

human living conditions. What textbooks call the Industrial Revolution might be
better described as mankisdsreat Energy Enrichmetht.

The authors quote historian Carlo Cibolla exp
astheprocessy which a society acquired con%rol oV el
Moore and White add, AThose sources were foss
natur al gas, and then c%ude oil in the twent.

Moore and Whiteaddfurther,

few people appreciate that this spectacular improvement in the human condition is
really a story of the fossil fuels revolution. The world moved away from

inefficient and limitedigreer energy like the medieval windmill to coal and

other modern fans of energy that could be adopted on an industrial scale. Fossil
fuels were a necessary condition of the Industrial Revol@ionprecedented
improvements?

The authors el aborate, Als it not startling t
average income of $1 to $7%Ppbeydayplatn| fihAee
income per capita on a global basés is now ten to twenty times higher than at the beginning of

the industrdal revolution.o

The authors further explain the ingations for economic growth.
The same graph also depicts the unprecedented economic growth driven by

industrialization. The economic historian Deirdre McCloskey puts it in
perspectivefiThe scientific fact established over the past 50 years by theslabor

%1d., p. 5.
%1d., p. 5.
71d., pp. 4i 5.
¥1d., p. 5.
¥d.

2d., pp. 2i 4.
2id,, p. 4.
2|d., p. 5.
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economists and economic historians is that modern economic growth has been
astounding, unprecedented, unexpected, the greatest surprise in economic
historyo Economic growth and increased energy consumption were tightly
connected over the past century 2000, the correlation between energy
consumption and income per capita across s$htye countries was an extremely
close 96 percerft

Both energy consumption andogs world product increased-i@id in the 100 years of the
twentiethcentury®d The ri se of gross world product from
century is not hi nrPYvodreascsWhitematen ast oni shi ng, 0

A similarincrease esul ted in population. Moore and Whi't
human progress, poptilen barely increases over the first millennium A.D. Between the years

1000 and 1750, the global population increases substantially, tripling to 760 million. But from

1750 to 2009, population rises eightfold, to almost 7 billion human kikiagkecisive degrture

from all pr®®vious epochs. o

Moore and White add,

Never before has mankind been better nourished. As we shall show, you can
thank fossil fueldor a global food supply that exceeds the demandat than
seven bil | indAmericaome prodse.threé times as much food as we
did a century ago, in orA&ird fewer manhours, on oslird fewer acres, and at
onethird the cost. In the past, more than half of Americans were employed in
agriculture, and food was still relatively scarce and expenslow about

3 percent of the population produces all the food that 300 million Americans
consume. We even have to often pay faenerstop growing so much fod8.

With the increased fossil fuel use of the Industrial Revolution came increased carbon dioxide

emissions. Moore and White nofeBef or e t he | n ohanmade emissiondOEé v ol ut i
carbon dioxide were marginal. The United States now uses about twetuimdes more
energy than in 1800, and al®most all of it com

Fossil fuels arelearly essential for economic growth, the prosperity of the American people, and
the survival of the American Dream, especially for working people, lali@ evorkers, and the
middle classFossil fuelsare also essential to sharply reducing and ultimately eliminating
povertyin Americag and to perpetuating the health and wellbeing of millions.

Z1d., pp. 61 7.
21d.,p. 7
3d.

%1d. p. 6.
27d.

Bd., p. 4
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B. Even after decades of government subsidy and favoritism, alternative energy
sourcessuch as solar and wind play only a niche role in U.S. energy supplies.

In sharp contradb the fossil fuel storyMoore and White discgsalternative, renewable energy:

For many centuries mankind relied on what is now cditedewable energ@
windmills, wood, water, and theu8. The notion that green energyiis its

infancyois laughable. These sources of energy go back thousands of years. And
the data recently gathered by economic historgarghow that wind and water
wheels never provided much power. It wéamtil man harnessed fossil fuéls
primarily oil, gas and codl tha industrialization achieved unprecedented
productivity >

Christopher Horner of the Competitive Enterpr
with steel, butyoucah bui | d st ee’Monirten amidn dwhiiltles .edl abor a
steel worksof Pittsburgh could not have built Ameré@sandustrial framework if their power had

come from windmills. Detrogs automobiles could not have replaced horses (and horse manure)

if they had r¥%n on solar power. o

Moore and White summarize,

With thisbook, we aim to document and explain the extent to which fossil fuels
have vastly improved human life across the planet, releasing whole populations
from abject poverty. Virtually everything needed to sustain the life of a human
beindg food, heat, clothingshelted depends upon access to and conversion of
energy. The productivity fueled by hydrocarbon energy sources, coupled with
economic freedom, allowed the emergence of an enduring middle class for the
first time in history*?

Moore and White conclude,

Today, hundreds of years after the Industrial Revolution began, most of the
human population is dependent on fossil fuels for 80 to 90 percent of its energy
supply. That will surely behe caset least for many decades. The ldrajd
superstitiorthat Amerca is running out of oil and gas has been disproved with the
latest shale oil and gas revolutidh.

2d., p. xiv.
304,
Sg.
%24.
3 d.
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Yet, despite the obvious dominance of aehtinuedneed for fossil fuelsyind and solar receive
far more subsidies than any other source of energy,ib@hsolute terms and on a parit-of-
energygenerated bas.

In 2013, themost recenyear for which data are available, wind received more subsidies than
any other energy source at $5.9 billion (see Figlwr&olar was the second largest with
$5.3billion. By contrast, nuclear energy received $1.66 billion, coal received $1.07 billion, and
oil and natural gas received $2.35 billiorin recent years, féeral renewable energy

subsidies have totaledanare than three times the subsedipaid for all fosil fuels and

nuclear energy combinely

Figure 4
Quantified Energy-Specific Subsidies and Support by Type
Fiscal Years 2010 and 2013
in billion 2013 dollars

wind
solar
coal, natural gas, and petroleum liquids FY 2013
LIHEAP
other end-use subsidies
consenvation
other renewables
biofuels
nuclear

electricity:- smart grid and transmission

eia 0 1 2 3 4 &5 6 T 8

Government subsidies supporting wind and solar combined for $11.2 billion in 2013, while coal received $1.07 billion.
LIHEAP is the Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program, which helps families pay their energy bills. Spending
on that program increased by nearly 50% in just three years from 2010 to 2013. Source: U.S. Energy Information
Admi ni s tTote Eneraysybsidies Decline Since 2010, With Changes in Support Across Fuel Types, doday in
Energy (website), March 13, 2015.

%u. s. Energy | nf or mairect&aderahFnaricial interventarts anol Subsidfies in Energy in Fiscal
Year 2013, Analysis and Projections, March 23, 2015.

®u. s. Energy | nf or mddtadl Energy Subsiien DesliherSande i20d® \With fChanges in Support
Across Fuel Types, ®oday in Energy (website), March 13, 2015.

36 Management Information Services, Inc. Two Thirds of a Century and $1 Trillion+ U.S. Energy Incentives Analysis of
Federal Expenditures for Energy Development, 19501 2016, prepared for the Nuclear Energy Institute, May 2017.
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Despite the fact that renewable egye sources are the most highldybsidized forms of
energy, they accouedl for only 2.7 percent of the total energy consumed in the United
States in 2016. In contrast, oil provided 37 percent, ahggas 29 percent, coab pecent
and nuclear energy percer of total energy consumptionds Figureb).

