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EPA Red Tape Increases Unemployment While 

Worsening Public Health 
 

Key Findings and Recommendations: 

 

 Congressional testimony and scientific research reveals that unemployment from 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulations:  
 
 Increases the likelihood of hospital visits, illnesses, and premature deaths in 

communities due to joblessness. 
 

 Raises healthcare costs, raising questions about the claimed health savings of 
EPA’s regulations. 
 

 Hurts children's health and family well-being. 
 

 EPA claims of health benefits from current and future Clean Air Act regulations are 
misleading and incomplete.  The agency must adequately examine the negative health 
implications of unemployment into their cost-benefit analysis before making health 
benefit claims to the public and Congress. 
 

 The Full Senate Environment and Public Works Committee and the Subcommittee on 
Clean Air and Nuclear Safety should conduct additional hearings to responsibly 
investigate the health implications of higher unemployment as a result of federal 
regulations.   

 

Executive Summary: 

 
President Obama’s Administration continues to claim that new EPA Clean Air Act regulations 
for ozone, greenhouse gases, electric utilities, domestic oil and gas producers, and manufacturers 
deliver significant economic benefits. Specifically, the agency says that these regulations will 
yield billions of dollars in benefits for the U.S. economy in the form of fewer premature deaths, 
sick days, hospital visits, cases of bronchitis, and heart attacks. 
   
According to the EPA: 
 

“The benefits of avoiding early death, preventing heart attacks and asthma attacks, and 

reducing the number of sick days for employees far exceed costs of implementing clean 

air protections. These benefits lead to a more productive workforce, and enable 

consumers and businesses to spend less on health care – all of which help strengthen the 

economy.” 

 
However, the Administration’s predictions do not take into account how regulations will increase 
unemployment and therefore negatively impact public health.   A broad range of experts over 

http://yosemite.epa.gov/opa/admpress.nsf/0/f8ad3485e788be5a8525784600540649?OpenDocument
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decades of research say that unemployment will hurt public health.  A study published in 1985 in 
the American Journal of Public Health by Margaret W. Linn, PHD, Richard Sandifer, BS, and 
Shaya Stein, PHD, entitled “Effects of unemployment on mental and physical health” , 
concluded: 
 

“After unemployment, symptoms of somatization, depression, and anxiety were 

significantly greater in the unemployed than employed. 

 

“[U]nemployed men made significantly more visits to their 

physicians, took more medications, and spent more days in bed 

sick than did employed individuals  …unemployment had an 

adverse impact on psychological function, with the 

unemployed becoming more anxious, depressed, and 

concerned with bodily symptoms than those who continued to 

work.” 

 

Over the last few decades other studies have been conducted to investigate the detrimental 
effects of high unemployment rates:   
 
 “The Effects of Unemployment on Mortality following Workplace Downsizing and 

Workplace Closure: A Register-based Follow-up Study of Finnish Men and Women 

during Economic Boom and Recession” - American Journal of Epidemiology, 2006 
 
“Unemployment is strongly associated with mortality on the individual level.” 

 

 “Effects of Unemployment on Health in a Community Survey:  Main, Modifying, and 

Mediating Effects”  – Journal of Social Issues, 1988 

 

“Results from a community survey in a sample of high-unemployment census tracts … 

showed significant elevations of depression, anxiety, somatization [a chronic condition in 

which persons experience physical symptoms, but no physical symptoms can be found], 

and self-reported physical illness among the currently unemployed.  

 

“Unemployment had health-damaging effects…severe enough to be considered clinically 

significant.”” 

 

EPA has faced charges that their wide ranging estimates of public health benefits from their 
regulations show uncertainty and that the regulations actually cost jobs.  EPA has not adequately 
responded to these charges.  Recent research and testimony in Congress continues to bolster the 
argument that unemployment leads to poor public health and both Democrats and Republicans 
agree some jobs will be lost because of EPA’s regulations.  No matter what the predictions are 
for jobs losses from these regulations, those who lose their jobs will suffer negative health 
effects.  Those effects must be counted in any benefit-cost analysis by EPA.   
 

