April 26, 2018

Docket ID No. EPAHQ-OAR-20170355

Re:Proposal to repeal the Carbon Pollution Emission Guidelines for Existing Stationary
Sources: Electric Utility Generating UnifEGUs), commonly referred to as the Clean Power
Plan (CPP), as promulgated on October 23, 2015.

We, the undersigned, submit the following comments in response to the Federal Register Notice
fiProposal to repeal the Carbon Pollution Emission Guidelines«stiliy Stationary Sourcés
(82 FR 4803k In deciding whether or not to repeal the Clean Power Plan (CPP), EPAakeist

into account the followingcientificfindings.

We presentindings on thdoregone benefitassociated witipotentiallyrepealing the CPBnd
theestimatedmpacts of an alternative power plant carbon standard that is reportedly favored by
sane groups knownasanarréwi nsi de t b eattiee o ¢ ehlyeappeach that

focuses primarily on making heat rat@rovements at a sourdenown asBuilding Block 1 in

the CPP

The findingspresented herndustrattaf | aw i n EPA&6s proposed | egal
111@) and 111(dwhich is the sole basis upon which the proposed repeal bgsts
demonstrating t ha t-onlygappreachs estwnatédadesultirhoaly rorainakr ¢ e 0
nationalcarbon dioxide (Cg) emissiorreductionsand an increase on sulfur dioxide O

emissions from the power sector comparethe CPRand a business as usual reference case

with no power plant carbon standarded therefore doesnote pr esent t he HfAbest

emi ssion reductiono (BSER)

EPAOs pintergretatoentisection 11Tomes down to twassertion$ first, thatthe
BSERmMust be appliednly at thesourceand secondhatBuilding Blocks 2 and 3f the CPP
which apply to substituting electricity generation from efr@d power plants with natural gas
or renewable energgannot be the bastf the emissionstandardsNeither of these assertions

IS supportedr supportable.
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The first assertion in and ofinitsproposdlthremhalthes not
CPR EPArecognizesthai o per at i onal c fallavithgn éhe stope atheBSERS o ur c e
Nowhere in the proposal, however, does the agency adteetzctthat, in practice reducing

utilization at a sourcas an operational changleatutilities haveusedto reduce emissionfn

fact, the proposal completelgils to addresshe ampleCPPrecord which demorstraesthat

managingand reducingitilization at individual facilitieshas long been integral to utiliti@s

practices for complyingvith a number of Clean Air Act air pollution contqmlograms.

The proposailso fails to recognize thectualfunction of Building Blocks 2 and i

establishig the CPP emissions standarfise proposal makes much of the distinction between
the application ofmeasurest thesourceand the action of owners and operattrthesource as

if the application of measures, including reducgdzation, is undertaken by agency other
than t he sour ce 0 ssysempRuildemg Biocks dand Begrrbe thet substigution
activity that is used to generate electricity to meet customer demamejppadent he CPPO s
device for quantifyingin part,what degree afeducedutilization at affected sources is
reasonable and approprialeP Adasowii at t h enlyanterpretatiendncluding its
exclusion of the considerations on which Building Blocks 2&ack baseds contrived and
arbitrary Based on the results presented HerB,A 0 s i n tceutdpctualyuadermiodine
regulatory purpose of section 111 dllowing forincreased C@emissions in some regions due

to emissions rebound.

Any repeabf theCPPmust be based anreasonable, nearbitraryanalysis of th&8SERthat is
unconstrained by h e BRpogedarrowii at t h enlyapproackared dhat compares

the estimated impacts of this narrow approach to the current@Pundational case law on

the interpretation and applicationfofb e st sy st em o fstaedghatsnsi on r educt
determining the 66bestdd system, the EPA must
pol | ut i o iBiéria ClukevdQostless F.2d 298, 326 (D.C. Cir. 1981t is in this

context that our presentationarianalysis of thgollution emissions, air qualityealth and
ecosystenbenefits foregone with theroposedepeal of the CPBnd the potential impacts of a

narr ow A a tonlytappeoactapplies andnast be explicitly considered by the EPAit®

attempts to justif thelegality of theconstrainedSER determinatiowhichis the basis oits

proposedepeal of the CPP.