Figure 5
U.S. Energy Consumption by Energy Source, 2016

Total = 97 4 quadrillion
British thermal units (Btu) Total = 10.2 quadrillion Btu

geothermal 2%
- solar 6%
— wind 21%

biomass waste 5%

ok 229
bioluels 22% biomass
46%

wood 19%
hydroelectric 24%

Note; Sum of components may not egual 100% because of independent rounding

Wind and solar power are the most heavily subsidized forms of energy, yet they provide almost no energy in terms of
total energy consumption. Combined, these two forms of energy provide less than 3 percent of energy use in the

United States. Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration, Monthly Energy Review, Table 1.3 and 10.1, April
2017, preliminary data.

Subsidies to wind and solar are large in absolute terms and egenvdnen considerguer unit
of energy producednlthese terms, wind received $35.33 per MWh and solar received
$231.21/MWh, while cdaeceived only $0.57/MWh and natural gas and petroleum received
only $0.67/MWh. Wind and sol@monsequentlyeceived 52 times and 345 times mire
subsidies thanaal, respectively (see Figué, per unit of energy producéd.

I'nstitute for BhRepog\SubRdes €atnweho,Rollin For Wind and Solar, & M &8t 2015.
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Figure 6
Federal Electric Subsidies
Per Unit of Production, FY 2013
2013 dollars per megawatt hour

9.57 B.&7 14T 148 1.0F .19 ﬂ

IER

Federal subsidies for wind and solar grew dramatically from 2010 to 2013. On a per unit of energy basis, wind and
solar received 52 times and 345 times more subsidies than coal, respectively. Source: Institute for Energy Research,
fEIA Report: Subsidies Continue to Roll In For Wind and Solar, 6 M8t 20156.

Recent data suggest very few wind power facilities would be built without the federal wind

Prodiction Tax CredifPTCi see Figure). Without federal, stat and local government

subsides and mandates, the renewable energy industry wouldmotesin the United States.

As Warren Buffet, CEO of Berkshire Hathaway a
ti nfes,témat ed, AWe get a tax cr edétheonlfreasortobui | d a
build them. They doimake sensei t hout t He tax credit. o

Federal subsidies distort wholesale power markets by artificially increasing the amount of wind
and solar generatidied intothe grid. Although wind and solar receive more subsidies in
absolute terms and on a perit-of-energybasis than any other source of energy, they account
for just 6.5percent of electricity generation. It is difficult to argue this money has been well
spent.

38 profile: Warren Buffet, Forbes (website), accessed November 28, 2017.
®Grant K liovehwvent Farm Generates More Tax Credits than Electricity, ‘®he Hill, October 6, 2016.
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Figure 7
Impact of Production Tax Credit Expiration and Extension
On U.S. Annual Installed Wind Capacity
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In the years following expiration of the wind PTC, wind power installations dropped between 76 and 93 percent,
suggesting wind installations are not competitive without federal subsidies. Source: Union of Concerned Scientists,
fProduction Tax Credit for Renewable Energyd0 (websi te), ac2’e2§ed September

Discussing the subsidies and total energy contribsitacdmenewables telbnly part of the story.
Even in states where large portions of electricity are defraen renewable energy sourdes
like California, which mandates 50 percent of the &tat@ergy mast come from renewatsdoy
203® natural gadired power plants must be ready to provide electricity because renewable
energy sources like wind and solar are intermittegrg wind does not always blow,dthe sun
does not always shifee.g.,atnight). The need to maintain and continue fossil fuel energy
production as a backug a primary reason why renewables cost so much more than fossil
fuels.*® In other wordsalternative energy is not fguan alternative to fossil fuels.

Germany is agoodexample of a nation that triednd failedto switch from fossil fuels to
renewablesgespite thdull support of governmenBusinesses and households in Germany paid

““AsBennyPei ser at the Global Warming Policy Foundaobweon expl ains
installation has to be backed up with some eight units worth of fossil fuel generation. That is because fossil fuel units

have to power up suddenly to meet the deficiencies of intermittent renewables. In short, renewables do not provide

an escape route from fossil fuel use, without which [the renewables] are unsustainable. ¢ To avoi d bl ackouts [
renewables], the government has to subsidize uneconomic [because part-t i me backup] gas and coal pc
Benny PEUS®rGrdéien Energy Debacle Shows t hebkBnancialPdsti ty of Uni |l af
April 14, 2015.
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an extra 125 billion euros in increased electricity irtben 2000 to 2015 to subsidize

renewable§’As a r e s ul t Dands B eayinyahe highgsphousehold electricity rates

in Europe, and German compani es“Ineeg, Germanar t he
household paythreetimeswhat American households pay felectricity*® Yet, despite that
economically crippng cost burden, only onthird of German electricity comes from renewables
today, compared to still 48ercentor coal**

Fundamental laws of physics explain why fossil fuels are so much more effective and less
expensive than renewables. The energyssif fuels is much more concentrated than in
renewables. The energy blowing in the wind, or dancing on sunbeamidelg dispersed.
Collecting it in usable form is inherently difficult, challengjt@nd-intensive,and expensive.

The CPRs mandatethat state build more renewable generatiatould decrease the reliability

and affordability of electricitywhile still requiring that reliableoal or natural gas power plants

be available to supply power when intermittent generation sources are not delivering electricity.
That would mean slower economic growteéduced prosperity, and increagederty in

America. Nche renewables could neveywer the modertwenty-first century American

economy TheU.S.economywould flounderwith its energy industries surviving only as

Awel f ar eThigisiaganmwhy.the Trumgministrationmustrepeal the CPRow.

No one in the federal government is actually looking at the enormous ecdradnitittes that

are likely to result from adding wind and solar to the energy generation mix. Every community
where we have seen a genuine-gnatcon wind energy financial analis done, the result has
been negativé and usually by a substantial margin.

Wind turbine salesmen explain economic benefits to a community from erecting a local wind
energy project, such as rate revenues paid to the operator for the energy predseed, |

payments to landowners of the properties where the wind turbines are to be located, local tax
revenues generated by building and operating the project from property taxes, sales taxes, and
others. But as physicist John Dfdzorrectly points out, a fueconomic analysis requires a

complete NET financial analysis, including the reliability of the wind energy to be produced, the
full costs to ratepayers and taxpayers, the proximity of users of the energy and demand for it, and
the dispatchability (tramsission) of the energy produced to those users to satisfy that demand.

The advocates of wind energy never tell us about the independent studies demonstrating that
agricultural yields decrease within 15 miles from a wind prdfeadts Dr oz report s, fil
cases, after lease payments begin [to landowners for wind turbines on their land] local farms
terminate operations. This results in reduced local employment, reduced local procurements, and

“icer many6s Gr een FbheWall $treét dournal] Saturday/Sunday November 18-19, 2017, p. A12.
“21d.

“3d.

“d.

“John Dr ®indEndray:.Local Economics 101, Alliance for Wise Energy Decisions, December 27, 2017.

%John Dr tndustriadWind Projétts Clash with Real Farming, ¢ Al | i ance for Wi se Energy Dec
1,2017; LisaLinowes,iThe | ncompatibil ity oDMadterResoure (websie) duyy 1,2618.r mi ng, 0
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reduced | o'tAsDrozmunmdrzees., © iwi nd energy i s gener a

farm®ng. o

Moreover, studies from independent experts [including wind energy proponents] also

demonstrate that wind energy is incompatible with tourism, as ugly, dominating, windmill

towers visually despbvast stretches of rural landscafgfs Droz notes, over 80% of
respondents to surveys say they fAwould not va
visible,d even with over half of° respondents

Drozreportsthabt her st udies by independent medi cal p
citizens will experience adverse health effec
windmill towers>>Dr oz expl ains, fThe biggest oobncern i s

hear). The World Health Organization has stated that infrasound is more problematic than

audible sound. Infrasound can be so harmful thatt8emilitary is researching weaponizing it.
Over a hundred studies have concluded that there will be healthsce guences o fr om n
giant windmill towers’?

