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Dear Ms. Echols: 

Attached are tbe comments of the Utility Water Act Group on a planned new Executive 
Order on Federal Regulatory Review. 

Please call me if you have any questions. 
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Dr. Desvousges also points out that cost-benefit analysis is a flexible tool that can 

be (and has been) applied to a wide range of subjects from environmental regulations 

(UWAG's main concern) to transportation and highway safety, early childhood 

education, and programs to help parolees re-enter society. 

Dr. Desvousges compares cost-benefit analysis to prominent alternatives, namely 

cost-effectiveness analysis and multi-criteria decision analysis, and shows that only cost­

benefit analysis can determine what level of regulation would have the greatest net 

improvement in well-being. 

The attached report discusses the issue of comparing costs and benefits that occur 

in the present to those that are realized only in the future, The report cautions against 

confusing the discounting of variables used in the analysis from "discounting" real lives 

or health or the environment. The report notes that, while people's willingness to pay for 

benefits depends on their ability to pay and can make cost-benefit analysis sensitive to the 

existing distribution of income, this can be managed in various ways, such as giving 

higher weights to people with lower incomes. Again, the sensitivity to the distribution of 

income is not so much a reason to abandon cost-benefit analysis as a factor to be 

addressed in the analysis itself. 

Dr. Desvousges closes his analysis with a discussion of "nonuse" values and of 

measuring the value of marginal changes in common resources, and he addresses 

methodological issues in using survey methods to measure how people evaluate 

environmental resources. He concludes that the behavioral sciences can provide 

important insights for cost-benefit analysis; for example, research shows that providing 

information, properly designed, can improve people's decisiorunaking about risk. Thus, 
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providing infonnation to the public can complement regulatory risk management 

programs. 

In short, the attached report, which we commend to OMB's anention, shows thai 

cost-benefit analysis is an important tool and ought to be used in reviewing federal 

regulations as much as possible. Cost-benefit analysis does not by itself provide answers 

to difficult risk-management questions, but it can help regulators make those decisions 

with greater rationality and greater transparency. 

Donna B. Hill 
Chair, Effiuent Guidelines Committee 
Utility Water Act Group 

Russell J. Furnari, 
Chair, Water Quality Committee 
Utility Water Act Group 

Attachment:	 William H. Desvousges, Response to Request for Comments on 
Regulatory Review Alternatives: The Value of Cost-Benefit Analysis 
(March 31, 2009) 
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