|. Determining the Best System of Emissions Reductions

A reasonable, nearbitrary analysis athe BSERshouldinclude amanalysis of thehange in the
amount of pollution emitted under the current CPP and potential alternatives alongudlith a
accounting ohssociatedenefitsand costsSuch an analysshould includeeither quantitatively
or qualitatively,changes iremissions of alair pollutants (i.e., target and -gllutants),changes

in air quality,changes irassociatethealtheffects and @nsequences for ecosystem health (e.qg.,
water quality, soil quality, fish and wildlife health, acrdp and tregrowth). The analysis
shouldalsoincludea completeeconomic accountingf the monetized value of the fdtiregone
benefitsof aproposedCPPrepeal and impacts ofpotentialreplacement

A. Change in AitEmissions

Standards limiting carbon dioxide (@Qmissions fronexisting power plants can also decrease
emissions of noftarbon pollutants (epollutants) from the electric utility sector such as sulfur
dioxide (SQ), nitrogen oxides (N, mercury (Hg), and directly emitted particulate matter
(PM)(Thompson et ak014, Driscoll et al. 2015, Capps et al. 2016, Buonocore et al..284.6)
result, the standards cparoduce changes air quality, healtroutcomesand environmental
effects The results from Driscoll et gR015 indicate that the magnitude and spadiiatribution

of these benefits or harmary substantially athdependn the design of thpower plant carbon

standard$ased on different interpretations of the BSER

Driscoll et al. (2015) evaluatdtree potential power plant carbon standarasudingcarbon

standard similar to theCPPandstandardshat reflect a finside the fencéneo approach

consistent wittE P A 6 s  aimteopretatomaB8ER asanarroat t henlysour ce o
approach. The results show major differencestal natonal annuaémissions of C@and ce

pollutants.In Driscoll et al. (2015)the CPH i ke opti on i s r eahdalfowsed t o
flexible compliance mechanisms such as switching to natural gas, switching to renewable

energy, heat rate improvemeatsexisting power plants, demand side energy efficiency, and

emissions trading.fe nar r ow Aoantl yt haep psroouarcche 6i s radierr ed t
' imited to fAinsi de t Iheatrdteampoeements andfirimgatareur es s u

unit with biomassor natural gas.



The analysi®f the CPRIlike option(Scenario 2results in an estimate35% reduction irtotal
nationalCO, emissions from 2005 levetsida 23.68% reductionfrom areference caseith no
power plant carbon standardthe year ofull implementation (model year 2029 this
analysi3. Scenario 2also results in an estimat@d% reduction in S&and mercury emissions,
and a 22%eductionin NO, emissions in 2020 comparéealthe reference casas discussed
below, hese emissions reductions would result in air quality improvemenigesadate

substantial health benefits all of the lower 48 states included in the analysis.

Bycontrast, ader a nar r o-anly@pproachhét s linsted torinside dhe fenceline
measures such as heat rate improvements afidragp (Scenario 1)total nationalCO,

emissions from the power sectre estimated tonly decreas@.2% from the reference case in
2020 A closerexamination of the spatial patterns of estimated changese@iSsiongeveals
that, under Scenario 1, G@®missions are projected ittcreasein two power sectoregions
compared to the reference cagth this policy desigrihat equal 800,000 short tons per year in
the Pacific Northwest and 100,000 short tons per yefloinda Figurel; based on Driscoll et
al. 2015)

Figurel: Estimatedchangain annualcarbon ébxide emissiorsfora na tfi t h econyour c e 0
approachto power plant carbon standarf@cenario 1)n 2020relative toa referenceasewith

no carbon sandardsPositive values indicate an increase ib@Missions and negative values
indicate a decrease in G@missionsBased on Driscoll et al. 2015.
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Scenario Jalsoresulted in an estimat&% decrease in total national N@missions and 3%
increasen total nationd SO, emissionsn 2020 compared to the reference caseshown in
more detail below his increase in S&emissions in 2020 results in a projected modest decline in

air quality in some regions.

We examined power generation estimates for Scenario foand thathe projected increase in
regionalCO, emissions andationalSO, emissionsaaredue to emissionseboundcompared t@
business as usustenario with no power plant carbon standagsissiongebound occurs
when facilities that exhibit high emissions are made more efficient and theopfrnaemore

frequently and for longer periods than in teéerence casgriscoll et al. 2015)

B. Change in Air Quality

Consistent with the changes in emissiohs,resultgrom Driscoll et al. (20153how that a
carbon standarsimilar tothe CPP(Scenario 2)s estimated tamprove air qualiticompared to
the reference casethin all statesf the coterminas U.S. Figure2; Driscoll et al. 2015)The
resulting improvements ifine particulate matter and growtelrel ozoneare shown in Figure 3
for 41 cities with populations greater than 380,0epresentingleaner air fod1l million

