August 7, 2025

To: Lee Zeldin, Administrator
Attn.: Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2025-0124
Subject: Public Comment on EPA’s Analysis of Climate Impacts in the Proposed Repeal

of Emission Standards

Professors Matthew Gibson, Derek Lemoine, and Jeffrey Shrader respectfully submit the
following comments to the Environmental Protection Agency regarding the agency’s proposal
“Repeal of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards for Fossil Fuel-Fired Electric Generating
Units” (Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2025-0124). We are environmental economists at
Williams College, University of Arizona, and Columbia University’s School of International and
Public Affairs, respectively, who are experts on the economics of climate change and regulatory
policy. Between the three of us, we have published many studies on the design of environmental
policy, the economic effects of climate change, how the government should weigh evidence
when evaluating policy, and the effect of uncertainty on optimal responses to climate change.!

We are writing with comments on the regulatory impact analysis (RIA) for the proposed rule.
These comments are, in brief: (1) by not including climate change impacts of the proposed rule in
the RIA, the analysis arbitrarily and capriciously overlooks an important category of costs of the
proposed repeal of pollution control regulation; (2) uncertainty about the impact of greenhouse gas
emissions is not a sufficient reason for treating climate damages as exactly zero but is in fact an
important reason to include nonzero climate damages; and (3) the best available evidence shows
that climate change poses a threat to both public health and economic activity.

1. Failing to include climate impacts violates central principles of regulatory benefit-
cost analysis

The RIA for EPA’s proposed rule fails to include or monetize climate impacts. This omission is a
fundamental flaw that biases the resulting analysis and should be corrected.

The RIA uses benefit-cost analysis (BCA) to evaluate the likely effects of the proposed policy.
When assessing a policy using BCA, an agency should endeavor to comprehensively evaluate all
relevant effects and put those effects in monetary terms.? Failing to include or monetize relevant
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effects—whether costs or benefits—undercuts one of the key purposes of BCA, which is to help
identify policy alternatives that deliver the highest social welfare.?

Excluding relevant effects also contravenes guidance from both the OMB and EPA. OMB Circular
A-4 notes that excluding costs or benefits makes BCA “less useful, and it can even be misleading.”
EPA’s own Guidelines for Preparing Economic Analyses states that “[a]nalysis of benefits and
costs ... should capture all relevant outcomes to the extent possible.” Climate impacts are relevant
to this policy because one of the main effects will be to cause more emissions of greenhouse gases.
And it is feasible to include such effects in the analysis given the long history that agencies,
including the EPA, have of quantifying and monetizing climate impacts using readily available
tools such as the Social Cost of Greenhouse Gases (SC-GHG; the present value of the damage
caused by the emission of a unit of greenhouse gases such as carbon dioxide).

We recommend that the RIA be edited to include GHG emission estimates and place a monetary
value on those emissions using an estimate of the SC-GHG consistent with the best available
science and economics.

2. Uncertainty is not a sufficient reason for excluding climate change impacts

In the RIA, the EPA only briefly discusses why climate impacts are not included. Citing the OMB
memo “Guidance Implementing Section 6 of Executive Order 14154, entitled ‘Unleashing
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American Energy,”” the agency argues that climate impacts are too uncertain.® This argument
ignores the wealth of scientific evidence on likely climate impacts, contravenes both Federal
Government guidance and textbook approaches to BCA, and is logically inconsistent given that

excluding climate change effects ends up treating them as if they are known with perfect certainty.

All regulatory analysis is, in part or wholly, forward-looking and therefore uncertain. This is true
of BCA underlying regulations of seatbelts, workplace safety, securities regulation and agricultural
markets. Indeed, the literature on climate impacts is larger than many relevant to regulatory
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analysis, and the uncertainty is correspondingly less. Excluding regulatory impacts from analysis
because they are not certain would make BCA impossible: no benefit or cost could be considered.’

