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Overview: 3 Recent Reports About NYS Options 
for Energy Emissions Reductions Under the CLCPA

1. Two Policy Packages for Implementing the CLCPA, one more 
responsive to the recommendations of EJ advocates than the other. 
Electric, residential, and vehicle sectors.

2. Different potential implementations of cap-trade-and-invest.

3. What are effects of including power sector in cap-trade-and-invest 
program, and what are effects of facility-specific emission caps on 
power plants?
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Policy Case Summaries

EJ Stakeholder Case

• CCIA carbon + co-pollutant fee

• New fossil fuel generation ban

• Full cost heat-pump subsidy for 
low-income homes

• Residential fossil fuel phase out
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CAC- Inspired case

• Carbon cap to meet targets

• LCFS in transport

• CCUS permitted 

• Means-tested heat pump 
subsidy 

Both Cases
70% CES, ZEV Mandate, Stretch Building Codes, Shell Upgrades 



Research Overview
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Scope and Limitations 

What it doesn’t…

• Does not cover the entire 
economy

• Does not evaluate 
macroeconomic/labor 
impacts

• Does not analyze impacts of 
individual policies

• Not for years other than 2030
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What it does…

• Leverages behavioral modeling

• Uses location-specific 
emissions changes to inform 
air quality changes

• Uses advanced air quality 
modeling to estimate PM2.5 
concentration changes



Policies that are same in both cases, by 2030
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CAC-Inspired (“CPC”) EJ Stakeholder-Inspired (“SPC”)



Combustion policies that differ between cases, by 2030
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CAC-Inspired (“CPC”) EJ Stakeholder-Inspired (“SPC”) EJ Stakeholder Rationale



Nuclear policies that differ between cases, by 2030
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CAC-Inspired (“CPC”) EJ Stakeholder-Inspired (“SPC”) EJ Stakeholder Rationale
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Results: Renewable Energy % of NY Electricity Generation
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Results: Emissions
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Research Process Background
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Policy Cases Analyzed 

Cap-Trade-and-Invest Modeling Briefing 23

1. Business as Usual (BAU) – includes CLCPA policies, IRA, IIJA 
2. Full Trading Case (FTC) – includes one price across sectors, full trading, no facility 

specific caps
3. Restricted trading case (RTC) – includes specific guardrails to support DACs:

• sector-specific caps that force each modeled sector to reduce emissions by a 
minimum amount from 1990; 

• a prohibition on trading between sectors; 
• facility-specific caps on power generators that force each facility to reduce 

emissions at the economy-wide rate (40 percent) between 1990 and 2030.

Both FTC and RTC include generous electrification subsidies, particularly for heat 
pumps, to reflect the invest side of the program



Both cap-trade-and-invest cases modeled lead to decreased direct PM2.5 emissions 
at most power sector facilities relative to BAU (BAU -> FTC shown here)
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Facility Specific Caps
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Facility specific caps redistribute direct PM2.5 emissions across 
facilities with limited impact on electricity prices  
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When measuring average % PM2.5 change from 2016 by facility 
(grouped by location), FSCs drive greater reductions for DAC and non-
DAC facilities, and reverse the historical DAC disparity observed in 
BAU
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Location of facility BAU FTC

RTC, no 
facility-specific 

caps
RTC, facility-
specific caps

Within 1 mile of DAC 49.1% 78.1% 80.0% 88.8%

All other facilities 62.2% 87.0% 85.6% 87.1%



Direct PM2.5 emissions reductions improve near DACs 
and at all other facilities compared to 2016

Cap-Trade-and-Invest Modeling Briefing 28

Location of facility BAU FTC

RTC, no facility-

specific caps

RTC, facility-

specific caps
Within 1 mile of DAC 75.6% 90.4% 89.5% 90.9%
All other facilities 80.3% 93.9% 93.3% 94.5%

Difference 4.7 pp 3.5pp 3.8pp 3.6pp



Conclusions and Next Up 
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• Without facility specific caps, there are some facilities that increase emissions or 
have only small decreases in emissions even with cap-trade-and-invest (FTC and 
RTC) in place.

• When facility specific caps are added, the average emissions reductions by facility 
increase, particularly for DAC adjacent facilities, with virtually no impact on 
electricity prices.

• Total PM2.5 emissions reductions are highest under facility specific caps for regions 
surrounding DACs as well as the rest of the state.

• We will be more fully analyzing the impact of these policy designs on specific 
communities in our next report, focusing on air quality.
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Questions? 
• Feel free to reach out to shawhan@rff.org or 

mrobertson@rff.org with additional questions about this 
work. 

mailto:Shawhan@rff.org
mailto:mrobertson@rff.org
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