Americans

Figure2: Estimatedchanges irfa) average annual concentrations of peak summertigrand(b)
average annual concentrations of R 2020 for a power plant carbon standard similar to the
Clean Power Plan (Scenario 2) in 202tiveto a reference case with no power plant carbon
standard. Negative vads indicate a decrease in pollutmver timecompared to theeference
case These areas would experience commensunateass in thesepollutants under the
proposed repealkrom Driscoll et al. 2015.
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Figure3: Estimatedmprovementsn (a) average annuBM, sand(b) peak summertime O
concentrationgn 41 largecities fora power plant carbon standard similar to the Clean Power
Plan(Scenario 2in 2020relative to a reference case with no carbon standiaadger
improvements in air quality are indicated by darker shades of green. The size of the circle
indicates tle population of that city. Based on Driscoll et al. 2015.
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Conversely, the estimated emi ssions -oalhanges a

approach (Scenario dyeprojected to generate a moddsteriorationin air quality compared to

the reference case in many regions of the coterminous U.S. (Bigoriscoll et al. 2015).

Figure4: Estimated changes () average annual concentrations of peak summertigranb)
average annuagoncentrations of Phgin 2020foranar r ow A a tonlytpbwerplrg ur c e 0
carbon standar(Scenario Yin 2020relativeto a reference case with no power plant carbon

standardPositivevalues indicate an increasn pollutionover timecompared to theeference
case. From Driscoll et al. 2015.
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C. HealthEffects

In addition to changes in emissions and air quality, an analysis of the BSER should include an
evaluation ohealtheffects includingbut not limited toXhoseused in Driscoll et al2015. The
results from Driscoll et a{2015) showthat estimated emissions reductions and air quality
improvements associated with a power plant carbon standard similarG®Eresult inan
estimatecannualreduction 0f3,500 premature deaths, 1,000 hospitdlons, ad 220 heart
attackg(central estimatespmong other health outcomesative to a business as usual reference
case Note that the estimated 3,500 premature deaths avoided in Driscoll et al. (2015) are lower
than the estimate of 4,500 iretdraft 2017 RIA for the proposed repeal because it is based on
assumptions that are more reflective of the draft CPP and on an earlier referenthesase.
peerreviewedresultsshowthatair qualityandpublic health benefits the form of premature
deaths are avoideate expected toccurwithin areas irevery U.S. statander carbon standards
similar tothe CPRFigure5 and Tablel).

By contrast, under the Scenario 1-oayternative
approach, the results indicate that there would be a totaladdiGonal premature deaths per

year nationally compared to the reference case in 2020 (Figure 6 and Table 2; Driscoll et al.

2015). The 10 additional premature deaths represesgtanated increase of 1pdemature

deaths in 16 stas and the District of Columbia that are offset in part by a decrease of 123

premature deaths in 23 ethstates, with effectively nmpact in the remaining states. The
resultsestimatea hat t hits tnrhaer-osgoappréaah (Scenario 1) would have net

adverse impacts on public health, and moreover, would contribute to the majority of states

receiving either increased public health burdens or no benefits, in contrast with thikeCPP

approach of Sanario 2 where all states a®pectedo gain some health benefits.

Together, the Driscoll et al. (2015) analysis of a range of power plant carbon standards

underscores the importanceaminducting a rational analysis of a potential CPP repeal and

potental replacemendptions that compares the amount of pollution reduced or generated under

each option using multipollutant approacto determine the BSERhe research shows that a

policy option that appliea scenariofoEP A6 s over | y rceoyapprodttacen t he s
result in only modest decreasegatal nationakmissions of Cg anincreasein annual

emissions of the target pollutant of €@ some power regions, and imcreasein total national



emissions of S@as a result of emissions rebound. The research shows tlestithated
increase in S@can be large enough to generate increased concentratiamb@ntP M, s with
concomitant adverse health effetttat vary in magnitude in different areas of the ¢oun
(Driscoll et al. 2015)In other words, at only would a narrovii a t t h enlysappoacicfal o
short of the public health benefits available through a more flexible compliance stilateg
CPR but it could actually increase emissions angballution-related public health impacts
relative to doing nothing at all.

