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My name is John Pippy and I am CEO of the Pennsylvania Coal Alliance (PCA). 
 
PCA represents over 300 mine operators and supporting businesses statewide. Pennsylvania ranks 
fourth nationally in coal production and our producing members account for about 90% of 
Pennsylvania’s bituminous production.  
 
Annually, the coal industry contributes over $4 billion to the state economy and supports over 36,000 
jobs.  
 
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has taken advantage of the cyclical market conditions created 
by unusually low prices for natural gas and a lagging economy, to justify the harshest regulation to date 
on our biggest customer, the coal-fired power plants. While the price of natural gas is sure to fluctuate 
and the demand for electricity to rise as the economy strengthens, the EPA’s proposed “Clean Power Plan” 
will be the cheap shot that prematurely closes coal-fired power plants and prevents the industry from 
rebounding when the market returns.  
 
The Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (PUC) submitted comments of opposition to the EPA stating 
that, “...the EPA has not given sufficient consideration to the impacts its proposal will have on organized 
electricity markets and the challenges that the proposal presents to system reliability and the 
economy.”  
 
This regulation has brought together bipartisan opposition at every level of government and every sector 
of industry and economy. With this rule, the EPA is attempting to transform itself from an environmental 
regulator to a central planning agency for states’ energy economies. The EPAs brazen governmental 
overreach is a prime example of governmental bureaucracy run rampant.  This power grab by the EPA will 
be challenged in the courts and there is a good chance that it will be found wanting. 
  
As a result, it has forced our congressional and state representatives to spend time and resources reigning 
in this rogue agency through introducing legislation that inserts them and the taxpayers they represent 
back into the process of policy-making.  
 
According to the National Council for State Legislatures, in the 2015 legislative session alone, over 89 bills 
or resolutions in 31 states were passed to fight to bring the democratic process back to the American 
people with this overreaching agency.   
 
Congressman Tom Marino (R-PA) and Senator Dan Coats (R-IN) introduced the Review Act in their 
respective chambers to stop “high impact rules” with costs over $1 billion dollars annually from taking 
effect until all court challenges to the regulation in question are settled.   
 
Within the last 15 years, federal agencies have finalized and proposed just over 30 “high impact rules.” 
The EPA alone introduced 19 of these with costs over $90 billion dollars. The Clean Power Plan (CPP) by 
its own estimate will cost $8.4 billion annually by 2030.  
 
Additionally, 15 states petitioned the D.C. Courts in August to enact a stay on the rule until it has been 
upheld in court. Unfortunately, because the EPA has yet to publish the final rule in the Federal Register, 
lawsuits cannot yet be filed and stays are not being considered. The EPA is toying with states rights, as the 
deadline for initial state plans submittals is less than a year away. 
 



There are rumors of the final rule not being published until mid-October now as a result of the modeling 
and numbers not adding up. We have already seen discrepancies in the modeling, and a lack of real data 
on the projected benefits.  
 
For example, the EPA used 2012 as the year to project the growth of renewables for their final rule. This 
was the peak year for government subsidies and grants incentivizing the growth of renewables into the 
electric market. That level of growth cannot be sustained without massive taxpayer-funded subsidies. The 
money has to come from somewhere and the American public will be left with the bill.  
 
In Pennsylvania, we already have a playing field generously tilted in the direction of renewables, which 
consumers and taxpayers are paying for. Why do we need more? It would be reckless to continue to push 
technologies that cannot stand on their own and force transition away from sources that offer a round-
the-clock reliable and affordable supply. 
 
Unfortunately, because the vast majority of the American public does not fully understand the complex 
nature of our electric grid and how electricity travels from source to socket, they do not understand that 
they are being peddled high level talking points with no practical application or real analysis of the costs.   
 
We all want to see the evolution of our power grid to cleaner and more efficient energy production and 
consumption, but as an environmental agency, the EPA does not have the right to dictate to utilities which 
source to purchase. As the PA PUC said in comments to the EPA, this rule “will require generators, public 
utilities, transmission operators and PJM to operate under a significantly different paradigm that 
emphasizes the dispatch of electricity based on environmental factors as opposed to economic factors 
that traditionally underlay the wholesale competitive markets.” 
  
The unfortunate reality is that even if these commonsense measures were to succeed in overturning the 
EPA’s rule, the uncertainty created by the Obama Administration has caused stalled investments in 
research and development for carbon capture technologies.  
 
The global coal market is growing and the U.S. is unique that it has the capability to develop coal 
responsibly. We are the only nation that has reduced its carbon emissions in the last decade. There is 
opportunity to position our nation and Pennsylvania to export, profit and build our economy with coal 
as the foundation to become a global energy producer, exporter and leader.  
 
As an energy state with the most to lose, I urge DEP to apply for, and take advantage of, the available 
two-year extension from the EPA before submitting a compliance plan. Pennsylvania needs to take its 
time to determine all impacts of compliance and potential paths forward, and to let legal challenges be 
decided prior to dismantling our state energy economy.   

http://www.eia.gov/cfapps/ipdbproject/iedindex3.cfm?tid=90&pid=44&aid=8