Such infrasound is probably why dAproperty val
wind project, o0 as a study by the London Schoo
study in the world oeffects of wind energy, just one of many oth&rghat was probably also

why other independent studies show that #Aindu
hunting (and fossibly fishing).od

Other independent studies show that industrial windondjects can cause major esgstem
damage, including harming wildlife and livestock anintalsnd serious hydrological
consequenced.Windmill projects can even cause serious interference with military facilities.

“7John Dr ®indEndray.Local Economics 101, Alliance for Wise Energy Decisions, December 27, 2017,

p. 1.

8 d.

“ANew St usNearSthowe Wind Farms Are Likely to Negatively Impact
Environmental and Resource Economic Policy, North Carolina State University, February 19, 2016.

°J0hn Dr ®ind Endray.Local ficonomics 101, Alliance for Wise Energy Decisions, December 27, 2017,

%John Dr &ind Endray:Local Economics 101, Alliance for Wise Energy Decisions, December 27, 2017,

52|d., Loi¥ frequency noise and humanresponse, 6 Uni ver si ty as$tl6E013ERRPdlersoy, Aug

AHuman Response to MWRemepti ur biAneoMNanhse, and Moderating Factor
Environmental Medicine, Department of Public Health and Community Medicine, Institute of Medicine, Goteberg
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January 26, 2014.
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This all adds up to serious potentiabilities for leaseholders renting their property out to
industrial windmill operators, including up to 40+ possible thr&4éis contributes to potential
economic losses for leaseholders renting out their land for wind turbines, which can result when
the wind dies down for extended times and the turbine does not generate electricity, but still
needs maintenance.

But the biggest cost driver for alternative energy from wind and solar is that they are not really
an alternative to fossil fuels because #ind does not always blow and the sun does not always
shine. Ultimately, the full fossil fuel fleet must be maintained to generate up to 100% of needed
energy as a backup to unreliable wind and solar.

This can work more easily for natural gas eledgaoeration, which can be shut on and off
without adverse effects. But such #Acyclingo f
costs. When coal fired electricity plants have to be turned off and on, they operate less

efficiently, and their emissi@ncontrol equipment does not work as well. The overall net result is
higheremissions for sulfur dioxide (829) nitrogen oxide (NQ) and even carbon dioxid€Q,).

As Droz explains, A[C]J]oal equipment 1ies not bu
operated as a base load resoiirceother words, to operate at a consistent output level all the

time. Cycling causes coal units to operate less efficiently and reduces the effectiveness of the
environmental control equipment, substantially increasimyi s s®® ons . o

All of which seriously detracts from any net benefit from the use of wind, and solar, as

Aal ternativeodo energy. Al of this needs to be
financial,cosb enef it anal ysis ofi weadsaondces!l af asef
Droz reports that when this was done in the case of the proposed New York Horse Creek wind
project, the conclusion was fAthat the NET eco
mi | | i o f*When this was dode ing¢fcase of the proposed North Carolina Timbermill

wind project, fAThe conclusion [was] that ther
millioh* a year. o

So before fAalternative energyo |ike wind and

t he nat i on comprehansivahdobjeetiyefindnaial analysisnustb e done, 0 Dr oz

®WCEO6s Investigation into the MBuntmismwithnndustrat Wind Tutbinesd guly of t he Lo
2016, ermonters for a Clean Environment6 slogBAugust 5, 2016;Jo h n  Dr oWind Edergy: l.ocafiEconomics
101, Alliance for Wise Energy Decisions, December 27, 2017, p. 1.
57 John Droz, Jr., fJ.S. Military v. A Political Fad (Renewable Energy),0Alliance for Wise Energy Decisions, June 5,
2017;Jo h n Dr oWind Edergy: l.ocafiEconomics 101, Alliance for Wise Energy Decisions, December 27, 2017,
p. 2.
%8 John Droz, Jr., fEasy Money? Some Landowner Considerations: On Wind Energy (and Solar) Contracts,dAlliance
for Wise Energy Decisions, August 15, 2015.
%9 Bentek Energy, How Less Became More: Wind, Power and Unintended Consequences in the Colorado Energy
Market, Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States, April 16, 2010.
60

Id., p. 9.

52Jo hn Dr oWind Edergy: LocafiEconomics 101, Alliance for Wise Energy Decisions, December 27, 2017,
p. 2.
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rightly conclude€*A's Dr oz r e p o naosen any RRdea), ktate onlocal agency, is
thoroughly investigating these wiredn e r g y  1°iBathlli of thistnéedsgo. bé
comprehensively and objectively evaluated before any regulation like the CPP could be said to
involve any economic benefit.

C. Official U.S. government projections showfossil fuelswill be essentialfor 50 to
100 years at least

Accordingto the United States Energy Information Administration, fossil fuelssiilllbe the
most important energy sousce the coming decades fitie United States, and globalRossil
fuelswill remain the dominant fuel sources under every economic scenario, even those
incorporating the CPRto their analysis. Under the +©@PP scenario, natural gas aiwhl will

be the dominant fuedources foelectricity generation, with gaine renewable generation driven
primarily by renewable portfolio mandates gederal tax subsidigsee Figures).

Figure 8
U.S. Net Electricity Generation from Select Fuels
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According to EIA& Annual Energy Outlook, growth in renewable energy sources will depend heavily upon the tax
credits available to them because these sources of energy are not competitive without them. This makes it more likely
that expensive, unpredictable, unreliable renewable sources will account for an even smaller share than either of the
scenarios above predict. Source: Adam Sieminski, Annual Energy Outlook 2017, January 5, 2017, page 30.
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Additionally, the transportation sectavhich accoutedfor 29 percent of the nati@ energy
consumption in 2016, will continue to rely almost exclusively otbagied fuels for the coming
decades, with electric cars constituting a tiny fraction oftierican automobile fle¥t(see
Figure 9).Moreover, any increases in electric vehicles will require even more fossil fuel or
nuclear electricity generation, which the Clean Power Plan and other policy restrictions will
delay or obstruct.

Figure 9
Transportation Sector Energy Consumption
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Source:U. S. Ener gy | nf or manteinaional Bretnni OutloskP?d1ad | Bxe c Uit i ve Summary,
September 14, 2017.

EIA projects world energy consumption will grow 28 percent between 2015 and 2040, with most
of this growth occurring in developing nations, primarily Asia. EIA projects fossil fuels will
account for 77 percent edtal energy use in 204%.

Liquid fuelsd mostly petroleurbased are predicted to remain the largest source of world
energy consumption, accounting for 31 percent of global ermerggumpion in 2040. Natural
gas is projected to accauior 24 percent of energy usadcoal,22 percent.

These projections, particularly those made regarding e@at be unrealistic, as China and India
have continued to aggressively build cbedd power plants to meet their growing electricity

®u. s. Energy | nf or makEndrgg bse ddTmisportaidnio a Einem gyfi Expl ai ned, May 17

®u. s. Ener gy | nf or manteinaiional Bretnopyi Outlosk RG1ad i EOxnge c Uit i ve Summary, Sept e
2017.
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needsFor example, Chinese companies are building or planoibgitd more than 700 new
coalfired power plants over the next decatiglost of thoseplants will be built in China, but
about ondfifth will be built in other countries. All told, some 1,600 cdiabd powerplants are
planned or under construction in 62 countries worldWi@oal will continue to be the main
source of energy for China for decades to come.

