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Emission Reduction, Interstate Equity, and the Price of Carbon

Executive Summary

The fate of the earth may depend on U.S. success in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. And the fate
of U.S. climate policy may depend on its success in addressing the fears that it will cause economic
harm. Resistance to new initiatives has been based on geography as much as on party lines, with the
greatest concerns about economic impacts of climate policy coming from states with carbon-
intensive economies and coal-dependent electricity systems.

This report examines the underlying differences between states that will determine how they are
affected by climate policy. It models the effects of carbon prices on households by income level and
by state, including the net economic effect under a system that returns most of the carbon revenues
to households. It also looks at policy choices that could reduce the impact on each state’s residents
and ease their transition to a lower-emissions lifestyle.

Any U.S. climate policy will have to be designed both to protect the earth’s climate by reducing
emissions, and to protect American households from undue economic losses. Our model shows that
these two objectives can almost be separated from each other. Roughly speaking, emission reduction
depends on the price of carbon, while the economic impact on households depends on the uses of
carbon revenues. These two policy levers can be adjusted independently, to achieve the desired
environmental and economic outcomes.

Our model finds that the policies considered in current legislative proposals are not ambitious
enough to achieve either goal. None of the bills currently under serious discussion would impose a
high enough price to achieve the 17- to 20-percent reductions in greenhouse gas emissions (from
2005 levels) that they seek by 2020. Likewise, none of the leading bills return enough of the carbon
revenues to households to ensure desirable distributional outcomes. It is not difficult to build a
better proposal: A carbon price that rises to $75 per metric ton of carbon dioxide (mT CO,) by 2020,
with 85 percent of the revenues returned on a per capita basis, would do the trick. (The price can be
achieved either through a cap-and-trade system or a carbon tax; the distinction between these two
policy approaches does not matter for our analysis.)

To keep the carbon price lower and still meet the announced emission targets, it would be necessary
to step up the efforts to reduce carbon emissions through non-market mechanisms. Expanded energy
efficiency programs and accelerated investment in alternatives to coal plants are some of the most
promising options. These efforts could be targeted to states that are most dependent on coal-burning
power plants at present, since this is where carbon prices weigh most heavily on households — and
where the opportunities for emission reduction are greatest.

Our analysis builds on a substantial body of research on climate policy options and their potential
effects on household incomes and on employment. It reinforces a broad consensus that carbon
policies will disproportionately affect lower-income households — a “regressive” impact — unless
measures are taken to counteract this effect. On this question, our model comes to the same basic
conclusions as have other similar models: Carbon costs would be regressive if imposed without a
rebate to households; permit giveaways (which effectively give carbon revenues to selected
industries, rather than to households) would make climate policies more regressive. We also
reviewed multiple approaches to estimating the job creation potential of “green” energy and energy-
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efficiency investments; several studies project a need for roughly $90,000 in investment per full-
time job.

Emission Reduction in 2020

We modeled two scenarios. One assumes a $25/mT CO, price in 2015, representing the range of
prices contemplated in many current proposals; the other assumes a $75/mT CO, price in 2020,
beyond the range of current proposals, but roughly what is required to meet proposed emission
reduction targets for 2020. For simplicity of exposition, this summary reports only the results for
2020. In that year, at the $75 carbon price, a median-income U.S. household would pay 3.8 percent
of its income in carbon costs. On a state-by-state basis, the cost to the median-income household
would vary from 2.5 percent of income in New York to 5.3 percent in Kentucky.

If that carbon price of $75 in 2020 were combined with a rebate of 85 percent of total carbon
revenues, almost everyone would come out ahead. The national median-income household would
receive a net gain of 1.4 percent of its income. Median-income households in each state would have
gains ranging from 0.5 percent in Virginia, Minnesota, and Wyoming, up to 2.6 percent in Vermont.

Figure ES-1: 2020 median household net dividend as  a share of income
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Note: Values rounded to the nearest tenth of a percent. Median household net dividend as a share of income is 1.3 percent for
Alaska, 1.0 for Hawaii, and 0.6 for the District of Columbia.

Many alternative rebate schemes could be considered; the one alternative that should not be adopted
is a cash rebate in proportion to carbon costs. While this may seem tempting at first glance, it would
undermine the market incentive effect that is the rationale for the carbon price. Other measures,
however, could address the needs of the hardest-hit states without masking the role of the carbon
price as a market incentive. Our model assumes that money will be invested in energy efficiency,
distributed to states in proportion to their current CO, emissions from electricity use. In our 2020
scenario, $60 billion would be left over after giving households their rebates; $12 billion of that
amount is invested in energy efficiency. Vermont would get $3 million, while Texas would get $1.2
billion.

Assuming that one new job is created for every $90,000 of green investment, our modeled efficiency
program would create more than 130,000 jobs. Texas would gain the most, 13,000 jobs, while
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Vermont would gain 28. Those job gains would help offset job losses as coal-powered plants shut
down and other changes occur due to carbon policy; for 11 states, that would mean the difference
between a net job loss and a net gain. If just one-fifth of the remaining carbon revenue were spent
on additional green employment in the states where it is most needed, all states would have net job
gains from carbon policy. At the same time, those green investments could help states reduce their
per capita emissions — and thus reduce the economic impact of the price on carbon.

Carbon policy won't just affect states differently; it will also have different impacts on households
depending on their income. Lower-income households spend a larger share of their incomes than the
rich, who can afford to save and invest more, and a larger share of their spending is on electricity,
home heating, gasoline, and food, rather than on services, which are less carbon-intensive. As a
result, lower-income households will be more heavily affected by a price on carbon. This is why we,
and many others, have explored proposals for rebates to offset the regressive impact of carbon
prices.

Beyond Price Incentives

There are limits to the effects of price incentives; households can’t adjust their spending overnight to
avoid higher-carbon choices. Buying a new car or a new boiler is costly, and even if the price of
electricity goes up sharply, a household can’t just turn off all appliances and lights. To measure
responses to price change, economists use a ratio called the “price elasticity of demand,” defined as
the percentage change in purchases that result from a 1-percent change in price. When this ratio is
close to zero for a product or service, demand is said to be “inelastic.”

Most households’ demand for gasoline, heating oil, and electricity is very inelastic, especially in the
short run, so it is not reasonable to anticipate rapid changes in consumer spending in these areas
due to carbon prices alone. In the long run, demand is more elastic and changes in spending will be
greater; eventually, most people do replace their cars, and they do buy more energy-efficient
appliances. State and federal policy can expand consumers’ choices, thereby making demand more
elastic. By providing lower-carbon energy options, supporting weatherization and other energy-
efficiency programs, improving public transportation, and making it easier to walk or ride a bike, the
public sector can make price incentives more effective.

The dominant factor in interstate differences in carbon intensity is the use of coal to generate
electricity. This is not the only source of emissions: In round numbers, about 30 percent of U.S.
households’ carbon emissions are from electricity, 25 percent from gasoline, and 45 percent from
everything else. The other categories, however, are more consistent from state to state, so that
interstate variation depends most heavily on the carbon intensity of electricity, and specifically on
the use of coal.

Transportation emissions per capita in most states fall within a range of 2 to 1; the extreme cases,
Wyoming and the District of Columbia, differ by 6 to 1. Emissions from everything else, primarily
the indirect emissions from the production of food, other goods, and services, are quite similar
across the country, with interstate variation of less than 2 to 1 in per capita emissions. (The small
category of home heating varies widely based on climate, but it is not a large part of the total.)
Electricity emissions, in contrast, vary by more than 20 to 1 from state to state (after adjusting for
interstate electricity trade); Wyoming emits 19.7 mT CO, per $1,000 spent on electricity, while
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Vermont emits 0.8. Those differences are closely correlated to the share of power consumption that
comes from coal: 95.1 percent in Wyoming and 7.8 percent in Vermont.