 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1646287/pdf/amjph00281-0056.pdf
http://aje.oxfordjournals.org/content/165/9/1070.full
http://aje.oxfordjournals.org/content/165/9/1070.full
http://aje.oxfordjournals.org/content/165/9/1070.full
http://www.isr.umich.edu/src/seh/mprc/PDFs/Effects%20of%20Unemployment%20on%20Health%20in%20a%20Community%20Survey.pdf
http://www.isr.umich.edu/src/seh/mprc/PDFs/Effects%20of%20Unemployment%20on%20Health%20in%20a%20Community%20Survey.pdf
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Unemployment from EPA Regulations: 

Whether Americans believe a net increase or decrease in jobs will occur because of EPA’s 
regulations, the fact is that all sides agree that some jobs will be lost.   

In 2010, then Senator Blanche Lincoln wrote a column in the National Journal entitled 
“Regulating Small Businesses Out of Business.”  In it, she states:  

 “The significant increase in regulations being handed down 

by Washington is having real consequences. A recently 

released Gallup poll found that compliance with government 

regulations is now the single biggest problem facing small 

business owners. The same report indicated that about one in 

three small companies is concerned about going out of 

business in 2012. Similarly, earlier this year the rate of new 

startup businesses reached a 25 year low largely due to the 

uncertainty created by the government’s regulatory agenda.” 

President Obama has stated since his original campaign that jobs would be lost in the coal 
industry if he were elected because of his support for cap and trade policies to address 
greenhouse gases.  According to then Presidential Candidate Barrack Obama in a 2008 interview 
he stated regarding the U.S. coal industry that –  

 “So if somebody wants to build a coal-powered plant, they can; it's just that it will 

bankrupt them because they're going to be charged a huge sum for all that greenhouse 

gas that's being emitted.” 

 
The actual number of Americans who will lose their jobs as a result of EPA’s rules varies.  
According to the Senate Republican Policy Committee in 2011, an estimated 11.5 million 

Americans are projected to lose their jobs as a direct result of several proposed EPA rules:    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

http://energy.nationaljournal.com/2011/11/whats-the-sum-effect-of-epa-ru.php
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Hdi4onAQBWQ
http://rpc.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?p=PolicyPapers&ContentRecord_id=bbe93407-f340-4fc4-92f4-f022167b6ac1&ContentType_id=3d1f05d6-ed37-4dea-897e-e41bafd0e109&52b58cdf-6a90-410a-b4d7-fead13c38a57&48a8eee4-33df-4bce-b6bd-710c426ab3e1&d77c912a-2c22-4843-a17
http://rpc.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?p=PolicyPapers&ContentRecord_id=bbe93407-f340-4fc4-92f4-f022167b6ac1&ContentType_id=3d1f05d6-ed37-4dea-897e-e41bafd0e109&52b58cdf-6a90-410a-b4d7-fead13c38a57&48a8eee4-33df-4bce-b6bd-710c426ab3e1&d77c912a-2c22-4843-a17
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EPA Administrator Lisa Jackson and others strongly dispute these figures and her agency has 
stated that their regulations create jobs in the long run -- these are the so called “green jobs” that 
would result as businesses are created to manufacture and install new green technologies.   
 
For example, in March of 2011 the EPA released a presentation on their proposed Mercury Air 
Toxics Rule that said: 
 

“This rule will provide employment for thousands, by supporting 31,000 short-term 

construction jobs and 9,000 long-term utility jobs.” 

 
Director of the George Washington University Regulatory Studies Center Susan Dudley refutes 
this claim in a December 20, 2011, column in The Hill: 
 

“Also disingenuous is the EPA’s claim that the ‘rule will provide employment for 

thousands, by supporting 31,000 short-term construction jobs and 9,000 long-term utility 

jobs.’  First, this estimate quantifies only the jobs necessary to comply with the new rules, 

and ignores jobs lost, despite its recognition that ‘the industries that use electricity will 

face higher electricity prices as the result of the toxics rule, reduce output, and demand 

less labor.’” 

 
It is true that some jobs will be created by EPA’s slew of regulations to make and install new 
required pollution control equipment for coal fired power plants, industrial boilers and cement 
plants.   

 
But as Dudley points out, the Administration ignores the thousands of jobs 
that will be eliminated at the plants and factories that shut down due to 
higher energy and construction costs of installing that equipment.  The end 
result is thousands of jobs being crushed to create a few green jobs, which 
leads to higher unemployment. 

