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Overview 

• Final Rule Requirements and Projections 

• “Do No Harm” Approach 

• Recommendations for Kansas 

 



State Impacts of Carbon Rule 

Source: Energy Ventures Analysis 



Out with the Old, in with the New: 

An Expensive Proposition 
New Natural Gas, Wind: 2–3x More Expensive Than Existing Coal 

Power 

 
• Replacing existing coal fleet with 

new natural gas and wind farms 

will burden Americans with higher 

energy costs 

• Environmental regulations, 

subsidies and mandates driving 

most new generating capacity 

• Existing generation would remain 

less expensive than their 

replacements for at least the next 

10 to 20 years 

Source: Institute for Energy Research, “The Levelized Cost of Electricity from Existing Generating Resources,” June 2015. 



EPA Cherry Picks Renewable Data 

Source: 2012 Projected Installed Wind Capacity from U.S. EIA; Annual Energy Outlook 2015, Table 58 
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EPA-Assumed Increase in 

Renewable Generation (2012-2030) 



Putting EPA’s Assumed Wind & Solar Build in 

Perspective (2013-2030 U.S. Build vs. Current World) 

 

Applies EPA’s incremental growth targets under the final CPP and assumes EPA’s modeled historic distribution of generation 

from 2013 through 2021.  Sources: EPA Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures TSD; EIA, International Energy Statistics, 

Renewables, 2012.   
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January 2016: 

Court denies stay but offers 

expedited review. 

June 2016:  

Oral arguments scheduled. 

Late 2016:  

Loser will almost certainly 

appeal to the Supreme 

Court. Decision likely in 

2017. 

Carbon Rule Litigation 

State Actions  



The “Do No Harm” Approach 

• Meet requirements for extension 

• Avoid binding commitments 

• Stop premature implementation 

 



Getting an Extension 

• Identify compliance approaches under 

consideration 

• Explain why more time needed to develop a 

State Plan 

• Show how the State plans to engage the 

public, including “vulnerable communities” 

 
EPA, Carbon Pollution Emission Guidelines for Existing Stationary Sources: Electric Utility Generating Units; Final Rule, 

80 Fed. Reg. 64,661 at 64,669, Oct. 23, 2015.  



Getting An Extension: 

A Process, Not A Plan 



Danger of Premature Implementation 

“But even if we don’t [win in court], it was three years 

ago. Most of [the utilities] are already in compliance, 

investments have been made, and we’ll catch up.” 



How Should Kansas Respond? 



Adopt “Do No Harm” Approach 



Strengthen HB 2233 

• Require Governor to submit extension making no 

binding commitments 

• Require legislative approval of any ultimate State 

Plan 

• No plan until legal resolution 

• No cap-and-trade 



One more thing… 



EPA Carbon Rule: A Comparison 



Questions? 


