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“Neither economic growth that ignores environmental cost nor conservation of nature 

that ignores human cost is sustainable. Both will result in injustice and, eventually 

environmental degradation. We know that a healthy economy can exist only within a 

healthy environment, but that it is difficult to promote both in our decisions.” 

– ELCA social statement: “Caring for Creation: Vision, Hope, and Justice” (1993)  

The impact of the EPA’s draft carbon emissions rule on the economy 

In light of the proposed Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) carbon rule, some groups such as 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, are arguing that the proposal to cut carbon emissions from existing 
power plants will eliminate jobs in the power sector and fossil fuel industries and will increase 
electricity prices dramatically. Frequently when new environmental rules are proposed, business 
and industry representatives claim that the economy will be harmed and jobs will be lost. However, 
history shows that these claims are generally without merit. (For more information on the EPA’s 
proposed rule and ELCA Advocacy’s efforts to support Clean Air for All of God’s Children, visit our 
resources webpage at http://www.elca.org/en/Resources/Advocacy.) 

 The Clean Air Act has not harmed the economy – Since its passage in 1970, the federal 
Clean Air Act has dramatically reduced levels of toxic air pollutants and made our air safer to 
breathe. Yet during the period between 1970 and 2011, the gross domestic product of the 
United States grew 212 percent, and total private sector jobs increased by 88 percent.  

 According to a report from the Economic Policy Institute that studied the economic impact 
of environmental regulations, the cost of complying with environmental regulations is nearly 
always less than estimated at the time the regulation is proposed. Collecting studies starting in 
the 1970s when many of our environmental laws and rules were created, the report found only 
one instance where costs exceeded the estimate. Input substitution, innovation, flexibility of 
capital, and perhaps businesses overstating their expected costs allowed actual costs to be 
consistently much lower than initial predictions. In the case of the proposed carbon rule, the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce released its report predicting massive job losses before the rule was 
even published. 

 Job losses under the rule – The EPA cost-benefit analysis of new rules estimates that the coal 
mining industry could see losses of 11,500 to 14,300 jobs from 2017 to 2020. However, because 
some coal electricity generation will be replaced by natural gas, the energy industry is likely to 
see job increases over the same time period.  

 Job gains under the rule – The EPA report projects that jobs in renewable energy capacity 
construction would see increases of 15,800 to 19,100 between 2017 and 2020 as the rule takes 
effect. It also predicts substantial job gains in companies that provide energy efficiency 
technologies to businesses and consumers. According to the EPA’s report, the rule could 
generate between 57,000 and 78,000 energy efficiency jobs by 2020. 
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 Costs to consumers – One way that power companies will be able to comply with the carbon 
rules is by increasing the energy efficiency of homes and businesses. If energy companies 
provide incentives for landlords, businesses and manufactures to use less electricity, then costs 
to consumers will not rise significantly. Under the rules it’s certainly possible that electricity 
could cost somewhat more, but we will be using less, and our air will be cleaner. The EPA 
estimates that average monthly electricity bills could increase by roughly 3 percent by 2020 if 
the rule is adopted but will decline by roughly 9 percent by 2030 because increased energy 
efficiency will lead to reduced usage. 

Economic benefits of the proposed rule 

 The “forgotten” costs – Arguments that the EPA regulations will be too costly today ignore 
the future economic costs of climate change. Sea level rise, changes in temperature, and 
increases in hurricanes and other extreme events will wreak havoc on the economies across the 
country, and even worker productivity. Climate and weather disasters in 2012 alone cost the 
American economy more than $100 billion.  

 Saving health costs – The EPA estimates that the carbon rule will have significant public 
health benefits, worth an estimated $55 billion to $93 billion per year in 2030. This heavily 
outweighs the estimated annual costs of the plan, which is expected to be $7.3 billion to $8.8 
billion in 2030.  

 Improving health quality – Power plant pollution makes people sick and cuts short lives. 
According to the American Lung Association, the proposed EPA rule will “prevent up to 4,000 
premature deaths and 100,000 asthma attacks in the first year they are in place and prevent up 
to 6,600 premature deaths and 150,000 asthma attacks in 2030.”  

To take action, sign up for ELCA Advocacy Action Alerts (e-Advocacy Network)            

by visiting www.ELCA.org/advocacy. 

Stay up to date on the Clean Air for All campaign by following us on social media! 

Facebook: ELCA Advocacy    Twitter: @ELCAadvocacy 
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