Similarly, Indiaés reliance on coal will persist even in 204iith aprojectedshare of 4ercent
to 50 percent otheenergy mix®” India would like to use its abundant coal reserwdsch
provide a cheap source of energy and ensure energy secwigyl.adoweverjmports of coal
roseat acompound annual growth raté 18 percentetweer2005 06 (39megatonsand2015
16 (200megatons A modeling exerciseonducted by th&lational Institute for Transforming
India (NITI) shows India will achieve peak production of coal in 2037, after which the
production will decline and India will depend on imports to meetneygy needésee
Figurel0).

Figure 10

I ndi ads Energy Mix

2012 2047
TWh BAU Scenario | Ambitious Scenario
Nuclear 1% 2% 4%
Renewable Energy 3% 7% 12%
Agriculture /waste 15% 5% 8%
Coal 46% 50% 42%
Qil 27% 28% 23%
Natural gas 8% 8% 10%

Coal will remain the dominant fuel in India for the next 30 years, as the business as usual (BAU) scenario indicated
India will derive 50 percent of its energy from coal and only 7 percent from renewable sources. Source: Harendra
Kumar, et al. Enefbizing India, 6 Joi nt Pr oj éaybg arldfEd Juhe 16, 201N T I

Renewabledhy contrastare projected to account for less than 22 percent of total energy
consumption worldwide, despite the billioimgot trillions of dollars in subsidies that have been
provided to these technologies. In addition to accounting for a small overall shasbaif gl
energy generation, the majority of renewables, 53 percent, will be derived from hydroelectric
generating sources, not wind or solar.

" Harendra Kumar, et al., fEnergizing India, & Joi nt Project Repodunel6 201N TI
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The United States should acknowledge the physical and economic limits of renewable energy
sourcessuch as wind andb$ar and promotaffordable, reliable enerdyy allowing existing
coalfired power plantso continue operatioandlaunch a major effort to bringnodernHigh
Efficiency Low Emissions (HELE}oakired power plant®n line as soon as possipée is
happening in other countrié&s.

Basics physics tells usame renewablesuch as wind and solaiill never be able to power the
moderntwentyfirst century global economyn contrast, fossil fuels have given us
unprecedentedconomic growth anchodern prosperity took off wingossil fuels became
widely utilized through technological innovatiofhe Trump administration should repeal the
CPP and encourage a rapid expansion in fossil fuel use.

D. Phasing out fossil fuels would amount to a policy ahass poverty for the
American people,unless America turns to nuclear power, which is opposed by
the same extremists who oppose fossil fuels.

Revesing the fossil fuel revolution to go back to renewallesld be adisasteffor America
and the worldMoore and White explain,

The governments of many of the most developed countries of the world have
mandated as rapid a transition as possible from caibbrenergy to zergarbon
energy like wind, solar, and biomass. The inherent limitations of wind dd so
are physically intractable. We are facing a regression to the limited energy
horizons of prandustrial societies. Never before have the rulers of a society
intentionally driven it backward to scarcer, more expensind less efficient
energyé andraise[d] prices fofinancially strapped familie¥

Michael Kelly, afellow of the Royal Soctg of the United Kingdom, add§,A decar boni zed
global economys going to have to outperform the achievement of fossil fuels. If not, maikind

progress will hae to go in reverse in terms of aggregate standard of living. We should be honest
and upfront about the sheer scale and “enor mit

Moore and White elaborate that those who benefitted the most from the bo@miogrec
growth of the Industrial Revolution were the pooshe pooy forgottenat the bétom of pre
enlightenment, préendustrial, medieval times. They write,

Those who have gained the most from that growth have not been the wealthiest
but thepoorest. With the Industrial Revolutioé, fif[or the first time the

economy performed for the People instead of mainly for the Privile§edm the
beginning, it was not the aristocracierisy, warrior class, or industrial titans

®8yU.S. Energy | nf or manteinaional Bretnmi Outlosk2F1 A% | Dept dimber 14, 2017.

% Stephen Moore and Kathleen Hartnett White, Fueling Freedom: Exposing the Mad War on Energy, supra note 13,
p. Xv.

©d. atp. 7.
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who gained the mostubthe average worker and the most impoverisNed.

longer was intractable poverty the common lot of mankind. An enduring middle
hi storian

class emerged

income of the bottom fifth of the [American] popudat has multiplied some
twenty fold [over the twentieth century], several times more than the gain realized

by the rest of the populatidh.

Moore and Whit e

American family
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exampl e:
its income on food;lothing and shelter, not unlike the rest of the world. In 1995, the same
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If Kelly is right andtheaggregate standard of livingould drop dramatically in a green
economywhat does that mean for working people, the middle class, and the poor? Moore and
White explain,

Most green policies undermine human progress. They are regressive,

disproportionally hurting low and middle income families by driving energy

prices higherthus eroding their standard of living. As the Obama Administration

was drawing to a close, the lower end of middle class income in the United States

appeared to be sliding toward the poverty level. Numbers revealed by the Social
Security Administration irthe fall of 2015showthat 51 percent of all U.S.
workers were making less than $30,000 aeanly $2,500 a month after taxes.

Income for middle class families declined by 3 percent on Otawetch, and
the average workavent ten years without a raise.

Moore and White directly implicate the CPP in that regard,

The [CPP] is futil@ all pain and no gain. By ER# own admission, the
mandated carbon cuts will not meaningfully reduce predicted warming. Gina

McCarthy, the Administrator of the EPA, justifiesas a gesture of sacrifice by
the wealthiest country in the world. Americans should embrace economic decline
for its symbolic value? Even before the Clean Power flak effect, many coal

fired power plants had closed and major power companies hadetecl
bankruptcy, at a cost of thousands of jobs. In response, President Obama, by

executive action, froze coal production on federal lands, where 40 percent of total
U.S. production is locatedhe Lefts strategy is to make American coal so
expensive that the industry cannot survive in global markets. The

environmentalists want an utterly debilitatiffgroduction tar of as much as $40
per ton é Obama [choséfito pander to special interest groups whets¢ed goal
is to shut down the U.S. coal indusidyand the economies ofir coal producing

state® lllinois, Ohio, Kentucky, Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Wyoming and

West Virginiad be damned?

1d.,
4.,
=d.,
“1d.,

pp. 7i 8.
p. 8.
pp. 81 9.
p. 9.
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Those coaproducing states are amotige former Democraitateghat flipped toDonaldTrump
in theNovember 201@&lection, puing him in the White House. Moore and White conclude,

President Obama and some leaders of the wealthiest countries in the world are
adamant about phasing out fossil fuels when there aadteroative energy
sourcescapable of providing the countless goods and services that fossil fuels
make possible. Modern societies remain utterly dependent on fossi&u@lse
climate crusade is indeed a mad war on human weftare.