An article in the liberal magazine Think Progress entitled  “EPA 

Regulations Will Create New Jobs, Says American Electric Power CEO: ‘No Question 

About That’” even stated on November 14, 2011 that there will be some job losses in the energy 
industry as a result of EPA’s rules regardless of what jobs will be created by them: 

“Net job creation is a bit harder to gauge, as there will be jobs lost in some areas of the 

(energy) industry in a shift away from coal to natural gas and renewables.” 

 
Unemployment’s Impact on Public Heath: 

 
In 2011, several respected health experts and scientists testified before the Senate Environment 
and Public Works Committee about the impact of unemployment on a person’s health.   
 
On June 15, 2011, Dr. Harvey Brenner of Johns Hopkins University testified before the 
Senate Environment and Public Works Committee:  

http://www.epa.gov/airquality/powerplanttoxics/pdfs/presentation.pdf
http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/energy-a-environment/200539-epas-risks-outweigh-rewards-for-new-mercury-rule
http://thinkprogress.org/romm/2011/11/14/367539/american-electric-power-ceo-epa-regulations-will-create-new-jobs/
http://thinkprogress.org/romm/2011/11/14/367539/american-electric-power-ceo-epa-regulations-will-create-new-jobs/
http://thinkprogress.org/romm/2011/11/14/367539/american-electric-power-ceo-epa-regulations-will-create-new-jobs/
http://epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Hearings.Testimony&Hearing_ID=71361935-802a-23ad-4d27-f195afc7021a&Witness_ID=b480aca9-46cc-4b69-bcb1-2fdb410263b5
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 “The unemployment rate is well established as a risk factor for elevated illness and 

mortality rates in epidemiological studies performed since the early 1980s. In addition to 

influences on mental disorder, suicide and alcohol abuse and alcoholism, unemployment is 

also an important risk factor in cardiovascular disease and overall decreases in life 

expectancy.”  

 

On June 8, 2011, Margaret Thorning, Chief Economist with the American Council for Capital 
Formation, testified before the joint subcommittees on Clean Air and Children’s Health.  While 
discussing the negative relationship between job insecurity and worker health, she referenced an 
article in Social Science and Medicine magazine by professors from the University of Michigan 
and the University of California, Los Angeles.  The scholarly article, “Perceived job insecurity 

and worker health in the United States,” presents findings consistent with prior studies, 
demonstrating a correlation between persistent insecurity of employment and poor health:  
 

“Even after adjusting for sociodemographic and job characteristics, health prior to 

baseline, neuroticism, hypertension and smoking status, and objective employment 

insecurity…perceived job insecurity remains a significant predictor of subsequent health.” 

 
Adult workers are not the only ones affected by unemployment and widespread job loss. The 
National Center for Health Statistics described how poverty affects children’s health:  
 

“Children in poor families were four times as likely to be in fair or poor health as children 

in families that were not poor.” 

  
As Americans continue to deal with the impact of high unemployment, such studies have been in 
the forefront of the news since the recession began:  
 
The Washington Post on July 8, 2011 in an article entitled “The long term impact of 
unemployment” referenced a June 23, 2006 report by Yale researcher Dr. William T. Gallo 
entitled “The Impact of Late-career Job Loss on Myocardial Infarction and Stroke: A 10-year 
Follow-up Using the Health and Retirement Survey” . The report stated – 

 
“Results suggest that the true costs of late career unemployment 

exceed financial deprivation, and include substantial health 

consequences. Physicians who treat individuals who lose jobs as 

they near retirement should consider the loss of employment a 

potential risk factor for adverse vascular health changes.” 

 
The Washington Post went on to say – 
 

 “Being laid off has serious long-term health effects. [P]eople who 

are laid off near retirement are twice as likely to have a stroke or 

heart attack…[Unemployment] increases one’s likelihood of 

depression.  

http://midus.wisc.edu/findings/pdfs/701.pdf
http://midus.wisc.edu/findings/pdfs/701.pdf
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/series/sr_10/sr10_247.pdf
http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/post/the-long-term-impact-of-unemployment/2011/07/08/gIQA3bsd3H_blog.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/post/the-long-term-impact-of-unemployment/2011/07/08/gIQA3bsd3H_blog.html
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1839969/?tool=pubmed
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1839969/?tool=pubmed
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 “…Persistent high unemployment, like the kind we’re experiencing, does not just hurt 

people in the here and now. It hurts people decades in the future, even if the economy has 

recovered by then.” 