Figure5: Premature deaths avoided for a power plant carbon standard similar to the Clean Power
Plan(Scenario 2in 2020compared t@business as usuaference caseith nopower plant
carbon standardtrom Driscoll et al. 2015.
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Figure6: Premature deaths avoided for a power plantcasbonrn ar r ow fd-afly t he sour
power plant carbon standard (Scenarim13020 compared to a business as usual reference case
with no power plantarbon standard. From Driscoll et al. 2015.
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Table 1Central estimates offange in health outcome&®r power plant carbon standardsmilar to
the Clean Power Plg®cenario 2in 2020relative to a business as usual referegesewith no
standards Positivevalues represent the number of cassamided From Driscoll et al. 2015

State

PA 330 71 13
OH 280 76 18
TH 230 i 14
IL 210 76 16
] 130 45 13
MY 130 45 11
NC 130 7 B
GA iz0 44 7
MO iz0 31 7
VA 120 34 B
Ll 120 33 B
IN 110 40 B
FL 110 35 &
Ml 110 27 7
D 100 23 &
EY 86 33 3
AL 5 25 4
Wil T4 17 4
ca 63 14 3
sC 62 13 4
al 4 61 22 3
L& 58 18 3
CA 57 15 3
AR 57 21 4
L1 52 13 4
W' 48 18 -
14 a7 15 3
ES 43 15 2
ME 3E 12 2
MM 34 9 z
CT 27 9 z
AF 23 11 1
ME 18 [ 1
DE 17 4 1
NP 14 7 1
Rl 10 2 1
uT =] 3 0
DC =] 2 1
MH 7 2 1
ME ] 2 1]
S0 5 3 1]
MV 4 2 0
VT 4 1 0
Wiy 3 1 1]
MT 2 1 1]
WA 2 1 o
HD 2 1 0
1] 2 1 0
oR 1 0 o
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Table 2 Central estimates afhange in health outcomes 2 NJ |V I NNE gonl§ power
plant carbon standard (Scenario 1) in 2020 relative to a business as usual reference case v
standardsPaositivevalues represent the number of case#ided under the polic\Negative
values represent the numlbef new cases generated by the poliEgom Driscoll et al. 2015
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Il. Accounting for Foregone Benefits inhe Regulatory Impact Analysis

In consideringepeal or revision of the CPte EPA Regulatory Impact AnalysiRIA) must
account fotthe full foregone benefits to air quality, human health, and public welfare and the
environment, as well ggovideafull economic accounting of the monetized value of the full
foregone benefitthat may occur as a result of the actidhe draft RIA falls far short afurrent

standard, as discussed in more detail below.

A. RIA Estimates oforegone Emissions Reductions

In considering a potential repeal of the CPP, the EPA must produce an Rphavides

additional information andnexplanation for the estimatéodregone emission reductions
associatedThe2017draft RIA, and the 2017 Annual Energy Outlook (AEO) on which it was
basedsuggest that SCemissions reductions with the CPP would be 143,000 short tons greater
in 2030 tharpreviously estimated in the 2015 RIA from 2015 IPM model runs for a-bess=d
illustrative plan (Tabl&). At the same time, the RIA for tlpgoposedCPP repeal forecasts

fewer CQ reductionsassociated with the CRFPable3). The muted C@reductions apgar to be
based on largdprecastediecreases in coal production that are somewhat offset by substantial
projectedncreases imatural gas generation (Tablg Bowever tkese assumptioregenotwell-
documented in thdraft2017 RIA The policyand technicahssumptions and associated changes
in electricity generation that drive the differeageboth CQ andSO;, emissiam reductions

between the 2015 RIA for the CPP and the 2017 draft RIA faoribgosedepeal of the CPP

should be explained.

B. RIA Estimates of Foregone HeaBenefits

The draft RIA for thgproposedCPP repeal presergsveral differentnethodsand assumptions

for accounting for foregone health benefiitst does not clearly identify which method

represents the proposed main case for estimated foregone benefits and which cases represent
sensitivity casedn considering a repeal or revision of the CPPRh& should clarify the final
methods and assumpti§) and cite the appropriate scientific literature to justify the choices

made

12



The dr af't RI'A for

t he

proposed

r e p e besotd

use empirical data to quantitatively characterize the increasing uncertaiits gto-benefits

t

he

that accrue to populations who live in areas with lower ambient concentéatioosR1 A 201 7,

8). Those empirical data would be derived from epidemiological investigations of the health
effects of exposure to lower ambient concentretiof PM s. Importantly, recent research
suggests those uncertainties are narrowing, not increasingx&mople, the metanalysis in Di

et al. 2017a shows a narrowing of the uncertainty bounds around the hazard ratig for PM

exposure, even at low anelit concentrations.