Even worse, eliminatig fossil fuels will nobnly raise prices for energy, goqdsd servicesor
poor and middleclass families, making them increasingly poor and marginalized. Eliminating
fossil fuels will greatly increase energy prices for factories and other businesses, including
hospitals and schools, destroying millions of jobs for those very samedilaefamilies, and
driving more and morpeopleonto welfare rolls. At the same time, local, stated federal
governments will have less and less tax revenue to pay for welfare, because the entire U.S.
economy will be driven into a downward death spiral. Miliaf American families will see
their living standards, health, welfaend life spans decline precipitously, for no climate or
environmental benefit whatsoever

As Bjorn Lomborg noted in January 2018 Tare Wall Street Journaf

Freezing temperatures in the U.S. Northeast have pushed up heating costs, creating
serious stress for many Americans. Al though
forgotten in discussions about climate policies, they bear an unfair burden for well

meaning proposals. That reality is being laid bare this icy winter as energy and electricity

prices surge.

When we think about energy poverty;offwe | magi
nations, where more than one billion people still lack elestrichis is a huge challenge

that the world can hope to address as it reduces poverty and expands access to grid

electricity, largely powered by fossil fuels.

But there is a |l ess visible form of energy p
country. Economists consider households energy poor if they spend 10% of their income

to cover energy costs. A recent report from the International Energy Agency shows that

more than 30 million Americans live in households that are energy mpaumber that

is dgnificantly increased by climate policies that require Americans to consume

expensive green energy from subsidized solar panels and wind turbines.

Moore and Whitalescribehe fundamental economic choice this frameesnomicgrowth or
economic écline:

id., p. 10.

Bj or n L oQimhate1Clgange Rolicies Can Be Punishing for the Poor, Bhe Wall Street Journal, January 5,
2018.
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The contrast between these two forces is stark and simple. The shale energy boom
increased the economic pie. Taxpayer subsidized green energy shrinks the
economic pie. The kind of economic growth we take for granted in the modern
world would have been ingssible if we had been limited to sources of energy

that depend on taxpayer subsidies. Climate policies to decarbonize human society
augur energy scarcity, exponentially higher prices for basic goods, loss of

personal freedoms, and an end to the prospacitieved in the twentieth century

that has lifted billions out of grinding pover7t€(.ﬂE

1. Continued Use of Fossil Fuels Will Produce an American Economic
Boom, Creating Millions of New Jobs and Restoring Rising Real Wages
for the Middle Class and Blue Colla Workers.

A. America has the natural resources to be the worl@ no. 1 producer of all,
no. 1 producer of coal, andover the near future, the no. 1 producer ohatural
gas, achieving energglominance

The United States has an abundance of fossil fuel resources thatdigtiect geopolitical and
economic advantages. In fact, the United States has more energy resources than any other nation
on Earth Only one nation, Russia, has even half as manyggmesources as the United States.

The United States truly has an opportunity to become energy dominant, but to do so, it must
repeal the CPP.

Among these fossil fuel resources, the most abundant is coal. America has the largest coal
reserves in the worjd¢apable of meeting U.S. demand for 381 yéais addition to its
abundancegoalis an energy source that is more resistant to price shocks and the manipulation of
foreign markets than any other fuel. The United States also has the largest oil iesbres

world, with more recoverable oil reserves than either Saudi Arabia or RUkakgtly, the

United States is currently the largest producer of natural gas in the world. Although the U.S. has
only 4% of world gas reserves, the U.S. Energy Informaiidministration estimates current

natural gas supplies are large enough to last for nearlyeld)8 at current rates of

consumptiorf’

Giving up on those abundant energy resources would involve the largest opportunity cost
literally in world history.

7 Stephen Moore and Kathleen Hartnett White, Fueling Freedom: Exposing the Mad War on Energy, supra note 13,
p. 11.

3. M. L e i @dathd .2 Damindie Energy?0keynote presentation, America First Energy Conference,

November 9,2017.0r i gi n al BP BtatisticaeReviesv of#Vorld Energy 2017. 0

“Per Magnus UNitedStaéee Moy Hdids More Recoverable Oil than Saudi Arabia, 6 Ry st ad Energy, J
04, 2016.

8y.s. Energy | nf or maowMuch N&danban Dossttire &% hiagenand Hdw Long will it Last?6
accessed July 24, 2017.
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Under the previous administration, these resources were treated as babdther than assets.

This will change under the Trump administratiBy.focusing on environmentallgsponsible
development of domestic energy resources, thereby ensuring itled States has abundant

access to affordable energy, federal and state policymakers will be taking a concrete step toward
reviving the American ecomay and putting Americans first.

Indeed, to have the wortd leadingoil industry, the worl@ leading natral gas industry, and the
worldds leading coal industry all in one economy would restore the American ecdoaevoyld
leadershimndwould reinvigoratehe American Dream that has inspired the world for three
centuriesGiving up on these abundant energgources in the name of stopping hypothetical
anthropogenic global warming would be madness.

B. That virtually un limited supply of reliable, low-cost energy will bring
manufacturing back to the United States, a process thdtas already begun.

PresidenfTrump has made increasing manufacturing in the United Stdteggoal of his
presidencyThateffort will be severely hampered if manufacturers and businesses do not have
access to affordable energy resources, particularly oil, natural gas, and gfediniese make up
the largest components of energy used by industry in titedStates(see Figure 1)1

If the CPP is not withdrawrmenergy prices will increadgecausel) Coatfired electricity

generation willcontinue tadecline,sharplyincreasing electricity prices, andiBgreasing use of
natural gas for electricity generation will put upward price pressure on natugaicEsThe

i mpact on manufacturing, manufacturing jobs
profound.

Prematurely shuttering existing cef@led power plants would further increase electricity prices
because existing power plants can generate electricity more affordably than new power plants
can. This is because existing plants have already paid off mulea opfront capital and

financing costs, meaning they are able to reduce their prices and still make a profit on the
electricity they sell (see Figure 12).
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Figure 11
Manufacturing Energy Consumption Has Increased
for the First Time Since 2002
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Source: US. Energy Information Administration
* Shipments were subtracted from all other energy

Natural gas accounted for the largest share of energy used by industry in 2014, at 33 percent. Electricity accounted

for the second | argest primary or secondary source of energy
ener gyo r epr adaenfteshnadogiessuolbas heat capture, waste re-use, and other energy efficiency

measures. Source: U. S. Ener gy | nf or Meadfacturing EAedgmnConsursption Surveyp o6, Ot ober

13, 2016.
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Figure 12
LCOE from Coal in 2012 $/MWh by Plant Age
30-Year Outlook

REMAINING CAPITAL COST (LEVELIZED OVER 30 YEARS)
FUEL EXPENSE AT $25/MWh
FIXED + VARIABLE OPERATIONS EXPENSE (EXLUDING FUEL)

ONGOING CAPITALIZED REINVESTMENT

PLANT AGE

Analyses of the changes in going-forward costs for both coal and nuclear plants show these costs increase by less
than 1 percent per year over the observed age distribution of existing plants. At an average age of 38 years, the
typical existing coal-fired power plant will likely not be economic to retire and replace for another decade or more.
Source: Tom Stacy and George Taylor, The Levelized Cost of Electricity from Existing Generation Resources,
Institute for Energy Research, July 2016, page 22.

Electricity generation from existing natural gas, coal, nuclear, and hydro power is significantly
less expensive than new generating resources. In many exiséing electricity resources can
generate electricity for ordhird of the cost of newind power and onguarter of the cost of

new solarFor exampleStacey and Taylosayexisting coaffired power plants generate reliable
electricity at a cost of $39.9 per megawaiur on average, existing nuclear for $29.1/MWh,
natural gas $34.4/MWh, and hydroelectric resources for $35.4. Each of these ras@lroes
onethird of thecost of new wind remurceswhich generate electricity at a cost®&f07.4/MWh

(see Figurel3).®* So, kss reliableenewableenergycosts three times as much as reliable
conventional energy.

