[Date]
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20460

Re: Docket ID No. EPA–HQ–OAR–2013–0602
Comments on EPA’s Proposed Rule, “Carbon Pollution Emission Guidelines for Existing Stationary Sources: Electric Utility Generating Units” (EPA Clean Power Plan)

STEP #1: Tell EPA who you are. Begin with your name, title and company or other affiliation. Then, tell EPA a little bit about yourself and your organization. Remember – these are public comments and will be available to everyone on the Internet, so do not disclose any confidential or proprietary information. 
Example: “My name is Joe Johnson, CEO of Union Contractors Corporation (UCC), headquartered in Mapleville, Ohio. I began my construction career as a pipefitter with the United Association in 1964. I started UCC in 1973, and presently employ more than twenty full-time employees and hundreds of skilled union craft workers each year. UCC specializes in industrial maintenance and construction for utilities in Ohio, West Virginia, Indiana and Pennsylvania. We provide a wide range of services, including the installation of pollution control systems and the construction of new generating units. Our clients include A-1 Energy, State Power Systems and Amalgamated Utility Corporation. We have consistently been ranked by the Ohio Chamber of Commerce as one of the top ten employers in the state.” 
STEP #2: Briefly mention your affiliation with The Association of Union Constructors (TAUC). We suggest something like this:
“I am a member of The Association of Union Constructors (TAUC), the premier union contractor association in the United States. TAUC represents more than 2,000 contractor firms that specialize in industrial construction and maintenance and utilize union labor on their projects.”

P.S. – Feel free to add any other information about your relationship with TAUC – how long you’ve been a members, titles or positions you’ve held, committees you’ve served on, etc. 
STEP #3: Tell EPA why you are writing, and then go on to express your thoughts and feelings regarding the proposed rule. Describe the challenges you face due to the government's onerous regulations. Point out what would happen if more coal-fired power plants are forced to close. Be specific - don't sugarcoat the negative impact on your company, the jobs of the people you work with, and your own career.
This section can be as long or short as you want, but we suggest relying on facts and figures, rather than engaging in a long rant against the Agency or the federal government in general. Remember to be professional and courteous – avoid insults. 
Example opening: “I am writing to express my deep concern with EPA’s proposed rule on carbon emissions from existing power plants. I believe if the rule is implemented as written, it will lead to hundreds of additional coal-fired plant closures, as well as the loss of thousands of good-paying middle-class jobs. It threatens the very fabric of the union construction and maintenance industry…”
Following are several statements that reflect TAUC’s position on the EPA rule. Feel free to use as many of these statements as you like in your own comments. 

· EPA’s pursuit of cleaner air is a noble goal, and there is no question that a healthier environment is in the best interest of all Americans. In fact, the dramatic reduction in industrial emissions over the last several decades has been due in no small part to the diligent efforts of our union contractors and their partners in the union building trades. Unfortunately, the proposed rule will do little to advance EPA’s worthy goals. Instead, it will have a disproportionately negative effect on the more than 500 coal-fired power plants in the United States that generate nearly 40% of the country’s electricity.

· EPA’s overall stated goal is to reduce carbon pollution from the U.S. power sector 30% from 2005 levels by 2030. To make matters worse, EPA is requiring states to meet interim carbon reduction goals beginning in 2020, less than six years from now. For many coal-fired plants, reaching this extreme goal in such a short period of time will prove either economically unfeasible or physically impossible (or both), thus forcing their premature retirements. 

· The widespread closure of coal-fired plants will lead to massive job losses. Fewer coal plants means less work for TAUC member contractors. There will be no more advanced pollution control systems to install; no more coal-fired units to clean and maintain on a periodic basis; no additional generating units or substations to build. This will trigger a ripple effect. Union contractors will be forced to scale back operations, likely resulting in layoffs of full-time employees. Needless to say, it will also mean less work for the thousands of highly skilled union craft workers contractors employ, as well. Specialty subcontractors will suffer too, as prime contractors will not require their services as often as before. This will trigger a secondary ripple effect, as these subcontractors will be forced to lay off full-time employees and cut back on employment of union craft workers. It is a vicious cycle, one that will leave countless families wondering how they will put food on the table or pay the monthly mortgage. 

· EPA’s Clean Power Plan will negatively impact the complex U.S. energy grid as a whole. If enacted as written, the rule will reduce the grid’s reliability, lead to skyrocketing utility bills and damage the fragile national economy for years, if not decades, to come. Despite EPA’s sterling intentions, the proposed rule will end up slashing not CO2 emissions, but thousands of good-paying middle-class jobs instead. 