 
A March 2010 Atlantic Monthly story entitled “How a New Jobless Era Will Transform 

America” referenced a report entitled “Job Displacement and Mortality: An Analysis using 

Administrative Data” by researchers Daniel Sullivan of the Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago 
and Till von Wachter of Columbia University.  The report states – 
 

“We use administrative data on the quarterly employment and earnings of Pennsylvanian 

workers in the 1970s and 1980s matched to Social Security Administration death records 

covering 1980-2006 to estimate the effects of job displacement on mortality. We find that 

for high-seniority male workers, mortality rates in the year after displacement are 50-

100% higher than would otherwise have been expected. The effect on mortality hazards 

declines sharply over time, but even 20 years after displacement, we estimate a 10-15% 

increase in annual death hazards.” 

 

Atlantic Monthly went on to say – 
 

“A large and long-standing body of research shows that physical health tends to 

deteriorate during unemployment, most likely through a combination of fewer financial 

resources and a higher stress level. The most-recent research suggests that poor health is 

prevalent among the young, and endures for a lifetime. Till Von Wachter, an economist at 

Columbia University, and Daniel Sullivan, of the Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago, 

recently looked at the mortality rates of men who had lost their jobs in Pennsylvania in 

the 1970s and ’80s. They found that particularly among men in their 40s or 50s, 

mortality rates rose markedly soon after a layoff. But regardless of age, all men were left 

with an elevated risk of dying in each year following their episode of unemployment, for 

the rest of their lives.” 

 
The Huffington Post in a November 5, 2010 article entitled “Study: Longterm Unemployment 

Has Disastrous Effects On Health And Longevity” quoted Dr. Elise Gould, director of health 
policy research at the Economic Policy Institute who stated – 

 
"After wage losses, the most direct impact of unemployment is loss of health insurance            

coverage for those who had it in the first place," she said. "But this is only tip of the 

iceberg when we think about people's health. It's clear that many Americans are still 

hurting and will be hurting for a very long time." 

 
The Huffington Post went on to say – 

 
“[R]esearch shows that losing one's job can have a ‘powerful and negative impact’ on 

the health of the jobless, leading to feelings of failure, depression, anxiety, notably 

http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2010/03/how-a-new-jobless-era-will-transform-america/7919/?single_page=true
http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2010/03/how-a-new-jobless-era-will-transform-america/7919/?single_page=true
http://www.columbia.edu/~vw2112/papers/sullivan_vonwachter_resubmission.pdf
http://www.columbia.edu/~vw2112/papers/sullivan_vonwachter_resubmission.pdf
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/11/05/study-longterm-unemployme_n_779743.html
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/11/05/study-longterm-unemployme_n_779743.html
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increasing the risks of strokes, heart attacks and catastrophic illnesses, and potentially 

leading to premature mortality. 

 

“…[E]ven the risk or fear of losing one’s job was just as strong a predictor as the actual 

job loss on an older person’s overall health because of internal psychological issues.” 

 

On May 8th, 2009, the New York Times in an article entitled “Unemployment May Be 

Hazardous to Your Health” referenced a study entitled “Job Loss and Health in the U.S. 

Labor Market” by Kate Strully with the University of Albany. The study states – 
 

“Losing a job because of an establishment closure increased the odds of fair or poor 

health by 54%, and among respondents with no preexisting health conditions, it 

increased the odds of a new likely health condition by 83%. This suggests that there are 

true health costs to job loss, beyond sicker people being more likely to lose their jobs.” 

The New York Times went on to say – 

 “Workers who lost a job through no fault of their own…were twice as likely to report 

developing a new ailment like high blood pressure, diabetes or heart disease over the 

next year and a half, compared to people who were continuously employed.” 

 
Uncertainty and Omissions in EPA Public Health Analyses: 

EPA’s March 2011 report, “The Benefits and Costs of the Clean Air Act from 1990 to 2020”, 
claims billions of dollars in benefits due to Clean Air Act regulations. This report has been cited 
at hearings in the full Senate Environment and Public Works Committee as well as the House 
Energy and Commerce Committee by EPA Administrator Lisa Jackson and EPA’s Assistant 

Administrator of the Office of Air and Radiation, Gina McCarthy.  Administration officials 
regularly tout this report as proof that increased EPA regulations would be a boon for public 
health and the economy.   