8Tom Stacy and Qledevelieed ToatyflEatricity Brom Existing Generation Resources, © | nfert i t ut e
Energy Research, July 2016.
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Figure 13
Levelized Cost of Electricity
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Electricity generation from existing natural gas, coal, nuclear, and hydro power is significantly less expensive than
new generating resources. In many cases, existing electricity resources can generate electricity for one-third of the
cost of new wind power and one quarter of the cost of new solar. Source: Tom Stacy and George Taylor, The
Levelized Cost of Electricity from Existing Generation Resources, Institute for Energy Research, July 2016, page 5
(text color modified for readability).

The lowest possible electricity rates will be achiewaly by keeping existing generating
resources in operation until their product becomes uneconomic cedarpathe cost of replacing
them®?

The manufacturing and industrial sectors of the economy accounted for approximatlycne
of total energy consumption in thited Statesn 2015%° The cost of energy is one of the
largest expensdsecond only to labor cost®r energyintensive businesses such as
steelmaking, fertilizer productiomement makingaluminum processing, and plastarsd other
manufacturing.

82
Id.
8 National Academies of Science, Engi neer i ng a nkbwWe sk Eneraye accedsed July 30, 2017.
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Revolutionary improvements in horizontal drilling technology and explor&aticmology,
combined with increased use of hydraulic fracturing (a proven technique more than 70 years
old), led to a natural gas boom. As a redthig United States has the lowest natural gas prices of
any developed nation, which gives American firntistinct advantage when competing against
foreign firms in the global marketplacesés Figurel4). This advantage hadreadybegun to
produce a significant renaissanceéAimericanmanufacturing.

Figure 14
Gas Prices Worldwide

L

S/mmBtu

Natural gas prices in the United States are significantly lower than in other industrialized nations because hydraulic
fracturing has made the United States the largest producer of natural gas in the world. Although the price differential
between the U.S. and the world has declined in the most recent years due to larger supplies of liquid natural gas,
large differences are estimated to persist for the foreseeable future. Source: B P GNaubabdas Prides, 6 BP
Statistical Review, accessed July 30, 2017.

Industries differ significantly in their inherent technological energy intensities. For example,
energy representgound 10 percent of the overall input costs for chemical manufacturing and
primary metal manufacturingvhile energy represents less tHapercent of the input costs for
the nondurable consumer goaisctor®* Overall, nanufactuing tends to be energptensive.

%Rabah AFreckrk Has Mdide U.S. Manufacturing More Competitive, ©he London School of Economics and
Political Science, December 16, 2016.
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The reduction in eneygeosts haslready begun tattractenergyintensive companie® the
United StatesFor example, low natural gas prices are one reAsastrian steel firm
Voestalpne, Japanese oil refiner Idemit&wsan and trading house Mitsui & Co. have opened
operations in the United Stat®dn 2015alone,lower energy prices generatad estimated
$47billion in neweconomic opportunity, nearly $2#llion in labor income, and the equivalent
of 387,500 jobs™®

Gains in investment and job creation are expecteddeleratén the coming years. The
American Chemical Societgcentlyannouncedhe chemicals industry will invest more than
$130 billion in the coming decade and create hiyig62,000 new job%’ A
PricewaterhouseCoopers report found the annual cost savings from loal gatuprices could
spurthe creation ohearly a millionmanufacturing jobs by 2030 and 1.41 million jobs by 2840.

In contrast, the International Energy Agency estimates Europésalbnethird of its global

market share of energgitensive exports over the next two decatbesause European energy

prices will stayconsistentlyhigher tharlJ.S. energy pricesFor exampleEuropean gas import

prices are significantly higher théimey arein the US., while industrial electricity prices are

about twice as high, creating an energy price
yea¥Ps. o

Low energy prices prode a large competitive advantage to American manufacturing inchs
otherenergyintensive industrie€nergy policies that prioritize domestic productiarcluding

coal,oil, andnaturalgas r ul' 'y pufi r8Ameili nc®doth a tsensegi bl e an
with the resulting investments creating hundreds of thousands of adyesedigoaying,

manufacturing jobs.

C. The resulting American economic renaissance would ultimately eliminate poverty
in America.

With the worldleading oil industry, the worlktbading natural gas industry, and the werld
leadingcoal industry all in one economy, America is now poised to finally win the War on
Poverty after all these yeassrtually eliminating poverty in Americafter all, agoodpaying

job is the worldleading solution for poverty, especially if welfare and education policies and
also reformed.

President Trump has already reignited American economic growth, which over the past year has
increased by more than p@rcentfrom the stagant, lesgshan2 percentrealannualgrowth

85 fShale Boom Sparks U.S. Industrial Revival, © CNBC, March 26, 2013

8 .S Chamber of Commerce Institute for 21 Cent ury Whmat giyf Ameri cads Energy Renaiss
Actually Happened?0September 22, 2016.

4.

8Bet h GhdlelGasnProvidies Major Boost to US Manufacturing, 6 Pr i c ewat er hsinessAd®oateper s Bu
January 10, 2015.

®pilitaErcdragyk ,Priii ce Gap with the US t pBifancialTimé&swanoaye®9,f or 6 At L e
2014.
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averaged by PresideBarackObama over higightyearsin office. The stock marketwidely
regardedhs a leading economic indicategtall-time high records during Truns first year
portendng further, even faster growtlo come

Thatgrowthwas achievethrgely as a result d?resident Trumi deregulatiomnd expected tax
reforms that have now been enacfBae extension of thasuccesshrough theepeal of the €P
will liberate America for energy dominand®omingeconomiogrowth job creationand

rapidly declining poverty.

Under current U.S. law, arfull-time job will eliminate poverty for d&amily. The minimum
wage plus the Earned Income Tax Credit, plus the child tax credit, equals or exceeds the poverty
line for every possible family combinatipimcluding single parents with one or more childt®n

Further, he tax reformrmeasure just approved by Congress and signed by President Wilimp
stimulate the economy to everster growth, achieving the lorayedue full recovery from the
2008 09 recessiofi* That will meaneven more googaying jobsand faster elimination of

povety in America That tax reform doubled the child tax credit, which will be seen in the future
as one of the most powerful apibverty measures ever adopted.

V. Carbon Dioxide Emissions fromContinued Use ofFossilFuels PoseNo
Threat of Catastrophic Global Warming.

A. Carbon dioxide CO;) cannot be considered Apollutio
photosynthesis and is a beneficial substance produced by the natural
environment. Massachusetts. EPAwas wrong to decide it is an air pollutant and
soauthorize EPA to create global warming regulation under the Clean Air Act.

In Massachusettg. Environmental Protection Agency49 US 4972007) the U.S. Supreme

Court ruled in favor of plaintiffsvho argued human carbon dioxide emissions met the technical
definition of a #fpol |°UAslateds®ecembet £3; 2008 aftertiel e an A
election of Barack Obama but before he assumed office,it&ElAheldthe position that the

scienceggﬂ not support a finding that carbon dioxide emissions posed a threat to public health or
welfare:

President Trumis efforts to end Oban&mwar on coal may come to naught unless he instructs
EPA to rescind its 2 adga#stCoEhe bandagon fotmeCGleen Fi ndi ng
Power Plan andchanyotherrules and regulations thatipple the energy sectarpal most of all.