In general, the impacts of a carbon price and dividend on each state are closely related to the carbon
intensity of its electricity, which in turn is closely connected to the share of its electricity generated
from coal: The lower the carbon intensity and the lower the share of power that comes from coal,
the better the state’s households will fare. In terms of reducing emissions and prospering under a
dividend system, nothing is as important as reducing the use of coal to generate electricity.

Figure ES-2: Net dividends from $75/mT CO2 in 2020 versus carbon intensity of electricity use
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Figure ES-3: Share of electricity use from coal gen  eration (including imports)
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Note: Values rounded to the nearest whole percent. Share of electricity use from coal (including imports) is 9.5 percent for Alaska,
14.8 for Hawaii, and 62.4 for the District of Columbia.

Even if a vigorous program of building low-carbon power plants were to begin tomorrow, most of
the electricity used in the United States for the next several years will be produced by plants that
exist today. Within the existing plants, there are important differences in carbon intensity: natural
gas has about half the emissions of coal per kWh of electricity, while hydropower, nuclear power,
and wind have no new emissions per additional kWh (although there are emissions from plant
construction for any technology, and from other stages of the nuclear life cycle). Utilities, or power
pools, supply the amount of electricity that customers want at any moment, from the plants with the
lowest costs; a carbon price makes coal plants slightly more expensive relative to other plants,
leading to reduced use of coal plants and a slight decrease in the average carbon intensity of
electricity. We have included an estimate of this effect in our model; but this effect, combined with
consumer response to carbon prices, is not enough to achieve rapid reduction in emissions.

Therefore, our model includes one additional mechanism beyond price impacts: the adoption of
efficiency measures, which are assumed to reduce U.S. average residential electricity consumption by
almost 6 percent in 2015, and 15 percent by 2020. There is a tradeoff between efficiency measures
and price incentives: Without any efficiency measures, achieving a 17-percent reduction in overall
emissions by 2020 would require a carbon price of $85/mT CO,, rather than the $75 in our 2020
scenario. To stay below the price ceilings prescribed in recent legislative proposals, with upper limits
at $32 to $41/mT CO,, non-price measures would have to reduce electricity emissions by more than
42 percent — almost triple the amount assumed in our $75 in 2020 scenario.
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Figure ES-4: Achieving 20-percent reduction from 20 05 emissions in 2020
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Priorities for a Low-Carbon Future

In our model, the states with the biggest losses or smallest gains from climate policy share two
qualities: They have made little progress to date in energy efficiency and building alternative
transportation networks, and they consume electricity generated almost exclusively from coal. The
greater households’ price elasticity for electricity, gasoline, and household fuels, the smaller their
economic impacts from a carbon price, but households’ purchasing decisions can only take them so
far. The set of available choices is just as important as the decisions that they make, and public
policy has a big role to play in easing households’ transition to energy conservation, and in making
available alternative transportation and low-carbon-intensity electricity. States that have not yet
begun to invest in the green economy have a lot catching up to do, but they may also have a lot of
low- and no-cost energy efficiency measures still at their disposal.

Use of electricity generated from coal is, by far, the most important factor determining households’
carbon costs. Building lower-carbon-intensity natural gas and renewable-power generation, and
retiring coal plants, is essential to reducing impacts for the states with the highest costs from climate
policy. (Nuclear power, sometimes touted as the obvious answer, remains quite expensive, in no
small part due to the high cost of numerous essential safety precautions. It also requires substantial
amounts of cooling water, which will be a scarce resource in a climate-constrained future. And the
long-term problem of nuclear waste disposal has not yet been solved.) The employment impacts
would be negligible — in 2007, coal miners represented 0.05 percent (i.e., 5/100" of 1 percent) of the
U.S. labor force, and even in Wyoming, with the nation’s biggest share of employment in coal
mining, they were only 2.2 percent of the workforce. This means providing job retraining or other
supports for them would be relatively inexpensive; it can be built into plans for green jobs and
energy efficiency projects.

The costs of a climate policy will be unequal across U.S. states; that is inevitable if we are to create
effective price incentives and reduce emissions. But the impacts on households can be greatly
mitigated through other policy measures, especially by returning carbon policy revenues to
households as a per capita dividend or through other mechanisms. In addition, resources must be
targeted to states that now depend heavily on coal for electricity and that have a lot of untapped
potential for energy efficiency improvements. If we make smart use of carbon policy revenues, we
can minimize the impact on household incomes, create new green jobs in every state, and make
great strides toward a cutting-edge, low-carbon economy.
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1. Introduction

Reducing greenhouse gas emissions in the United States is an essential part of a global strategy to
slow climate change and prevent the worst damages projected to result from higher temperatures,
higher sea levels, and more erratic weather. Climate legislation to reduce emissions of carbon
dioxide (CO,) and other greenhouse gases is (once again) stalled in the U.S. Congress. One important
challenge in passing emission-reduction legislation is the variation in economic impacts that such a
policy would have among states. States have different median incomes, income distributions,
expenditure patterns, energy and transportation infrastructure, and policies to facilitate household
efforts to conserve energy and switch to fossil-fuel alternatives.

Climate policies — taxes or permits to regulate the emission of CO, and other greenhouse gases into
the atmosphere — work by changing relative prices. Because almost every consumer good sold in the
United States uses fossil fuels in its production and delivery, the prices of nearly all goods would
increase if a tax were set on these emissions, or if emissions permits were required. The more fossil
fuel that is embodied in a good or service — the more “carbon-intensive” the product — the bigger
the impact that carbon policy will have on its price. The prices of carbon-intensive products such as
electricity and fuels for heating, cooking, and transportation would increase by a bigger percentage
than those of most other goods: The more carbon emitted (on a per-dollar basis), the bigger the
percentage price increase. Thus high-carbon-intensity goods would become more expensive relative
to low-carbon-intensity goods.

This change in relative prices gives consumers an incentive to buy (and producers an incentive to
make) fewer high-carbon-intensity products (like coal-generated electricity), and more low-carbon-
intensity products (like wind-powered electricity). This is the main intended consequence of carbon
policy. Carbon taxes and permits are a way to change the allocation of economic resources away
from the products that cause the most emissions per dollar and toward the products that cause the
least emissions. The result is to simultaneously lower national greenhouse gas emissions and
restructure our economy to embrace low-carbon energy sources and cutting-edge energy
technology. The latter would also mean more “green jobs” in fields related to “clean” energy and
technology, along with job losses in the most carbon-intensive sectors.

The allocational consequences of climate policy depend on the size of the cap on emissions (the
tighter the cap, the higher the price for which permits will be traded) or the size of the tax. Higher
permit prices or taxes are a bigger incentive to change our buying habits and restructure our
economy.

Climate policy may also have an additional, unintended, consequence: It may change the U.S.
income distribution — all households may lose some income, but poorer households will bear the
brunt of the impact unless careful measures are taken to counteract this effect. Carbon taxes and
permits increase prices economy-wide. That’s inflation; our “real” (inflation-adjusted) incomes won'’t
buy as much as they used to. Worse, this drop in real income will be “regressive” — that is, it will
have a much bigger effect on working- and middle-class households, who tend to spend bigger
shares of their incomes on utilities, gasoline and carbon-intensive consumer goods. Richer
households, in contrast, save or invest much of their income, and their spending includes more low-
carbon-intensity goods and services; overall, higher prices on electricity and fuels will only mean a
small percentage increase in wealthier households’ expenses.
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The good news is that policymakers who crafted recent carbon legislation were aware of these
unintended distributional effects, and all of the climate bills that have been under serious discussion
in Congress in 2010 include provisions to balance income losses with some benefit to households.
One model under discussion is “cap and dividend,” a well-known policy tool supported by many
economists. A cap is set on total emissions; this cap gets a little smaller each year. Companies are
required to purchase permits to emit greenhouse gases, and some portion of permit revenues is
returned to households as an equal per capita rebate.! Companies will pass along to consumers the
cost of the permits, thereby raising prices and creating a “carbon cost.” These carbon costs are a
bigger share of income for lower-income households than for wealthier households, but — because
wealthier households have bigger budgets — the total carbon costs per household are bigger for the
rich than for the middle class or for those just making ends meet. The net effect — rebates less
carbon costs — is likely to be “progressive,” with income gains for lower-income households and
small income losses for higher-income households.

