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Priority areas for CCTP

DAS for Climate Policy
and CCTP Director
(Rick Duke)
Domestic Technology & International Technology & Climate Economics
Policy Policy and Modeling
* US clean energy research * |nternational clean energy * Core modeling and
and development (R&D) cooperation analytic support for all
policy — Clean Energy CCTP priorities
* US commercialization Ministerial and MEF — US clean energy R&D
and deployment (C&D) Global Partnership — US clean energy C&D
policy — Transformational — International clean
multilateral initiatives energy cooperation
(e.g. Global Energy and climate policy
Efficiency Challenge)
— Support for key

bilateral efforts (e.g.
India)



Core Modeling Capacity

Energy (PE) Models
Energy mix implications

Ex: How much nuclear or
wind would be built under cap-
and-trade?

GCAM (PNNL)

Broad technology experts with
academic connections and
experience with multi-model
frameworks

MARKAL (BNL)

Flexible framework used
widely within DOE

ReEDS (NREL)
Renewables depth

Macro (CGE) Models
Macro implications

Ex: How will GDP, labor or
industrial output change when
carbon is priced?

USAGE (Monash)
Flexible US CGE model with
significant industry detail

GTAP (Purdue)

Global database and CGE
model ideal for evaluating
cross-border effects

BEA-CMU IO Model (Abt)
Granular data of US industry

to evaluate pricing policies

NEMS (EIA and OnLocation)
Flagship USG forecasting model

ClimateDesk (McKinsey)
Recognized benchmark

C-ROADS (Ventana)
Desktop climate calculator

PI/CCTP Core modeling infrastructure: Models and supporting activities

Fixed-Term Projects

To improve core capabilities or
to answer targeted near-term
questions

QTA Policy Analysis
NEMS and other model
analysis of current policies

International Offsets
Screen MACs to produce
international offset curves

Bottom-up MACs
Estimates of end-use
abatement to inform models

R&D Benefits
New inputs to portfolio
optimization using models

Impacts Analysis
Improve benefits modeling for
regulatory analysis (with EPA)

Consortia Membership
EMF 24 and GTAP
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Social cost of carbon

Under Executive Order 12866, agencies are required, to the extent permitted by
law, “to assess both the costs and the benefits of the intended regulation and,
recognizing that some costs and benefits are difficult to quantify, propose or
adopt a regulation only upon a reasoned determination that the benefits of the
intended regulation justify its costs.” The purpose of the “social cost of
carbon” (SCC) estimates presented here 1s to allow agencies to incorporate the
social benefits of reducing carbon dioxide (COz) emissions into cost-benefit
analyses of regulatory actions that have small, or “marginal,” impacts on
cumulative global emissions. The estimates are presented with an
acknowledgement of the many uncertainties involved and with a clear
understanding that they should be updated over time to reflect increasing
knowledge of the science and economics of climate impacts.

- “Social Cost of Carbon for Regulatory Analysis
under Executive Order 12866, March 2010
http://bit.ly/usg-scc2010




Figure 1A: Annual Consumption Loss as a Fraction of Global GDP in 2100 Due to an
Increase in Annual Global Temperature in the DICE, FUND, and PAGE models’
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Lack of agreement in reduced-form IAMs on sectoral

effects
Sectoral Damages Breakdown at 2.52C
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IAM probabilities of catastrophic climate change compared to
expert elicitation on tipping point probability
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In addition, the socio-economic literature
on tipping point impacts is quite weak.