Table 3 Clean Power Plan Repeal Requlatory Impact AnafgsiMassbased lllustrative Plan

CPP

Series Unit CPP
Coal generation Thousand GWh 1,126
Gas generation Thousand GWh 1,340
Renewables generation Thousand GWh 850
Total generation Thousand GWh 4,110
Henry Hub Nat gas pric 2016$/MMBtu 6.32
CO2 emissions Million short tons 1,814
SO2 emissions Thousand short tons 1,034
NOx emissions Thousand short tons 1,015
Note: Renewables include hydro.

2015 RIAhttps://19january2017snapshot.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015

2015

No CPP No CPRCPP
1,443 317

1411 71

821 -29

4,467 357

6.41 0.10

2,227 413

1,314 280

1,293 278

1,024
1,499
1,114
4,442

5.00

1,694
934
854

2017

No CPP No CPRCPP
1,422 398

1,344  -155

1,031 -83

4,603 161

4.86 -0.14

2,078 384

1,357 423

1,109 255

Sources: 08/documentskppfinal-rule-ria.pdf. 2017 AEO:

https://www.eia.gov/outlooks/aeo/tables_side.php

As scientific researcbn health effects of PMsexpandsevidence for population leveffects at
concentrationdelow theannualNAAQS valueof 12 pg/nt continues to growe.g., Di et al.

2017 ab; Wang et al. 201) Moreover, o evidence exists for a threshold at which R

considered safé&kecent studies looked for a threshold and did not find any evidenadealth
effectsthreshold at 12 pg/Mor other annually averaged congatibns (e.g., Di et al. 2017
Wang et al. 2017)Therefore, foregone health beneft®uld becalculatedusing estimated

health effectdor the full range of values of PMdownto a value of Qug/m?® rather than

assuming that health effects fall to zero below the NAAQS or below a lowest measurable level

13
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(LML) such a$.8 ug/ni. Stated another way, the most approprégiproactor characterizing
uncertainty in cebenefits at lower ambient concentrations wdagdoconsider the shape of the
concentratiorresponse function and associated uncertainties across relevant epidealiologic

investigations

The overwhelming majority of published research shihat the shape of the concentration
response functiofor mortality effects from exposure to BNis linear or log linegrwith a
recent study suggesting that the shape may have a skggiyeisiope at lower concerations
for adults 65 years of agend overDi et al. 2017a used a dataset for 61 mill@ople who were
Medicaid beneficiarieBom 2000 to 2012rom across the U.S. living in citiesuburbanand
rural locations and who were subject to a wide range of air pollution expogroesling 460
million personyears of followup. The study reports that thelationship between PM, ozone,
and altcause mortalityis almost linear, with no signal of threshold down to § #amd 30 ppb
ozone Further, they found agnificant association between BMexposure and mortality when
the analysis was restri ct wita steepr stoperbelmvithatr at i on's
level (Figure7). Accordingly, they report that thedalth benefit peunit decrease in the
concentration of PMsis larger below the current annual NAAQS than ab@iest al. 2017a)
This is consistent with the integrated expos@sponse function used by the World Health
Organization to model the global health burden of air pollwixposure Burnett et al. 2014,
Cohen et al. 2017).

The weight of evidence and trajectory of reseamderscores that there are risks below the
NAAQS, and that the health benefits of each increment ofP&tluction below the NAAQS

could be larger than those above the NAAQS. The empirical data indicate that an assumption of
linearity below the NAAQS woald be a wellsupported central estimate, with uncertainty that

would acknowledge the possibility of either direar or suprdinear effects. Higher uncertainty

at lower ambient concentrations does not imply that an assumption of zero is the best estimat

available.
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Figure7: Concentratiofresponse function of the joint effects afpesure to PMsandozone on
all-cause mortality. From Di et al. 2017a
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C. RIA Estimates ofForgonePublic Welfareor EnvironmentaBenefits

Consistent with past executive orders, fACost s

guantifiable measures (to the fullest extent that these can be usefully estimated) and qualitative

measures of costs and benefits that are difficult to quabtitynevertheless essential to
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considero (Executive Order 12a8&nééogialcodtdmat par ti cu

have been documented but have not been given an economic value should be fully incorporated.