A simple example may be useful:

One family of four makes $100,000 each year, spends $10,000 on carbon-intensive products today
and (hypothetically) would spend $11,000 on these goods with higher prices under the carbon
policy. Their carbon costs are $1,000, or 1 percent of their income. If the carbon rebate is $200 per
person, the household receives a total rebate of $800. For this family, the impact of the policy is a
loss of $1,000 and a gain of $800, for a net loss of $200.

A second family of four makes $35,000 each year, spends $7,000 on carbon-intensive products
today and would spend $7,700 on these goods with higher prices under the carbon policy. Their
carbon costs are $700, or 2.5 percent of their income. If the carbon rebate is $200 per person, the
household receives a total rebate of $800. For this family, the impact of the policy is a loss of $700
and a gain of $800, for a net gain of $100.

The distributional consequences of climate policy depend on the specific details of how tax or permit
revenue will be used: How much of this revenue will be returned to households? Will it be returned
on an equal per capita basis? What will happen to the rest of revenue? Will it be invested in
fostering green job growth? The consequences can be progressive, regressive, or neutral, depending
on policy design and political will.

The allocational and distributional consequences of climate policy will differ from state to state.
Some states have already made great strides in energy efficiency, and use less carbon-intensive
electricity, household fuels, and transportation systems; residents of these states will face lower
carbon costs and may, as a result, have less incentive to make further emission reductions. Similarly,
densely populated states with mild climates — not too hot, not too cold — have, by U.S. standards,
relatively low greenhouse gas emissions per capita today, and as a result will have lower carbon
costs and less incentive to further change.

Other states will find climate policy a big incentive to reduce emissions and shift toward a low-
carbon-intensity energy and transportation infrastructure. The states with the biggest incentive to
change have the highest greenhouse gas emissions today. Some have failed to plan for or lacked the
means to invest in energy-efficient, low-carbon technologies; others face more permanent obstacles,

! Rebates need not be equal, nor need revenue be returned as a rebate check. Other policies under discussion include
increasing the earned income tax credit and offsetting income or payroll taxes.
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such as very cold or very hot climates, and low population densities that necessitate high levels of
transportation use.

Climate policy should neither exacerbate existing inequality among and within states, nor create
new inequalities. Emission reductions may require us to change our lifestyles, but should not reduce
our quality of life, or place new burdens on lower-income households. Good climate policy will
balance strong incentives to shift the allocation of resources within our economy away from fossil
fuels and toward more environmentally sound alternatives, with revenue redistribution to working-
and middle-class families to keep living standards high in the new green economy.

Carbon policy: A primer

The fundamental goal of any carbon policy is to reduce emissions, but how that is accomplished can vary considerably. The
simplest approach is regulation — the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency or another agency sets limits on emissions by
mandating or banning certain technologies, or by imposing limits on the concentration of pollutants in factory effluents or
minimum standards for ambient air quality. That is the status quo; the EPA is authorized by the Clean Air Act to regulate
greenhouse gases, and under the Obama administration, it has begun to do so.

Another simple, more “market-based” approach is a carbon tax or carbon fee. Government starts by setting a “price” on carbon,
which may be done by estimating the cumulative damages from climate change and their current-day value (the “social cost of
carbon”) or by estimating the per unit cost of eliminating emissions (the “marginal abatement cost”). The price then serves as the
basis for a per-ton, per-barrel or per-gallon tax or fee, adjusted as needed to create the desired market incentives to reach target
emissions reductions.

Finland adopted the first national carbon tax in 1990, and a few other countries have followed suit, including Denmark, the
Netherlands, Norway, and Sweden. In North America, the largest-scale carbon tax is in British Columbia, which sets different rates
by fuel type. Some U.S. cities and other local governments, such as Boulder, Colorado, and parts of Northern California, have
carbon taxes; the first countywide tax was approved in May 2010 in Montgomery County, Maryland.?

The alternative to a tax is a cap on emissions, combined with a limited set of permits or allowances, which decline over time to
meet a long-term emissions reduction target. That is the basis of cap and trade, which has been part of the successful efforts to
control sulfur dioxide (one of the causes of acid rain) in the United States since the 1990s and has been embraced by the European
Union to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

Under cap and trade, permits may be auctioned off or given away by the government; the purchase of permits may be open to all,
or limited to a narrower set of players. Once sold or given to private entities, permits could then be sold on a secondary market
for derivatives. Some legislative proposals call for substantial giveaways of permits, especially in early years. With a tax, the price is
fixed but the exact amount of emission reduction is uncertain; with a cap, the price can vary but the amount of emission
reduction is fixed (assuming perfect enforcement), although some cap-and-trade plans include price floors and ceilings to limit
price fluctuation.

Cap-and-trade systems also often allow offsets, which are investments to reduce emissions somewhere other than the permitted
source. For example, a coal-fired power plant in West Virginia might invest in wind turbines in Colorado, or in a reforestation
project in Brazil, and get credit for this emission reduction. Purchasing offsets would reduce businesses’ need to purchase emission
permits.

Finally, under a cap and dividend policy, some portion of revenue from permit sales (in principle, this could apply just as easily to
revenue from carbon taxes or fees) is returned to the public in one or a combination of several ways: equal per capita annual
rebate checks, increased Earned Income Tax Credits, reductions to payroll, income, or other taxes, or rebates on utility bills,
among many other possibilities.

2 National Center for Environmental Economics (ND), British Columbia Ministry of Finance (2010), McGowan (2010).
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The Policy Context

Climate change legislation has long been on U.S. officials’ agenda, but since the 1990s, political
opposition has grown so strong that any bill to curb greenhouse gas emissions and put a price on
carbon has been seen as a non-starter. The United States signed but never ratified the Kyoto
Protocol, which President George W. Bush opposed, and under Bush’s leadership, not only was
climate legislation stalled, but the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) refused to regulate
greenhouse gas emissions under the 1990 Clean Air Act, until the U.S. Supreme Court mandated it in
2007.

In the absence of federal action, some states have taken the lead. California, already ahead of the
nation on environmental policy, adopted the United States’ first enforceable statewide greenhouse
gas emissions target in 2006, A.B. 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act. Since then, 31 states have
adopted statewide emission targets, and 36 states have drafted climate action plans (32 were
complete as of 2009) (Pew 2009).? California battled for years with the EPA over state fuel efficiency
standards it adopted in 2005 but couldn’t implement without an EPA waiver; 13 states and the
District of Columbia* have since expressed an intention to adopt the standards, but the EPA stalled
and then denied the waiver in 2008. Shortly after taking office, President Barack Obama ordered the
EPA to review the decision, and it was overturned in June 2009 (EPA 2009a).

Many states have also adopted energy efficiency legislation, and as of 2009, 29 plus the District of
Columbia had renewable portfolio standards (RPS), which require a certain share of electricity to
come from eligible renewable sources; another five had voluntary RPSs. Almost half the states have
public funds to support energy efficiency and renewable energy projects, and 44 have at least one
utility that offers “net metering,” in which customers with solar panels or other generation
capabilities can sell power back to the grid; 18 have it available statewide. Several states have
required power plants to reduce or offset their CO, emissions, and 19 have energy efficiency resource
standards, which set energy savings targets for utilities (Pew 2009).