% peter J. Ferrara, Power to the People: The New Road to Freedom and Prosperity for the Poor, Seniors, and Those
Most in Need of the VArlngtahBeght® H:sThe Heagtland tnstitut€; 2015).

91 peter J. Ferrara, iVhy the United States Has Suffered the Worst Economic Recovery Since the Great Depression,0
Policy Brief, The Heartland Institute, August 1, 2016.

20y e Massathusetts v. Environmental Protection Agencyfi  ( sit@),laccessed April 11, 2017.

®pDavid A. Fahrent hol &EPAraEagks EtssonseRequldions rd\ew Poier Plants, Washington
Post, December 19, 2008.
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If that foundation is not removed, future administrations cogilistateof the ObamaeraCO,-
focusedregulations’”

The onlinesummary of EP& Endangerment Finding reads:

The Administrator finds that six greenhouse gases taken in combieatiamger both

the public health and the public welfare of current and future generafidres
Administrator also finds that the combinedissions of these greenhouse gases from
new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engowdribute to the greenhouse gas air
pollution that endangers public health and welfare under CAA section 202(@3e
Findings are based on careful consideratiomefftill weight of scientific evidence and a
thorough review of numerous public comments received on the Proposed Findings
published April 24, 2009 (emphasis add&t).

Because EPA decided greenhogases, includin@0O,, endanger human health, the agency has
someauthority under the Clean Air Act (CAA) to regulate those gases.

CQO, is a naturally occurring gas that makes up only .04 percent by volume, or 400 parts per

million, of the atmosphere. In other words, thereadn@ut 400CO, molecules in the air for every

1,000,000 gas molecules in our atmosph@rdy about 3 percent of that tiny amount is

generated by human activities, with the rest coming from natural sources. In 2003, EPA

det er mi ned @ Con gaPa&authority ander theokCleangAir Achtd regdi&t®,

and other greenhouse gases for climate cha
t t

ge
for motor vehicles i% not appropriate a i s

n
h
Carbondioxide is essential to the survival of all life on the planet. Witlvatbondioxide in the
atmosphere, plants would die. Without plathere wouldoe nofood foranimals, including

humansThis iswhy it is nonsensical to catlarbondi o x ipalion,d and whyMassachusetts
v. EPAwas wrongly decided.

But Obama saw in thEndangermenfindinga way t o fAweaponi zeo EPA ac
industry. Immediately after taking office in 2Q0®% put EPA to work supporting rather than

opposing the plaintiffs iMassachusette. EPA.His administration overruled decades of science

and bipartisan policy and ignored or tried to refute the comments and testimony of hundreds of
expert§’ and everEPAS swn staff®® On December 15, 2009, less than a year after Obama was

“|saac Orr and Fred Palmer, fAHow to 4i eedntPowkPelicyStugymatsy oe Re
No. 148, The Heartland Institute, February 2018.

®Environment al P r Fonbl &uwld, EndangerAgneamccGayse di Contribute Findings for

Greenhouse Gases Under Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act, Bederal Register 74, p. 66,496,

December 15, 2009.

% Environmental Protection Agency, A EPA Denies Petition to Regulate Greenhouscg
Ve h i crewsgelease, August 28, 2003, accessed November 16, 2017.

%" For a collection of some of the testimony present opposing the endangerment finding, see Tim Benson,

fComments, Petitions, and Testi monyJaupryly201d,gheHéadlanEndanger ment
Institute, accessed November 16, 2017.

% Alan Carlin,iPr oposed NCEE Comments on Draft Technical Support Doc
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Under the Clean AirAct, 6 Of fi ce of Pol i cy, -BAwrenmentali cs and | n
Protection Agency, March 9, 2009.
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sworn into office, EPA used the Endangerment Finding to designate carbon dioxide a pollutant
in need of regulatioft’

This gavethe Obama administratiadhe toolto justify dozens ofegulations aimed at destroying

the coal industry. It also has become a factor in infrastructure and natural resource permitting
decisions affecting oil and natural gasploration, production, pipelines and expoFRsderal

courts have ruled regulatoryeries such as the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) did not properly evaluate whether permitting
pipelines or approving the extension of coal mining leases would contribute to greenhouse gas
emissions %! Suchrulings have a chilling effect on infrastructure projects and permits for
natural resource developmeas environmental groups use the Endangerment Finding to delay
or stop these projects.

The Trump administration will have little lostgrm successipr omot i ng fAcl ean and
development of our Natids vast energy resourcesvhile at the same time avoiding regulatory

burdens thafiunnecessarily encumber energy production, constrain economic growth, and

prevent job creatign*®? unless it can rescind ¢hEndangerment Findindhe good news is that

there are ample legacientific, health, and welfagrounds for such action.

B. If the CPP had been fully implemented, itlikely would haveincreaseal the cost of
electricity to American consumers by a factor ofive or more, costingbusinesses
and consumers hundreds of billions and ultimately trillionsof dollars each year.

The CPRwvould havencreasd the cost oklectricity because it requireéde etirement of low
cost coatfired power plantsdictatingthat natural gas and renewable energy sources replace
them. As discussed earlier, new wind generation resources cost 2.5 times and solar costs
3.5times more than existing cefited power plants.

Furthermore, the Obama administration couthedi e ner gy ef f i dsirberazap 0 r e s u
avoided cost, ulting in a cost estimat®nsiderably lower than it would have been if the
administratiorused the appropriate practice of considering teffeets as benefits, rather than
subtracting them from cost&®

“Environment al P r Fonal &@let EndangerfgneamccGayse di Contribute Findings for
Greenhouse Gases Under Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act, Bederal Register 74, p. 66,496,
December 15, 2009.

WRobert W& LCitcwtiRejectdi FERC Approval of Southeast Pipeline Project Over Climate Concerns, Wtility
Dive (website), August 23, 2017.

WYiBar bara @rSzRaikedtd @npsidér Climate in Mine Lease Extensions- 10" Circuit, o R e September
15, 2017.

%2presidentDo nal d Presidenpial Exéicutive Order on Promoting Energy Independence and Economic
Growth, 6 Mar clt. 28, 201

3y, s, Environment al EPAcoTekés oAndgleecySt édp To Advance Presi de
Strateqy, Proposes Repeal Of "Clean Power Plan," news release, October 10, 2017.
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NERA EconomidConsulting estimated the

CPPrules would cost dramatically mortaan Figure 15

the admini st:bedvieeno n 6 s e sSouraesaof Eectricity Generation
$29billion and $39 billion per yea* That in California (2016)

adds up tanore thara quartettrillion dollars

over astandard 1§earfederalbudget 49.0%

planning windowNERA also estimated CPP
regulations would have causelgctricity bills
to increase between pEkrcent and 14
percentper year That would haveause
electricity costs to double evefiye to seven

)

years After 15 to21 years, electricity costs 1.2%

. . 3.0%
would have grown by eight time&ther
studies also concluddePAcs official cost 14.5% 6.3%
estimates were unrealistically I0%" .

g 6.9%

Evidence from California demonstes 9.6% 9.5%
electricity prices would haveecessarily natural gas Ticlesr B hicma:s
increasd as statesesponded to the CPP by W hydro wind B other
movingaway from coal toward increasing solar M geothermal

amounts of renewable energy generation.
California utilities are under a mandate to Electricity generated in California is primarily derived
produce 50 percent of their electricity from from natural gas due to its low cost, availability, and

~ ; ; ability to quickly start generating electricity when
iclemed @W\N,’ﬂlch state pO“Cymakers intermittent sources such as wind and solar are not

mean greenhousgasfree energ§ by 2030, generating power. Data from California Energy

and somedwmakers want the mandatesed Commission. Source: Tom Stacy and George Taylor,
to 100 percent by 2045 he state also places The Lev_ellzed Cost of Electr|C|tv From Existing

... .. Generation Resources, Institute for Energy Research,
severeaestrictions orCO, emissions and July 2016.
forces companies to buy permits to emit

greenhouse gases irttee atmosphere.