In fact, OMB and EPA guidance emphasizes that uncertainty calls for better analysis, not ignoring
uncertain values. Circular A-4 states that “[w]hen benefit and cost estimates are uncertain ... [the
agency| should report benefit and cost estimates (including benefits of risk reductions) that reflect
the full probability distribution of potential consequences.”® EPA guidelines provide extensive
details on how to carry out such an analysis.’

The agency has also not articulated why it is failing to use the tools it has developed in the past for
evaluating climate impacts. In the recent “EPA Report on the Social Cost of Greenhouse Gases:
Estimates Incorporating Recent Scientific Advances,” issued in 2023, the agency reported the
results of a thorough analysis of climate damages. The analysis followed the guidelines discussed
above including by using a Monte Carlo analysis to more fully characterize the distribution of
potential climate impacts.!? In the RIA, the agency does not provide any evidence that climate
impacts have become substantially less certain since its own report in 2023.

Excluding climate impacts due to uncertainty is also illogical. By excluding the impacts, the
agency is behaving as if they know exactly what climate impacts are: zero. For this reason,
textbook discussions of BCA make clear that rather than excluding a relevant impact, the agency
should endeavor to do the best job it can to provide an estimate of the impact.'!

Such an estimate should account for how uncertainty may itself change the value of a policy
proposal, as when uncertainty about a future storm surge leads a household to buy flood insurance
rather than ignoring the problem. A body of academic literature indicates that uncertainty increases
the SC-GHG, in part because reducing carbon emissions acts like insurance against the worst
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climate change impacts.'? If uncertain climate impacts turn out to be severe, then reducing carbon
emissions is a bet that pays off when society is otherwise poor and thus really needs the payout,
whereas if uncertain climate impacts turn out not to be so bad, then reducing carbon emissions is
a bet that does not pay off but society ends up in a relatively good place anyway—Ilike buying car
insurance and not getting in an accident.

Moreover, claiming that climate impacts are exactly zero stands starkly at odds with both rigorous
meta-analyses of climate damages and expert judgement from academic economists who study the
issue and who consistently report that climate change is—and will be—damaging to the
economy.!* And an estimate of zero is at odds with the EPA’s own evaluation of likely climate
impacts reported in the 2023 SC-GHG report. The agency has provided no reasoning for why it
has rejected the existing scientific evidence on this issue in favor of the extreme view it presents
in the RIA. As BCA guidance makes clear, when evaluating the likely impacts of a regulation, the
agency should provide its best estimate of those impacts based on available evidence. For climate
change damages, the evidence is clear that an estimate of 0 is unreasonable.

3. Estimates of climate change damages are higher than when original endangerment
finding was made by the EPA, further strengthening the case for including climate
impacts

More recent evidence on the SC-GHG indicates that it is, if anything, higher on average than when
the EPA made its original Greenhouse Gas Endangerment Finding in 2009. At that time, the EPA
relied on the best available science. In the 16 years since that finding, climate science and
economics have advanced significantly, and the evidence for severe climate damages has only
grown stronger. Any reconsideration of climate policy must account for these updated findings,
which overwhelmingly reinforce the dangers of unchecked greenhouse gas emissions to public
health and economic activity.

Climate Change and Public Health: At the time of the original endangerment finding, evidence
on health impacts from climate change was just emerging. In 2009, Deschénes and Moretti found
that both extreme heat and extreme cold events lead to immediate increases in mortality.!'*
Subsequent work has shown that climate change will lead to increased mortality both in the U.S.
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and for many countries around the world.!> Emissions of greenhouse gases thus pose a threat to
public health.

Economic and Market Impacts: Research has also found larger effects on the economy. Multiple
review papers summarize this large literature, much of which emerged after the original
endangerment finding.'® The academic studies cited in these studies give quantitative weight to
the harms anticipated in 2009.

EPA should recognize that the scientific underpinning for regulating GHGs is stronger than ever.
Any rollback of emission standards or a failure to use the SC-GHG in its RIAs would be
dangerously at odds with the best available evidence.
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