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“…current indirect CO2 benefits clearly outweigh any hypothesized costs
by literally orders of magnitude; the benefit-cost ratios range up to more
than 200-to-1.” –Peabody Energy, 2014

Source
This statement was made by Peabody Energy in a 2014 comment to Minnesota regulators in
response to updating the state’s social cost of carbon policy. i The statement drew from a
document prepared by Dr. Roger Bezdek for the American Coalition for Clean Coal Electricity
(ACCCE) titled “The Social Costs of Carbon? No, the Social Benefits of Carbon.” ii

Exposing the Disinformation: Science Facts
At the time of this quote, the scientific evidence of the cause and impacts of climate change was
well documented. The costs and benefits of climate change have been extensively examined in
the scientific literature. The White House recently updated (2014) the official U.S. social cost of
carbon (SCC), which attempts to estimate the costs of damage from carbon pollution. iii.
Carbon pollution, from human activities like burning fossil fuels and cutting down tropical
forests, is causing climate change. And the impacts of climate change—including drought, heat
waves, and coastal flooding, and resulting public health and economic consequences—are costly
for society. Yet these social costs (costs that are borne by society at large, and not by the
companies producing, distributing and earning large profits off fossil fuels ) aren’t currently
factored into decisions by individuals, companies or governments about how much carbon to
emit. Using the SCC to help guide climate policies can help ensure that at least some of the
social costs (those that are included in the current SCC estimate) are weighed against the benefits
of activities that emit carbon.
At $37 per metric ton of CO2 in 2015 (2007 dollars, using a 3% discount rate), the current U.S.
Government estimate of the SCC is almost certainly an underestimate of the costs of climate

change and can be improved in the future. While the SCC remains an incomplete enumeration of
the dollar costs of climate change (because of data limitations and uncertainties), numerous
economists and scientists agree that over the long term the costs of carbon pollution clearly
outweigh the benefits of continuing to ramp up emissions.iv

More about Peabody Energy
Peabody Energy has consistently sought to discredit climate science as part of its efforts to
undermine any possible climate policy. For example, in 2009, Peabody Energy submitted
comments to the Environmental Protection Agency’s endangerment finding that determined
greenhouse gas emissions endanger public welfare and can therefore be regulated under the
Clean Air Act. Peabody’s comments calling for a “balanced view” of the benefits of carbon
dioxide, including the “known benefits of CO2 as plant food.” v “Peabody is confident that the
result of such a balanced view will be a finding of non-endangerment,” the documented
concluded. vi
In 2010, Peabody Energy attempted to leverage the 2009 stolen email incident, sometimes
referred to as “Climategate” in a petition challenging the EPA’s endangerment finding. vii The
petition attacked the IPCC, National Climate Assessment, and individual climate scientists.
“Thus, EPA’s attempt to transform a benign naturally-occurring substance into a dangerous air
pollutant is based on evidence that it should never have used in the first place,” Peabody argued
in the petition. The EPA denied Peabody’s petition and several others like it, noting, “The
scientific evidence supporting EPA’s finding is robust, voluminous, and compelling.” In their
response, EPA officials pointed to multiple independent investigations into the stolen emails
“clearing the scientists of any wrongdoing.” viii
In 2014, Peabody Energy again revisited the issue of the endangerment finding in its comments
on the EPA’s Clean Power Plan proposal, attacking the findings of the IPCC as “fatally flawed.”
“But no science supports the relevant causal links – the connection between changes in GHG
levels and any changes in climate,” ix
In addition to discrediting science directly, Peabody also does so through their affiliations with
industry groups, including ALEC and ACCCE. x,xi
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