From 2006 through July 2016, 34,600 MW of capacity frorported and irstate coafired
power plants were removed from Califorisiaesource portfolid®®As shown in Figurd5,in
2016 the state producd® percent oits electricityfrom natural gas. California will shutter its
last nuclear power plant, the Bla Canyon facility, in 2025, and nuclear po@eshare will fall
from its current 9.5 percetd zeroas a result.

MNERA Economi ¢ EQenrsgwl tainmg .Cofhsumer | mpa ®las bsightinfEBoAdnics, Cl ean Pov
November 7, 2015.
1% jonathan A. Lesser, Mi s si ng Benefits, Hidden Costs, The Cloudy Numbers

Plan, The Manhat t an I nsti tute, Jun eTheBdh@mnic Infp&civor time CRan Paverd®Ptam a,
Testimony before the Committee on Science, Space and Technology, The Heritage Foundation, June 24, 2015.
106

California Energy Commission, Actual and Expected Energy From Coal in California, November 3,
2016.
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The harm caused by Califor@saanticoal, prewind andpro-solar policies already is apparent.
Electricity prices in California have riseinamatcally since 2010, fagxceeding the national
average:’ (See Figurd6.)

Figure 16
California Electricity Cost Premiums Since 2010

79%
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Percentage paid
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average

44%
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Commmercial

28%

2010 1" ‘12 13 ‘14 ‘15

Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration data, graphic created by California Manufacturers & Technology
Association, June 1, 2017.

High electricity prices are partially due to poor planning, causing the state to build too many
power plant§ 500 powerplants from 2001 to 20865and partially due to feeih tariffs,

subsidies provided to renewable generators that guarantee renewable energy resources are
compensated abovemarket rates. The higher costs associated with thesearfeadffs are
passedilongto consumers, including families, factories, farms, hospitals, and sc¢fdols

California is already projected to have 21 percent more electricity generating capacity than it
needs to satisfy projected consumer demands by the yeari202@xcess capdy is nota

197y.S. Energy Information Administration data, graphic created by California Manufacturers & Technology
Association, June 1, 2017.

%y, s. Energy | nf or maeei-la harffArdPwlicynTbos EncoaragingDeployniient of Renewable
Electricity Technology, ®oday in Energy, May 30, 2013.
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good thing for the power gritf® Continued investment in renewable generation continues to
oversupply the California markets withtermittent, unreliablelectricity priced much higher
thanelectricity inthe rest of the countr}° Moreover,wind and solar require vastly more land
areaandgasfired backup generators, thusingfar more raw materials thareneeded for coal
or gas onlyWind and solaexact massive death tolls on important, rare, threatened and
endangered species.

Californiads experience with rising electrici
energyhas been seen around the world, as shown in FiguRResearcher Willis Eschenbach

analyzed kectricity costs in countries around the world as a funabiopercapita installed

renewablgwind and solar onlyapacityHi s ¢ a |l c u | Percapita mstallexl reoewablié

capacity by itself explains 84% of the variation in electricity castsss countrieg*

C.Even EPAG6s own cl i mat RowenBlahevoukd hawdhaow t he CI
negligible effect on climate, meaning CPP cannot possibly survive any valid cost
benefit analysis*?

EPA is required by law to provide scientific and economic justifications for the rules and

regul ations it i I'Spppast®dccumertd BrAhe Endangecrtent Firddiag was

largely based on temperatwgstimategnot observations) derived from compubersed climate

models(not observations) contained in the Fourth Assessment Repo#d ) ARblished in 2007
bytheUnitedNatons 6 I ntergovernment al Panel on CIl i ma
assumption that rising atmospheric £g6évels will rapidly increase planetary warming. EPA is

required under a separate statutory responsibility to demonstrate the objectivitg@étttidic

and technical information upon which it based its findifgihe agency did not do this; rather, it
relied on mere appeal to | PCCbs presumed auth

19 )saacOrrand Fr e d P aPlbiicePolicy afid Coal-F i r e d P o w ePplicyRStudy iNo. 47, The Heartland
Institute, February 2018.

MY van Penn and Rwdn fMemé mesd,s Mre Paying Bi | ®helossngeleor Power T

Times, February 5, 2017.
111

Wi | | i s Es OltmeaMeagFEnally Suiceed!'oWatts Up With That (blog), August 3, 2015.
"This discussion is reprinted with pHow®bammasEraRagulitionesre | saac Orr
Shutting Down Perfectly Good Power Plants ,Policy Study No. 146, The Heartland Institute, November 2017.
Boffice of Management and Budget, fAGuidelines for Ensuring a

Integrity of Information Disseminated by Federal Agencies; Notice, Re p u b | i Eeaédral Registe067, No. 36
(February 22 2002): 845216 0 ; U. S. Environment al Protection Agency, iGui de|
Quality, Objectivity, Utility, and Integrity of Information Disseminated by the Environmental Protection Agencyo

(EPA/260R-02-008) , 0 200 2.
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Figure 17
Scatterplot, Electricity Cost vs. Installed Renewable Capacity
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Per-capita installed renewable capacity by itself explains 84% of the variation in electricity costs across countries.
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As Orr and Palmer notehe climate models EPA used to support the Endangerment Finding
predicted Earth would experience two to three times more warming than actually occurred since
global measurements became available in thell@®s (see Figurts).'****> The Technical

Support Daument is therefore based on invalidated models. This alone is a legally and
scientifically sound basis for at least peaing, if not rescinding, thenBangermenEinding.

Figure 18
IPCC Climate Models Consistently Overstate Warming

Climate models have consistently overestimated the amount of future global warming and are not a reliable basis for
public policy. Source: John Christy, Testimony before the U.S. House Committee on Science, Space &
Technology, March 29, 2017, p. 5.

Evidence collected since the Technical Support Document was written further undermines
EPAG scientific claims. For example, a 2017 study by an international group of scientists,
published inNature Geosciencealidated skepticism about IP@work'® The researchers
concluded the climate models used to estimate future temperatures werengéolectnuch
warmingd in fact, a full 1 degree F of excess warming by 2017, between what the models
predicted and what was actually observed. And this discrepancy is growing every year.

Mpat Michaels and CRglimpte Modesp/ereinGimatedReatity, Gfimate Etc. (blog), December
17, 2015.

"%sam Kazman and Petiganm sf th8 @otheetitive Efiterprise Institute and the Science and

Environmental Policy Project for Rulemaking on the Subject of Greenhouse Gases and Their Impact on Public Health

and Welfare, in Connection with EPAG6s 2009 EmdCGomeetmemnitv &i nd
Enterprise Institute, February 23, 2017.

18 Richard J. Millar, et al., Enfission Budgets and Pathways Consistent with Limiting Warming to 1.5°C, Nature

Geosciencel 0 ( October 2017); shew Clenhts @hanGehStudysCouM @y ithe Farth Some
Timei | f Th ey, 0@heWaRhingtdntPost, September 18, 2017.
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