Some of the most aggressive U.S. efforts to address climate change so far have involved regional
initiatives, including three with greenhouse gas cap-and-trade systems. The most advanced is the
Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative, formed in December 2005, in which ten Northeastern and Mid-
Atlantic states have set out to reduce CO, emissions from power plants by 10 percent by 2018; the
first allowance auction was in September 2008 (RGGI 2010). In February 2007, another five states
formed the Western Climate Initiative, which has since grown to include seven states and four
Canadian provinces with a goal of cutting greenhouse gas emissions by 15 percent from 2005 to
2020; a cap-and-trade program is slated to begin in 2012 (WCI 2010).

In November 2007, six states and the Canadian province of Manitoba signed the Midwestern
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Accord, which was originally intended to launch a regional cap-and-
trade program in 2010; three more states and Ontario have since joined as “observers” (MGGRA
website 2010). An advisory group issued proposed standards and rules in May 2010, with
implementation to begin in 2011 at the soonest, but members also prefaced their recommendations
by saying they “strongly prefer the implementation of an effective cap-and-trade program at the
federal level in both countries, rather than a regional program” (MGGRA Advisory Group 2010).

3 See Appendix C for a full listing of states’ participation in state and regional initiatives.
4 For ease of analysis, Washington, D.C., is included throughout this report as a 51% “state.”
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Also in May 2010, the three regional initiatives announced they were working together to share their
experiences with cap-and-trade programs, “inform federal decision-making” on climate policy, and
explore future collaboration (RGGI et al. 2010).

At the federal level, meanwhile, the EPA’s stance toward greenhouse gas regulation has dramatically
changed under the Obama administration, and the agency has begun to consider climate change in
setting standards and rules, treating greenhouse gases as pollutants under various sections of the
Clean Air Act and including a “social cost” for carbon in cost-benefit analyses.” Many critics —
including strong opponents of any carbon cap or tax — have tried to stop the EPA from regulating
greenhouse gases under the 1990 law (Broder 2010).

This is the context for the climate legislation debates on Capitol Hill: After a decade of delays,
legislation seemed to be moving forward in both chambers of Congress until July 2010, but political
opposition has been fierce. The three highest-profile carbon policies considered by the 111" U.S.
Congress are the American Clean Energy and Security Act of 2009 (Waxman-Markey) in the House,
and the Carbon Limits and Energy for America’s Renewal (CLEAR) Act (Cantwell-Collins) and the
American Power Act (Kerry-Lieberman) in the Senate.

All three bills target (roughly) the same emission reductions, 5 percent below 2005 levels by 2015,

17 percent by 2020, 42 percent by 2030, and 83 percent by 2050.° Each bill includes a cap-and-trade
system with a price floor and a price ceiling on permits. The floors (lowest prices allowed) are $7 to
$12 per metric ton (mT) CO, in 2020, rising to $12 to $16 in 2020; the ceilings (highest prices
allowed) are $21 to $28 per (mT) CO, in 2012, rising to $32 to $41 in 2020.” But that’s where the
similarities end. Waxman-Markey and Kerry-Lieberman give away large shares of permits to
industry (starting at 85 and 77 percent, respectively) and allow (with some restrictions) permits to be
resold on secondary derivatives markets, while Cantwell-Collins auctions every permit and disallows
such resales.

Both Waxman-Markey and Kerry-Lieberman would restrict the EPA’s role in greenhouse gas
regulation, barring it from treating CO, and other gases as pollutants under the Clean Air Act, but
making it the enforcer of most of the standards set by the new law. Waxman-Markey also assigns
new roles to the EPA, such as regulating black carbon® and setting emissions standards for uncapped
stationary sources emitting more than 10,000 mT. In addition, both bills shut down state and
regional cap-and-trade programs — Waxman-Markey from 2012 to 2017, Kerry-Lieberman
permanently — and allow participants to exchange their permits or offsets for federal ones.
Cantwell-Collins, meanwhile, does not change the EPA’s or states’ roles.

Perhaps most importantly, Cantwell-Collins rebates 75 percent of policy revenues to households on
an equal per capita basis; Waxman-Markey also includes rebates, starting in 2030 at 28 percent of
revenues and increasing to 55 percent in 2050; in Kerry-Lieberman, rebates begin in 2026, reaching

> The EPA’s methodology, and the cost it has assigned to carbon (a central value of $21 per metric ton of CO,), is flawed
and controversial; see Ackerman and Stanton (2010) for our analysis.

% In this section we generalize across all three bills, often citing the maximum or minimum level or provision that would be
acceptable under all three bills.

" These are in today’s dollars; each bill also allows inflation adjustments in the floor and ceiling prices. Waxman-Markey
allows 5 percent annual real growth in the ceiling price until 2014, with a more complex escalator thereafter; this
calculation assumes 5 percent real growth continues through 2020.

8 Better known as soot, black carbon is the product of incomplete burning of fossil fuels, biofuels and biomass, and is an
important contributor to climate change (Ramanathan and Carmichael 2008).
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58 percent of revenues in 2035 to 2050. Some of the remaining revenues under all three bills are
returned to households indirectly via utilities’ rebates to customers or job assistance to workers in
the most affected industries.

Overview of Report

Section 2 of this report reviews the literature of economic models related to climate policy. Recent
studies of green employment analyze two economic impacts of climate policy as they relate to
employment gains and losses. Some share of tax or permit revenues may be spent on clean energy
and green job growth investments, or on job retraining for workers in sectors most likely to lose
jobs. In addition, as climate policy incentives change relative prices, jobs in low-carbon-intensity
sectors will grow, while jobs in high-carbon-intensity sectors decline. Other recent studies estimate
the direct impacts of the costs and benefits of carbon caps, trading systems, and taxes on U.S.
households, across U.S. states and regions, and by income levels.

Section 3 presents a new model that analyzes the impacts to households by state and by income
level. We examine the impacts on household incomes and economy-wide emissions reductions
resulting from a wide range of carbon prices and shares of carbon-policy revenues returned to
households. Detailed findings are presented for two scenarios: a carbon price of $25/mT CO, in 2015
and a price of $75/mT CO, in 2020.

Section 4 presents a variety of factors making states’ residents more or less likely to experience high
costs from climate policy, and more or less able to adjust to these costs while maintaining their
quality of life and transitioning to a greener economy. Per capita emissions; energy efficiency
policies; electricity, fuel, and transportation infrastructure; and spending habits all exhibit important
differences from state to state.

Section 5 summarizes this report’s findings and presents policy recommendations. States that
consume high shares of electricity generated from coal may have some of the highest costs from
climate policy. To soften the impact on the hardest-hit states, while retaining the incentive effect of
the carbon price, policies such as the following can be applied: the return of a large share of policy
revenues to households; state-level investments — directed to the states at risk of highest costs from
climate policy — in energy efficiency and alternative transportation networks; and large-scale, rapid
investments in building natural gas and renewable electricity generation to replace coal generation.
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Il. Recent Economic Studies of Climate Policy

Recent economic literature analyzes the impacts from climate policy in two areas, green employment
and household direct costs. This section discusses this literature, with an emphasis on study findings
regarding interstate differences in economic impacts. There is a broad consensus among most of the
employment studies about the cost per “green job” created, and about the industries that will gain or
lose the most from climate policy. There is also general agreement that a carbon price alone would
be regressive, and would have widely differing effects on individual states; many policy options
have been proposed to offset the regressivity of carbon prices and to promote interstate equity. Our
own proposals are presented in Section III.

Green Jobs

Broadly defined, “green jobs” are jobs that contribute significantly to maintaining or improving
environmental quality. Typically, green jobs are concentrated in sectors of the economy related to
clean energy: energy efficiency, renewable energy sources, and alternative transportation (White and
Walsh 2008). Green employment includes not only the engineers who develop new solar
technologies and the construction workers who install them, but also the assembly workers who put
the solar panels together.