According to outside experts at National Economic Research Associates (NERA), this EPA  
report is flawed, misleading and contains major uncertainties. NERA’s report entitled 
“Assessment of the Obama Administration’s Cost-Benefit Analysis of Clean Air Act 

Regulations,” outlines the specific problems with EPA’s analysis:   
 

“The methodology behind these numbers is suspect, and the magnitude is greatly 

exaggerated.”  

 
“Existing regulations are unquestionably slowing economic growth today. Whether the 

environmental benefits of those regulations might be worth the cost is a policy question, 

but there is no denying that the cost takes the form of lower production of goods and 

services that go into consumption and investment.” 

http://www.nytimes.com/2009/05/09/health/09sick.html
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/05/09/health/09sick.html
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2831278/
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2831278/
http://health.nytimes.com/health/guides/disease/hypertension/overview.html?inline=nyt-classifier
http://health.nytimes.com/health/guides/disease/diabetes/overview.html?inline=nyt-classifier
http://www.epa.gov/air/sect812/prospective2.html
http://epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Files.View&FileStore_id=9b190fb3-b8bb-449a-a3c8-76938c65b476
http://nswa.us/page_images/1299081181.pdf
http://nswa.us/page_images/1299081181.pdf
http://www.ntu.org/news-and-issues/energy-environment/macro_vs_wtp_v19-pdf3.pdf
http://www.ntu.org/news-and-issues/energy-environment/macro_vs_wtp_v19-pdf3.pdf
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Diane Katz of the Heritage Foundation raises serious concerns about the uncertainty behind 
EPA’s numbers.  According to her March 3, 2011report entitled “Coming Clean on Regulatory 

Costs and Benefits,”she states: 

“Predicting the future effects of regulation can be exceedingly complex given the array of 

confounding factors at play and thus the multitude of assumptions that must be employed. 

The benefit estimates in the report range from $250 million to $5.7 trillion - a vast 

difference that indicates vast uncertainty about the EPA’s claims.” 

 “The research design is only one of myriad flaws underlying the EPA’s claims. In fact, 

14 elements of the study that bear directly on the valuation of regulatory benefits are 

unreliable and constitute ‘major uncertainties’ —i.e., differences in benefit estimates of 

$100 billion or more, according to the authors of the report.” 

“The three most ‘significant’ of the major uncertainties relate directly to the calculation 

of lives saved by regulation, which accounts for the largest proportion of economic 

benefit and thus the basis of the agency’s contention that regulatory benefits dwarf costs. 

Simply put, the EPA’s claim that the CAA Amendments of 1990 will save 230,000 lives 

and generate $2 trillion in economic benefits in 2020 is rife with ‘significant’ and ‘major 

uncertainties,’ according to the authors of the report.”  

 
As demonstrated earlier in this report, studies show that unemployment leads to serious health 
effects for individuals.  Both NERA and Katz question the accuracy of the number of lives saved 
in the March report.  NERA also specifically questions the claim that increasing regulations have 
a positive economic outcome for businesses and the economy.  If in fact these regulations are 
having a negative effect on the economy, then there will be subsequent negative health effects 
for the public that must be taken into account by EPA. 
 
The March 2011 report is not the only instance where EPA has been criticized for not accurately 
representing the benefits versus costs to public health from their regulations.  A September 22, 
2011, letter signed by seven members of Congress, who are also doctors, made this key point in a 
letter to EPA Administrator Lisa Jackson about the EPA’s Utility MACT rule: 
 

“EPA, as a federal agency, is required to perform a regulatory impact assessment with 

cost-benefit findings of any proposed major regulatory action.  With respect to the Utility 

MACT rule, EPA claims that, ‘significant annual health benefits will far outweigh any 

costs associated with implementation.’  Unfortunately, EPA’s benefits appear to be based 

on limited quantitative and qualitative analysis.” 

 
The letter goes on to say: 
 

“Contrary to its purpose, the proposed Utility MACT rule may actually present profound 

challenges to public health.” 

 

http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/03/coming-clean-on-regulatory-costs-and-benefits
http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/03/coming-clean-on-regulatory-costs-and-benefits
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The letter points out that the EPA failed to consider the impact on healthcare affordability as a 
result of increased electricity costs on hospitals.  
 