· I respectfully urge the Agency to reconsider the wisdom of imposing yet another set of drastic emissions reductions on a utility industry that has already been crippled by unrealistic regulatory requirements over the past several years, most notably the Mercury and Air Toxics Standard (MATS). What is needed is not another set of onerous regulations, but rather recognition by federal officials that a diversified energy portfolio and an “all of the above” approach – in which coal-fired generation is allowed to continue contributing a significant portion of our electricity needs – is vital to the country’s economic survival.

· The proposed rule will also harm the stability and reliability of the nation’s energy grid. The grid has already been significantly weakened by previous coal-fired plant closures, many of which were triggered by unworkable, cost-prohibitive EPA regulations. Last winter, the PJM Interconnection – a huge grid that provides power to more than 60 million citizens in 13 states and the District of Columbia – almost collapsed due to overwhelming demand. My fear is that the Clean Power Plan’s unrealistic emission reduction demands will deliver a fatal blow to the grid by triggering waves of plant closures and rendering it incapable of meeting the nation’s increasing utility demands, especially in periods of extreme heat and cold. 

· Coal has traditionally been available at low, predictable costs, which is one of the main reasons utilities have relied on it to provide a significant portion of the country’s baseload power supply. Natural gas, on the other hand, is one of, if not the most, price-volatile fuels on the market today. During the polar vortex event in the winter of 2014, natural gas prices skyrocketed by as much as 1,000% in a single day in some areas. Without coal-fired generation to handle these periods of extreme cold (and heat), the only option for utilities will be to pay more money for gas – and pass the extra cost on to consumers. 
· Along with contractors, utility companies and union craft workers, the everyday American consumer will also be hurt by the Clean Power Plan. In its Regulatory Impact Analysis, EPA “projects an increase in the national average (contiguous U.S.) retail electricity price between 5.9% and 6.5% in 2020 and between 2.7% and 3.1% by 2030 under the proposed Option 1, compared to the modeled base case price estimate in those years. Under Option 2, on average, EPA projects an average retail price increase ranging…[up] to 4.0% in 2020, and from 2.4% to 2.7% in 2025.” (EPA Regulatory Impact Analysis of Proposed Rule, Pages 3-38 and 3-39). 
· The U.S. contains massive coal reserves – enough to last at least 200 years, according to many estimates.  Coal accounts for more than 90% of the country’s total fossil energy reserves and roughly 40% of its electric generation capacity. Given these facts, it makes no sense for EPA to create a carbon emissions standard that would effectively phase out coal-fired plants over time. The U.S. should maintain a diversified portfolio of energy options, and that includes coal as well as natural gas. Both fuels can and should be important resources as we move into the 21st century. 

· The recent discovery of huge natural gas deposits in the Marcellus and Utica shale plays has resulted in thousands of new jobs and economic security for countless families throughout Pennsylvania, West Virginia and Ohio. TAUC member contractors are also benefiting, as they are building many of the midstream processing facilities and pipelines needed to process, store and transport the vast new quantities of gas being pumped out of the ground.  However, despite this success, it is unwise to rely too heavily on any single source of energy and put all of the country’s eggs in one basket. Like any other commodity, natural gas is susceptible to fluctuations in supply, demand and price – not to mention the specter of additional environmental and drilling regulations, which could have a serious impact on future production and price levels. 
· If we don’t use our own coal, other countries will. The proposed Clean Power Plan would sound a death knell for coal-fired power plants in the U.S. However, this does not mean the coal will stay in the ground. Instead of selling it to U.S. utilities, coal producers will simply export their product to foreign countries, where demand for energy is at an all-time high. U.S. coal exports increased by more than 60% from 2005 to 2011, and that percentage is only expected to increase as energy-hungry countries around the world grow at a rapid pace. Many of the countries buying our coal have far less stringent environmental regulations than the U.S. The Clean Power Plan will cause more coal to be shipped to these countries – ironically resulting in more air pollution, not less. 

STEP #4: Close your comments by thanking EPA for the opportunity to comment. You may also want to end by reiterating your opposition to the rule or emphasize a similar theme. 

Example: “I respectfully but firmly call upon EPA to go back to the drawing board. Coal-fired generation needs to be a part of America’s future energy portfolio. We need an “all of the above” approach to creating a strong and reliable grid, not an “anything but” attitude that will force many coal-fired plants out of existence. I am grateful to EPA for the opportunity to comment on this proposed rule.”

STEP #5: Send your comment to EPA! Go to www.tauc.org/epa to learn how. 
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