According to recent economic literature on U.S. efforts to reduce carbon emissions, both green
investments and cap-and-trade policies would have important implications for the domestic labor
market. Green investments made with carbon-policy revenues are expected to create new jobs, both
directly and indirectly, in industries like construction, transportation, utilities, and biofuels. Cap-
and-trade policies, on the other hand, are expected to increase production costs for goods and
services in emission-intensive industries, decreasing the quantities demanded for these goods and
services; the result will be gains of “green jobs” in some industries, but some job losses in other
sectors.

While green investments will generate jobs across all employment categories and skill levels, the
majority will be concentrated among individuals with low to medium levels of education (Bivens et
al. 2009a; Pollin, Heintz et al. 2009; Pollin, Wicks-Lim et al. 2009; White and Walsh 2008). Bivens
et al. (2009a) find that the jobs supported by green investments are largely filled by high school
graduates who have not attended college. Pollin, Wicks-Lim et al. (2009) reach similar conclusions:
Of the net new jobs created through green investment, roughly 50 percent will be accessible to
workers with high school diplomas or less education, of which roughly 70 percent will offer decent
opportunities for promotion over time. In a subsequent study, Pollin, Heintz et al. (2009) find that
each $1 million invested in green projects will yield four high-credentialed jobs requiring at least a
bachelor’s degree and paying on average $24 per hour; five mid-credentialed jobs requiring some
college but not a bachelor’s degree and paying on average $15 per hour; and eight low-credentialed
jobs requiring a high school degree or less, and paying on average $12 per hour per (five of this last
category of jobs have opportunities for advancement over time and improved earnings of $15 per
hour).?

Several recent studies have quantified the impact of green investment on employment. One of these
studies, produced by The Apollo Alliance (White and Walsh 2008), estimates a return on investment

® Wages reported in 2009 dollars. Conversion based on the CPI-U (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2010).
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of one new job for every $10,000 of investment (per person-year of employment) in green projects.'
Other studies (Bivens et al. 2009a; Pollin, Heintz et al. 2009) have projected the need for a much
higher level of investment per job, with several studies reaching a similar conclusion: Approximately
$90,000 of green investment will create one new job. Bivens et al. (2009a) estimate that $100 billion
of new green investments, committed annually over the next decade, will generate 1.1 million net
new jobs. This model (developed in Bivens et al. 2009b) first determines how the level of public
investment will change for the overall economy and across industries as the United States adopts a
cap-and-trade system. Next, the authors trace the effects of increased investment through the
industry supply chain in an input-output framework. Merging this industrial data with household
data on demographics and labor market characteristics, the authors identify the number and types of
jobs that will result from a changing industrial mix. In calculating the number of jobs, the authors
include both direct jobs created (e.g. workers directly hired for new construction projects) as well as
indirect jobs (e.g. workers newly hired by industries that supply construction machinery).

Pollin and Heintz et al. (2009) focus on the direct, indirect, and induced employment effects of
increased government spending, and find that clean energy investments of $150 billion per year will
create 1.7 million new jobs in the United States. Based on the spending priorities outlined in the
2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, the authors first determine the allocation of new
investments to different types of clean energy projects — 40 percent energy efficiency retrofits, 20
percent mass transit, and 10 percent each to smart grid, wind power, solar power, and biomass fuels.
Using an input-output model, they then estimate the direct and indirect employment effects
resulting from increased demand for particular goods and services of specific industries. Finally, the
authors assume that clean energy investments will result in an induced employment effect equal to
40 percent of the overall level of job creation.

The distribution of green jobs created will differ across regions and states. Using Current Population
Survey data on recent shares of industry-level employment by region, Bivens et al. (2009a) conclude
that 35 percent of new jobs created will be in the South, while the Northeast, Midwest, and West will
each get roughly 20 percent. The distribution of these results by region is similar using the average
of population share and GDP share to distribute green investment increases and fossil-fuel spending
decreases. Pollin and Heintz et al. (2009) use an equally weighted average of each state’s GDP share
and population share to allocate jobs at the state level: California, Texas, and New York experience
the greatest amount of job creation, while Wyoming, Alaska, and North Dakota experience the least
(see Table 1)."" When then job gains are compared to 2008 state unemployment rates, the District of
Columbia, Oklahoma, and Mississippi would have the highest percentile decrease to their
unemployment rates, while Rhode Island and Nevada would have the lowest.

10 These estimates are the product of an input-output analysis originally performed for an earlier study (The Perryman
Group 2003).
! See Appendix C for additional state green jobs data.
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Table 1: Net change to employment from $150 billion green investment

Highest percentile Lowest percentile
decrease to decrease to

Highest net job gains Lowest net job gains unemployment rate unemployment rate
California 174,927| Wyoming 3,522| Dist. Columbia 1.7%| Rhode Island 0.8%
Texas 152,760 Alaska 3,730 Oklahoma 1.6%| Nevada 0.8%
New York 109,441| North Dakota 4,257| Mississippi 1.5%| California 0.9%
Florida 94,725| Vermont 4,270 Maine 1.4%| Maryland 0.9%
Pennsylvania 71,667| Rhode Island 4,540| Louisiana 1.4%| Connecticut 0.9%
llinois 69,624 South Dakota 5,272| Tennessee 1.3%| Arizona 0.9%
Ohio 67,356| Dist. Columbia 5,514| Alabama 1.3%| Washington 0.9%
Georgia 58,816| Delaware 5,726| Texas 1.3%| Hawaii 1.0%
Michigan 53,816| Montana 6,303| Arkansas 1.3%| New Hampshire 1.0%
North Carolina 51,210 Hawaii 7,146| Delaware 1.3%| Florida 1.0%

Source: Pollin, Heintz et al. (2009).

Entities covered by a cap-and-trade program are very likely to pass on the cost of permits and of
emissions reductions to their customers, which will raise the price of carbon-intensive goods. As a
result, these policies shift demand away from the goods and services offered in emission-intensive
industries — like electricity, household fuels, and gasoline — and toward industries that require less
energy or use alternative forms of energy — like many kinds of services (such as concerts, haircuts,
or medical care).

The Congressional Budget Office (Arnold and Dahl 2010) reviewed several studies examining the
employment effects of a shift of consumer demand toward less carbon-intensive goods and services.
Ho et al. (2008) model the output and employment impacts of an economy-wide $10/mT CO, pricing
policy on a variety of industries, allowing for variation in firms’ output prices, input mixes, and
capital allocations over time.'” The authors employ a partial equilibrium analysis in the short run
and a general equilibrium analysis in the medium and long run. Each analysis is disaggregated by
industry and estimates of carbon intensity are determined using input-output tables. McKibbin et al.
(2009) come to very similar results using a dynamic stochastic general equilibrium model of the
world economy to measure the employment and output impacts of potential U.S. emissions policies.
The model decomposes sectors by global region and by industry, and allows for short-run
imperfections in macroeconomic dynamics.” The models employed by Ho et al. and McKibbin et al.
make different assumptions about levels of emissions reduction and costs of alternative energy
sources. To produce a set of results based on consistent assumptions, CBO scales the results of their
meta-analysis to reflect a common price on CO, emission allowances of about $19/mT in 2015 and
$31/mT in 2025."

We averaged the Ho et al. (2008) and McKibbin et al. (2009) employment impacts, as scaled to the
2015 and 2025 prices by the CBO, and found that employment in the coal mining, oil and gas
extraction and gas utilities; petroleum and coal production and refining; construction;

12 Price reported in 2009 dollars. Conversion based on the CPI-U (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2010).

13 Arnold and Dahl (2010) examine a third study by CRA International but ultimately dismiss its results because of
rigidities placed on wages. In general, they write, “CBO believes that the economy is responsive and flexible overtime and
would gradually adapt to constrains on emissions” (p. 6).