 “Hospital administrators have no choice but to pay 

attention to the cost of energy.  U.S. healthcare 

facilities consume four percent of the total energy 

consumed in the U.S. spending, on average, $8.5 

billion annually on energy, often equaling between 

one and three percent of a hospital’s operating 

budget.  Additionally, EPA estimates, in the U.S., 

the health sector is the most energy-intensive 

commercial sector resulting in more than $600 

million per year in direct health costs and over $5 billion in indirect costs.  Under EPA’s 

proposed rules, electricity costs in some regions may increase over 20 percent as soon as 

2016.  The surging cost of energy will squeeze tight hospital budgets making access to 

affordable healthcare all the more difficult.”- September 22, 2011 letter to EPA 
Administrator Lisa Jackson from Rep. Michael Burgess, Rep. Phil Gingrey, Rep. Bill 
Cassidy, Rep. John Fleming, Rep. Paul Broun, Rep. Paul Gosar, and Rep. Larry Bucshon. 

 
The Minority notes that the EPA’s report and subsequent claims of health benefits of their rules 
all fail to adequately calculate the negative health impacts of their regulations.  The EPA has not 
adequately responded to the concerns raised about the uncertainty in their numbers.  The EPA 
also refuses to acknowledge in their analyses and reports the inevitable increase in healthcare 
costs due to unemployment -- billions of dollars in time and resources.  This raises questions 
about the true environmental health benefits that are the supposed goal of new costly EPA Clean 
Air Act regulations. 
 
Experts agree that understanding the impact that job loss and income has on health is vital to 
understanding the true representation of what a regulation’s affect on public health will be.  
According to a 1999 report in the publication Risk: Health, Safety & Environment entitled 
“Health Transfers: An Application of Health-Health Analysis to Assess Food Safety 

Regulations” by Fred Kuchler, Jackqueline L. Teague, Richard A. Williams & Don W. 
Anderson, job loss and income are key factors in understanding health impacts: 
 

“Economists take for granted that income influences individual risk choices and thereby 

influences health. In tallying regulatory costs and benefits, analysts usually know who 

will bear the costs, and analysts can estimate the cost bearers' income. However, to 

estimate the number of fatalities a proposed regulation might enduce, analysts need to 

know how income loss is likely to affect the health of those who will bear regulatory 

costs.” 

 
The Minority agrees with this assessment.  Any detailed cost-benefit analysis conducted by the 
EPA should incorporate the latest and best scientific analysis to understand and quantify the 
negative health effects of unemployment and lost income.  It should also factor in the high 
energy costs for healthcare providers that result from costly regulations.  

http://heinonline.org/HOL/LandingPage?collection=journals&handle=hein.journals/risk10&div=33&id=&page=
http://heinonline.org/HOL/LandingPage?collection=journals&handle=hein.journals/risk10&div=33&id=&page=
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Conclusion: 

 
It is undeniable that there is a negative relationship between unemployment and health status.  
 
Today, many Americans continue to lose their jobs or live in constant fear of becoming 
unemployed. Losing a good paying job is devastating for families across the country who are 
struggling to get by.  
 
It is fiscally and socially irresponsible for the Obama Administration to ignore how their 
regulations impact public health by driving up unemployment.  Out of work Americans are 
increasingly likely to suffer: heart attack and stroke, while other effects can include increased 
mortality, alcoholism, cardiovascular disease, or mental ill-health: anxiety, depression, and 
somatization. Secondary effects extend to family members, including children, who are directly 
and indirectly impacted by job loss. Higher unemployment may result in poorer health across the 
country, leading to a higher mortality rate and an increase in hospital and emergency department 
visits.  
 
According to New York Times reporter John Broder in a November 17th, 2011, article entitled 
“Policy and Politics Collide as Obama Enters Campaign Mode” a meeting occurred between 
the American Lung Association and then White House Chief of Staff William Daley over the 
EPA’s proposed ozone regulations.   
 
In that meeting, Daley asked a simple question when confronted with the argument that 
additional Clean Air Act regulations would improve public health.  Daley asked, “What are the 
health impacts of unemployment?” 
 
The Minority agrees with former White House Chief of Staff Daley that the EPA must consider 
and address this question as it pushes new regulations.  The Full Senate Environment and Public 
Works Committee and the Subcommittee on Clean Air and Nuclear Safety should also conduct 
additional hearings on these issues to responsibly investigate the health implications of high 
unemployment.   
 
The Minority recommends that all health impacts be considered equally and transparently.   
  

http://www.nytimes.com/2011/11/17/science/earth/policy-and-politics-collide-as-obama-enters-campaign-mode.html?pagewanted=1

