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My name is Rachel Hursh and I am the Manager of Technical, Regulatory and Policy Affairs for the 
Pennsylvania Coal Alliance (PCA).  
 
PCA represents over 300 mine operators and supporting businesses statewide and ranks fourth 
nationally in coal production.  Our producing members account for about 90% of Pennsylvania’s 
bituminous coal production. 
 
According to an SNL Data Dispatch, the EPA's Mercury and Air Toxics Standard (MATS) is expected to 
force the retirement of 12 GW of coal-fired generation this year, and a total of 54 GW prematurely 
retiring by 2016. Utility compliance with the EPA’s MATS ruling was costly. So costly, that First Energy 
pointed to this regulation as the cause for closing Pennsylvania’s Hatfield's Ferry Power Station and 
Mitchell Power Station, shuttering 2,080 MW and about 380 plant and generation employees.  
 
This past June, the Supreme Court of the United States remanded the EPA’s rule of MATS back to the 
D.C. Courts, ruling that the EPA should have taken into account the costs to utilities and others in the 
power sector before even deciding whether to set limits for the toxic air pollutants it regulated in 2011. 
 
The EPA (modestly) estimates that compliance with the “Clean Power Plan” will cost $8.4 billion 
annually, much higher than compliance with the MATS regulation.  
 
In an attempt to justify this cost and make the issue relevant and relatable across the country, President 
Obama and the EPA have spun a public relations campaign linking climate change to an issue that hits 
many Americans close to home; asthma.  
 
Section 111(d) of the Clean Air Act, cleverly promoted as the “Clean Power Plan” regulates carbon 
emissions from existing electric generating units. The problem is that carbon dioxide—which the rule 
regulates – does not cause asthma.  
 
The Institute for Energy Research, which used data from the EPA’s National Emissions Inventory, the 
Center for Disease Control’s National Surveillance for Asthma and the National Health Interview Survey, 
found that the six “criteria pollutants” that the agency regulates have declined by 62% since 1980. 
Meanwhile, the prevalence of asthma has increased steadily, with child asthma increasing 131% in that 
same time period.  
 
A recent Johns Hopkins study demonstrated that poverty is more likely to cause asthma than geography 
and pollutants. In Pennsylvania there are 2.4 million middle to low-income families that spend almost 
20% of their take-home pay on energy costs. Increasing poverty and hindering lower-income families’ 
efforts to escape poverty will only make them more vulnerable to asthma. However, in this scenario, 
EPA fails to recognize the health-wealth connection it has pointed to in the past. 
 
In addition to the EPA falsely linking asthma rates to carbon emissions, Sen. John Barrasso (R-WY), at a 
recent U.S. Senate hearing, and others have called the EPA out on double-counting the proposed 
benefits of these high-impact regulations. 
 
In an effort to amplify the projected health benefits, EPA has used benefits already realized by 
previously implemented regulations such as the National Ambient Air Quality Standards and MATS.  
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In section 4.3 of EPA’s Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) which accompanies the “Clean Power Plan”, it 
states, “it is possible that some costs and benefits estimated in this RIA may account for the same air 
quality improvements as estimated in the illustrative [National Ambient Air Quality Standards] RIAs.” 
 
As for carbon, which the rule actually regulates, it has decreased substantially, according to the Energy 
Information Administration. In a blog post in 2014, Secretary John Hanger stated, “those hunting for 
good carbon news should look at carbon trends in Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania is a good news exception 
to oceans of bad carbon data. Indeed, few countries or states have cut carbon emissions more than 
Pennsylvania, since 1980, 1990 or 2005.” 
 
It is clear that Pennsylvania is already leading and will continue to lead and improve without the need 
for federal oversight into our state energy policies.  Allow the Commonwealth to continue to take 
advantage of the resources that have positioned it as one of the nation’s top energy exporters and 
generators of electricity, boasting electric rates that average 35% lower than states in cap-and-trade 
programs such as RGGI.  
 
Carbon was classified as a pollutant in 2007 and the “Clean Power Plan” is the first rulemaking to 
regulate carbon emissions. However, the bar was intentionally set so high and the timeframe 
intentionally cut so short that achievability is impossible.  
 
The statistics prove that given the appropriate amount of time and regulatory structure, technologies 
for burning coal cleaner have been developed and do work.   
 
However, the extremity of not only this regulation, but others specifically targeting the coal industry 
such as the federally proposed Stream Protection Rule, have caused uncertainty with the economic 
future of the industry and investment in research and development for carbon technologies has been 
very difficult to secure. As a result, the lack of available funding & technology makes achieving this 
regulation impossible in the timeframe mandated. 
 
Pennsylvania needs to take its time to determine all impacts of compliance, encourage potential paths 
forward through the use of technology, and to let legal challenges to the rule be decided. Compliance 
will cost the Commonwealth good jobs and real economic benefits in exchange for health talking points 
and false claims.  
 
The EPA has run a shrewd public relations campaign on this issue as the President has made this his 
legacy issue. It is my hope that DEP sees through the propaganda and at least applies for, and takes 
advantage of, the available two-year extension from the EPA before submitting a final State 
Implementation Plan.  
 