14 Prices reported in 2009 dollars. Conversion based on the CPI-U. Source:
http://http.bls.gov/pub/special.requests/cpi/cpiai.txt
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transportation; and automobile industries would all decline under cap-and-trade systems, while
employment in electric utilities and in services other than transportation will increase due to
projected investment in new alternative-energy infrastructure (see Table 2). Job-loss projections are
largest in the coal mining industry (approximately 12.5 percent in 2015 and 25 percent in 2025);
coal is more carbon-intensive than any other fossil fuel and is largely mined domestically. Estimated
losses in the oil- and gas-extraction industries are slightly smaller because oil is traded on an
international market, and there may be substitution with coal and natural gas.

Table 2: National employment effects from $19/mT CO  , in 2015 and $30/mT CO , in 2025

Economic sector 2015 2025

Coal mining -12.5% -25.0%
Oil and gas extraction and gas utilities -11.0% -24.5%
Petroleum and coal production refining -6.0% -9.0%
Electricity 5.0% -0.5%
Construction, transportation, other manufacturing, and agricultural and related industries -0.7% -0.6%
Services other than transportation 0.2% 0.3%

Source: Authors’ calculation; average of results from Ho et al. (2008) and McKibbin et al. (2009) as rescaled by Arnold and Dabhl
(2010).

We applied the CBO results to states using 2007 data for employment in each of these six economic
sectors; Table 3 presents these results for 2015."* Net job gains would be highest in New York,
Florida, and New Jersey, while net job losses would be highest in Texas, Louisiana, and Oklahoma.
As a share of the civilian labor force, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, and Delaware would see the
largest job gains, and Wyoming, West Virginia, and Louisiana would see the largest job losses.

Table 3: Job gains and losses from $19/mT CO  , carbon price

Job gains as highest Job losses as highest
Highest net job gains Highest net job losses share of labor force share of labor force
New York 6,716 Texas -21,688| Dist. Columbia 0.2%| Wyoming -1.1%
Florida 6,387| Louisiana -6,475| Hawaii 0.1%| West Virginia -0.4%
New Jersey 1,829| Oklahoma -5,439| Delaware 0.1%| Louisiana -0.3%
Massachusetts 1,542 Wyoming -3,177| Vermont 0.1%| Oklahoma -0.3%
Maryland 1,331| West Virginia -3,084| Idaho 0.1%| Alaska -0.3%
California 1,328 Kentucky -2,920| South Dakota 0.1%| Texas -0.2%
Georgia 1,292| Indiana -2,390| Rhode Island 0.1%| Kentucky -0.1%
Nebraska 1,021| Pennsylvania -1,475| Nebraska 0.1%]| North Dakota -0.1%
Hawaii 931| Kansas -1,424 New York 0.1%| New Mexico -0.1%
ldaho 881| Colorado -1,356| Florida 0.1%| Kansas -0.1%

Source: CBO 2010 national values for 2015 and authors’ calculations using data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (2003; 2008b),
Economic Census 2002 and 2007, and U.S. Energy Information Administration (2009b).

The CBO study also finds that industries that produce alternative forms of energy, such as wind,
solar, and nuclear power, or the equipment to produce those forms of energy are likely to experience

> Employment data are from Economic Census 2007 (U.S. Census Bureau 2008a). These data are incomplete for several
states and NAICS categories. Wherever 2007 data were unavailable, we substitute the 2002 share of sector employment
(2002 employment data divided by the 2002 civilian labor force) multiplied by the 2007 civilian labor force.
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an increase in employment. In addition, industries and sectors that do not use substantial amounts
of carbon-based energy, directly or indirectly, will also experience an increase in employment. The
electricity industry may see increases in employment if more labor is required to generate electricity
using lower-emission technologies. This would impact employment in the portions of the
construction industry that build new power plants, transmission lines, and local distribution

networks.

The current distribution of investments in electricity generation show states’ initiatives in green

employment to date, and may also give some indication of the wealth or dearth of natural resources
appropriate to these technologies. The largest states, California and Texas, dominate U.S. electricity
generation in several categories (see Table 4). In addition, Washington, Oregon, and New York have

significant investments in hydro-electric power; Illinois, Pennsylvania, and South Carolina in
nuclear power; and Florida in natural gas. States with large investments in coal-based electricity

generation, Texas, Pennsylvania, and Kentucky, are projected to suffer the highest job losses.

Table 4: Top ten generators of electricity by metho

d, 2008 (million MWh)

Geothermal Hydro-electric Nuclear Solar \ind
California 12.9 | Washington 77.6 | llinois 95.2 | California 0.7 | Texas 16.2
Nevada 1.4 | Oregon 33.8 | Pennsylvania 78.7 | Nevada 0.2 | California 5.4
Utah 0.3 | New York 26.7 | South Carolina  51.8 | Colorado 0.0 | Minnesota 4.4
Hawaii 0.2 | California 24.1] New York 43.2 | Arizona 0.0] lowa 4.1
Montana 0.1 | Montana 10.0| Texas 40.7 | New Jersey 0.0 | Washington 3.7
Idaho 0.1| Idaho 9.4 | North Carolina 39.8 | North Carolina 0.0| Colorado 3.2
Arizona 7.3| Alabama 39.0 | Pennsylvania 0.0 | Oregon 2.6
Alabama 6.1 | California 32.5| Massachusetts 0.0 | Oklahoma 24
Tennessee 5.6 | New Jersey 32.2 | Hawaii 0.0 llinois 2.3
Arkansas 4.7 | Florida 32.1 Kansas 1.8
Coal Natural Gas Petroleum Wood and Biomass Other
Texas 147.1 | Texas 193.2 | Florida 12.0 | California 58| Texas 4.0
Ohio 130.7 | California 120.0 | Hawaii 8.7 | Florida 4.3 | Florida 2.8
Indiana 122.0 | Florida 103.4 | New York 3.7 | Maine 3.9 | Indiana 2.7
Pennsylvania 117.6 | Louisiana 45.3 | Kentucky 29| Alabama 3.4 | California 2.6
lllinois 96.6 | New York 43.9 | Louisiana 2.3 | Georgia 2.8 | Louisiana 1.6
Kentucky 91.6 | Arizona 38.8 | Massachusetts 2.1 | Louisiana 2.7 | Pennsylvania 11
West Virginia 89.1| Oklahoma 33.8 | California 1.7 | Virginia 2.7 | Connecticut 0.7
Georgia 85.5| Nevada 24.0 | Ohio 1.4 Michigan 2.4 | Maryland 0.6
North Carolina 75.8 | Alabama 22.4 | Virginia 1.2 | Pennsylvania 2.1 | Missouri 0.6
Alabama 74.6 | Massachusetts 215 | Texas 1.0 New York 2.1 | Delaware 0.5

Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration (2010e).

Direct impacts of carbon policy

While scientific evidence and public concern warrant government action to tackle climate change,
meaningful and effective policy will not be costless. Policies that limit carbon emissions will
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increase the price of energy-related consumption, and that means higher prices at the pump and
higher monthly energy bills for U.S. households. Many of the proposed federal climate policies
include plans to return some portion of carbon-tax or allowance-fee revenue to households. The
economic theory behind carbon rebates is this: Consumers would face higher prices on carbon-
intensive products (an incentive to purchase fewer of these goods) but also would have an increase
in income. Their total purchase of all items — high and low carbon intensity — will change in
response to both higher prices and higher income, and the purchase of any individual product may
increase, decrease, or stay the same.

If rebates are high enough, most households’ consumption of carbon-intensive products will
decrease, but their overall consumption will not. The result is a carbon price that lowers U.S.
greenhouse gas emissions without reducing our quality of life. Policies that do not rebate a
significant portion of these revenues — or that allot benefits disproportionately to richer households
— could lead to a decrease in the amount of goods and services consumed, especially for the poorest
households, who spend the greatest proportion of total earnings on necessities like gasoline,
electricity, and heat.