In considering the possibility of repling the CPP, EPA shouddtimate théorgonebenefitsto

all environmental endpoints atiier economic valueSpecifically, EPA should expand its
consideration of foregone benefits from the repédihe CPP to include an estimate of the
economic valuef theforegone environmental benefits of reduced atmospheric deposition of

sulfur, nitrogen and mercury; as well as grodexkl O; concentrations.

The methods and estimates from Capps et al. (28idsummarized below demonstrttat the
foregone benefits to the productivity of selected crops and trees associated with the CPP can be
estimated and may be largimilarly, the RIAfor the proposed change in the ozone NAAQS
includes methods for estimating the magnitude, distribuiod monetized value of increased
productivity to crops and trees associated with reduce g+lewetiozone concentrations.

Failing to account for these benefitscionsidering a potenti@PP repeal would represent a

notable shorcoming inE P A 6 s issandadécigsisn making

The anticipated air quality improvements from a clean power stahkiarttie CPP are estimated

to mitigate productivity losses for some tree species by up to 8.4% and for some types of crops
by as much as 15.6% compared to business as usual conditions (Capps et al. 2016). Depending
on market value fluctuations of these crops over the next few yearsould add up to gains of

tens of millions of dollars for farmedsespecially in areas like the Ohio River Valley where

power plants currently contribute to grodiedel ozone (Capps et al. 2016).

In addition to benefit to crops, decreased PM and ozone are expected to reduce haze and improve
visibility in widespread areas across the W/Bibility is degraded by emissions of 3é&nd NQ

that form ammonium sulfate and ammonium nitrate aerosol® iatthosphere and absorb water

and scatter light. Many National Parks and Class | wilderness areas possess stunning vistas that
are an i mportant part of visitorsd experience
quality in these lands is recognizétrlough the 1977 Clean Air Act (CAA) which set the goal to

prevent future and remedy existing visibility impairment in most Class | Areas (CIAs). CIAs are

158 federal lands with the highest level of air quality protection, 156 of which have visibility

16



protection. The U.S. has established the goal of reducing haze in CIAs to natural levels by the

nominal year of 2064.

For a carbon standard similar to the CPP (Scenario 2), the estimated reductions in haze relative
to the goals of the Regional Haze Rule aespnted in Figure §®riscoll et al. In prep)The

haze reduction benefits di¢estimatedemission reductionare widespread arttle Colorado

Plateau and Rocky Mountains gaining 1 to 3.7 years of prognessd the RHR goalThe

largest cebenefits asmbsolute reductions in haaee estimated tm the eastern United States.

The emissions reductions from Scenario 2 also provide estimateditsin visibility based on a
change in deciviews on the 20% haziest d&ygure 8b; Driscoll et al. In prep)On the

Colorado Plateau and Rocky Mountaitigre would be an estimat&8-66 days of noticeable
visibility improvemen{Driscoll et al. In prep)The improved visibility on the Colorado Plateau

is particularly significant because this region has a @ngpology, scenic vistas and some of the
clearest air in the United States, leading to a high density of CIAs and iconic national parks.
calculation of foregone benefits under the repeal of the Clean Power Plan should quantify and

monetize the effectsn haze and visibility.

Figure8a. Estimated gars of progress towathde Regional Haze Rule goals undguower plant
carbon standard similar to the Clean Power Phoifario 2in 2020compared to dusiness as
usual referenceaseHigher valuesn redindicatemoreyears ofprogressBased orDriscoll et

al. In prep.




Figure8b. Estimated change in deciviews on 20% haziestulagsr a power plant carbon
standard similar to the Clean Power Plan (Scenario 2) in 2020 comparkddioess as usual
reference caseHigher values indicata large increase in visibilityBased on Driscoll et al. In

prep

D. EstimatingCosts andvionetizedBenefits

Finally, in considering a repeal of the CPP, EPA should follow standard practices like those used
in Buonocore et a(2016)to estimatehat the eonomic value of carbon standards like the Clean
Power Plar(Scenario 2)The net benefitsf the scenario ithat studyare estimated at $33

billion per year (Buonocore et al. 2018he study includes th@onetized value of the health

benefits associated with reductions inpmilutants as well as tHeenefits associated with GO
emissions reductions using ac&d cost of carbon of $43 per ton. This vaisevell-supported in

the scientific literature and should also be applied to the analysis of the foregone benefits of the

proposedCPP repeal.
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