The design of U.S. climate policy, therefore, will have important distributional effects for households.
Cap-and-trade and carbon tax policies (and derivations thereof) have emerged as attractive market-
based instruments for reducing carbon emissions. Through a cap-and-trade policy, the government
fixes the quantity of acceptable carbon emissions and distributes — either by auction or for free —
tradable emissions allowances to firms. A carbon tax, on the other hand, enables the government to
fix the price of carbon emissions by taxing fuels based on their carbon content. Cap-and-trade and a
carbon tax are essentially different sides of the same coin — the government can either choose a
quantity and the market will respond with a price, or it can set a price and the market will respond
with a quantity; either option can be targeted to lead to the same result. Both kinds of policies
generate revenues for the federal government — the former through the sale of allowances (to the
extent that allowances are sold and not given away), the latter through tax revenues. Climate
policy’s ultimate impact on households will depend in large part on how the government distributes
these revenues.

Several groups of economists have evaluated the distributional effects of current climate policy
options. Boyce and Riddle (2009), for example, examine the state-level household impacts of a cap-
and-dividend policy across income groups where carbon permits are auctioned at $29/mT CO, in the
year 2020.'"° Using data from the Consumer Expenditure Survey, Boyce and Riddle first estimate the
carbon footprint of households by income decile."” Consistent with previous studies (Boyce and
Riddle 2007; 2008; Metcalf 1999; Metcalf et al. 2008), they find that the lowest-income group has
the smallest carbon footprint in absolute terms, but the highest carbon footprint as a percentage of
income. Thus a cap on carbon emissions would be regressive. Boyce and Riddle argue that a cap-
and-trade policy can be made progressive if permit auction proceeds are redistributed to the public
on an equal per person basis. When 80 percent of carbon allowance revenues are refunded to
households on an equal per capita basis, they find, each person receives a dividend of $450 that
results in net (the rebate less their higher costs) losses of 0.3 percent for the richest 10 percent of
households and net income gains of 6.5 percent for the poorest 10 percent.'®

16 Price reported in 2009 dollars. Conversion based on the CPI-U (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2010).
'7 Based on methodology developed in Boyce and Riddle (2007; 2008)
18 Dividend reported in 2009 dollars. Conversion based on the CPI-U (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2010).
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Since incomes, consumption patterns, and the carbon-intensity of electricity differ across states,
Boyce and Riddle also consider interstate differences in the impacts of a cap-and-dividend policy.
Using data on median incomes by decile and by state, they estimate regional carbon expenditures,
adjusting for region-specific carbon consumption patterns, carbon intensity of electricity generation
by state, and national carbon-intensity factors for household fuels (natural gas and fuel oil),
gasoline, food, air transportation, public transportation, others goods, and other services. Based on a
permit price of $29/mT CO,, they apply increased carbon costs and a per capita dividend of
allowances, and determine the state-level net effects of a carbon cap by income bracket.’* Again
they find that the net impact has a strong progressive effect on household incomes. In 90 percent of
the states, the poorest seven deciles experience a net benefit, and in every state, the poorest six
deciles do so. The net benefit to the median household ranges from 0.2 percent of income in Indiana
to 1.1 percent in Mississippi.

In a subsequent paper, Boyce and Riddle (2010) look at the potential impact of the Cantwell-Collins
climate bill, which introduces a cap-and-dividend policy that limits the use of fossil fuels to reduce
carbon emissions 83 percent by 2050 and recycles the majority of the proceeds from the sale of
carbon permits to the public. Cantwell-Collins auctions all permits (no giveaways); refunds 75
percent of the auction proceeds to households; invests the remaining 25 percent in clean energy
projects; and allows for no offsets, whereby polluters avoid using permits by taking alternative
actions. Using the methodology and data developed in Boyce and Riddle (2007; 2008; 2009) the
authors update their analysis to reflect a permit price of $25/mT CO, in the year 2020 as specified by
the Cantwell-Collins proposal.”® According to their analysis, interstate differences are very small
compared with differences across the income spectrum. Furthermore, the net benefit of the cap-and-
dividend policy for the median household in each state is always positive; this means that working-
and middle-class families are “made whole”: The dividends households receive outweigh the
additional costs incurred due to higher fossil-fuel prices. Nationwide, the median household
experiences a net benefit of $65 per person, and 70 percent of the population is “made whole” —
with families in Oregon benefiting the most ($101 per person) and families in Indiana benefiting the
least ($11 per person).

Burtraw et al. (2009) analyze the regional and distributional effects of increased carbon prices on
household income and consumption given alternative means of distributing revenue from auctioned
carbon permits priced at $22/mT CO, in the year 2015.*' They consider using auction revenues for
five different purposes: To issue a taxable lump sum per capita rebate check; to issue a non-taxable
lump sum per capita rebate check; to proportionally reduce income taxes across households; to
proportionally reduce payroll taxes across households; and to expand the Earned Income Tax Credit
(EITC) for low-income households so that each qualifying household earns a 50-percent larger credit.
Burtraw et al. employ a partial equilibrium analysis that uses household level expenditure data on
direct and indirect energy goods and services to predict spending on energy as a percentage of
income by income group and by region. They find that both versions of the cap-and-dividend policy
and expansion of the EITC reverse the regressive outcome of carbon costs. Reducing the income tax,
on the other hand, amplifies the regressive nature of carbon pricing, while reducing the payroll tax
preserves it.

19 Price reported in 2009 dollars. Conversion based on the CPI-U (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2010).
20 All Boyce and Riddle (2010) values in projected 2012 dollars.
2! Price reported in 2009 dollars. Conversion based on the CPI-U (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2010).
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When the results for the five policies are disaggregated at the regional level, Burtraw et al. find that
across all regions, the average household consistently experiences a welfare loss. Households in the
bottom deciles, on the other hand, only experience a welfare loss under the tax reduction policies.
Under the dividend policies and the EITC policy, they experience a welfare gain. The variation in the
impact on average households across regions is relatively small compared with the regional
variation in the two poorest deciles. For example, under the taxable cap-and-dividend policy, the
average household welfare loss across all regions ranges from 0.2 percent of income in the
Northwest and California to 0.4 percent of income in the Plains. In the two poorest deciles, the
differences are more pronounced, ranging from a welfare gain of 1.1 percent of income in the
Northeast to a welfare gain of 3.8 percent of income in Texas. The results are similar but slightly
muted under the non-taxable cap-and-dividend policy and the EITC policy. Under the reduction in
income taxes and payroll taxes, regional variation for the average household welfare loss is again
small, with average household welfare losses across all regions under 0.4 percent of income.
Regional variation in welfare losses for the two poorest deciles is more pronounced — with the
smallest welfare loss in California and the Northwest and the largest welfare loss in the Northeast.

The CBO assessed a version of the Waxman-Markey bill (CBO 2009) and estimated the household
impact of a cap-and-trade program with a permit price of $28/mT CO, on each quintile of the
population according to income, looking specifically at 2020, eight years into the program.?? Qverall,
the CBO finds, the distributional impact on household incomes will depend on how many carbon
permits are sold (as opposed to given away), how the free permits are allocated, and how revenues
from auctioned permits are used. (In 2020, 17 percent of the allowances would be sold, and 83
percent would be given away.) The net household impact reflects the additional costs that
households incur due to higher prices of energy-related goods and the share of auction revenues that
households receive in the form of benefit payments, rebates, tax decreases or credits, wages, and
returns on their investments.

Using 2006 income and consumption data on households from the Current Population Survey, the
Consumer Expenditure Survey, and the Internal Revenue Service’s Statistics of Income Data, the CBO
analysis estimates price increases for specific goods and services and distributes gross costs to
households based on consumption expenditures. Next, it determines how much of the allowance
revenue would be redistributed to each quintile based on stipulations in the bill. In 2020, it finds, 30
percent of the allowances would be directly redistributed to households — about 15 percent to low-
income households through rebates and tax credits, and another 15 percent to electricity and natural
gas providers, with instructions to pass the benefits on to residential customers.

The CBO argues that the allowance revenues received by businesses and governments would result
in higher corporate profits. Ultimately, these profits would be passed on to households as a return on
investment on the basis of stock ownership across income groups. As a result of the direct and
indirect allowance revenues paid to consumers, the net annual economy-wide cost of the cap-and-
trade program would be $22 billion as of 2020 — or about $175 per household. Since poorer
households receive the bulk of the direct benefits, they experience a net benefit from the carbon cap,
while households in all other income groups experience a net cost. Specifically, a household in the

22 All CBO (2009) values in projected 2010 dollars. Note that the CBO assessment was based on the bill as reported by the
House Committee on Energy and Commerce on May 21; the bill was substantially amended before final passage. The
review stresses upfront that the gains and losses to different groups would vary from year to year because the distribution
of allowances would change substantially over time: In the initial years, most allowances would be given for free to
entities affected by the new cap, but by 2035, roughly 70 percent of the allowances would be auctioned, and a large share
of the revenues would be returned to households on a per capita basis.
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lowest quintile receives a net benefit of $40; one in the second quintile would incur a net cost of
$40; one in the third quintile, $235; one in the fourth quintile, $340; and one the richest quintile,
$245. On average, the net costs of this carbon policy would lower households’ after-tax income by
0.2 percent.

Several economists also have performed distributional analyses of carbon taxes. In theory, cap-and-
trade and carbon taxes can be gauged to achieve the same outcome, but in reality, policymakers
cannot perfectly predict how markets will respond to an emissions cap or carbon price, and either
one can miss its intended target price or emissions reduction. Metcalf et al. (2008) consider the
distributional impacts of various carbon tax proposals on households across the income spectrum.
Based on a tax of $30/mT CO, emissions, they calculate the increase in prices of various fuels and
commodities for which fossil fuels are a major input and the resulting welfare effects across income
groups based on data on consumer expenditures by income level.”” Like a carbon cap, a tax on
carbon is highly regressive in and of itself — Metcalf et al. find that those in the lowest income
group face an average tax increase equal to 3.7 percent of their income. If the government returns
tax revenues as a lump-sum per capita rebate to households, however, the net impact is moderately
progressive. Households in the bottom 60 percent of the income distribution experience a decrease in
taxes; those in the second-highest income quintile are made whole; and the richest 20 percent of
households experience, at most, a 0.2-percent increase in taxes as a percentage of income.

Grainger and Kolstad (2009) also analyze the incidence of a price on carbon across income groups
based on a tax of $17/mT CO, emissions, based on data from the 2003 Consumer Expenditure
Survey. Using input-output analysis, they then estimate household-level emissions by quintile and
calculate the associated tax burden of a price on carbon as a percentage of both annual income and
lifetime income. Not surprisingly, they find that the carbon tax is regressive — the tax burden for the
poorest households is 3.5 percent of annual income, while that for the richest households is only 1
percent of annual income. Grainger and Kolstad argue that the carbon tax can be made
distributionally neutral if the tax revenues are at least partially recycled to consumers. Specifically,
if the government returns tax revenues in the form of lump-sum payments to the bottom four
deciles in the amounts of $139, $131, $122, and $89, respectively, each income group only
experiences a tax burden equal to 1 percent of annual income.*

In another paper, Metcalf et al. (2007) also consider the regional impacts of a carbon tax on
household incomes, and they reach similar conclusions to those found by economists who have
analyzed the regional incidence of carbon caps. Based on a carbon tax of $16/mT CO,, Metcalf et al.
find that the tax burden does not vary much across regions — even though driving patterns and
weather conditions differ quite a bit across the country. * The average tax burden as a percentage of
income across all deciles ranges from 1.5 percent in the West-North-Central United States (which
includes Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota) to 1.8
percent in the East-South-Central United States (which includes Alabama, Kentucky, Mississippi, and
Tennessee).?®

In a subsequent paper, Metcalf et al. (2009) discuss a carbon “tax swap” policy that provides a
distributionally neutral approach to reducing emissions. The tax is $16/mT CO,, and the swap is a

2 Price reported in 2009 dollars. Conversion based on the CPI-U (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2010).

24 Price and rebates reported in 2009 dollars. Conversion based on the CPI-U (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2010).
2 Price reported in 2009 dollars. Conversion based on the CPI-U (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2010).

26 For definitions of regions see Metcalf (2009).
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reduction in payroll taxes funded by carbon tax revenues. Following the methodology in their 2008
paper, Metcalf et al. use the carbon tax revenue to fund a cut in taxes in order to offset the
regressive impacts of the carbon tax. Each worker receives a reduction in taxes capped at the first
$615 of payroll taxes. Since low-wage workers have lower payroll taxes, the tax cut as a percentage
of original payroll taxes is greatest for the lowest-wage workers. Metcalf et al. also find that if the
carbon tax revenues are extended to provide Social Security recipients with a lump-sum rebate, the
tax reduction cap falls to $461, but the reform becomes progressive, because Social Security
recipients tend to have lower income levels. Furthermore, the authors find that a lump-sum per
capita redistribution of carbon tax revenues is the most progressive policy of all.?’

While the U.S. carbon policy impact literature differs in smaller details, these studies all agree on
several basic principles. All find carbon policy regressive without returns to households via rebate,
EITC, or some other form of benefit directed to the lowest-income households; permit giveaways
make policies more likely to be regressive even after rebates, as do plans to return revenues by
reducing income taxes across the board. With rebates, even those directed only to working- and
middle-class families, the highest-income households pay only very small shares of their income in
carbon costs, ranging from roughly 0.1 percent of income (CBO 2009) to 0.5 percent of income
(Burtraw et al. 2009).

27 Price and tax caps reported in 2009 dollars. Conversion based on the CPI-U (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2010).
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lll. Modeling Carbon Policy

Our model of carbon policy impacts follows that of Boyce and Riddle (2007; 2008; 2009; 2010) and
Burtraw et al. (2009) in most respects, but results in somewhat greater interstate differences than
found in most of the current literature.”® We use a combination of Consumer Expenditure Survey
and American Community Survey data for 2007 to estimate the incomes and expenditures of
stylized four-person households by state and by income decile.”® We follow the convention of
treating the impacts of various kinds of carbon prices as functionally equivalent: Carbon costs may
come from taxes or from higher prices passed along by companies required to purchase emission
permits. We assume that all permits are sold — none are given away. All money values are in 2009
dollars.

Carbon emissions are estimated by applying a different carbon intensity to each of eight categories
of expenditures: electricity, gasoline, household fuels (natural gas and fuel oil), air transportation,
public transportation (buses, subways, trains, ferries, etc.), food, other goods, and other services;
emissions intensities for electricity and household fuels vary by state. Total carbon emissions
calculated in this away are approximately equal to total U.S. household carbon emissions for 2007.

We then apply a carbon price to expenditures per unit of CO,, sum up the revenues generated from
this price (and scale these revenues up to represent revenue collected from the whole economy, not
just households; see Boyce and Riddle (2009)), and return part of these revenues to all U.S.
households on an equal per capita basis. Expenditures in the model adjust dynamically to carbon
prices and rebates based on estimates of the price and income elasticities for each category of
consumption. It is important to note that while this model does incorporate interstate differences in
carbon intensity, it cannot for lack of data include differences in price elasticities — or the
responsiveness of consumer demand to a change in price — by state (a topic discussed in more detail
in Section IV below). This limitation should be kept in mind when analyzing this model’s results:
Some states that seem to suffer the greatest costs according to the model in fact may be able to
mitigate these costs by improving residents’ responsiveness to carbon prices through public
investment in energy-efficiency incentives for households and efforts to reduce the carbon intensity
of electricity.

In response to the carbon price and rebates, households shift their expenditures away from high-
carbon-intensity goods and services and toward low-carbon-intensity purchases. We compare
carbon emissions before and after the policy is implemented, and also examine distributional effects
— primarily the net dividend, or total rebate less total carbon costs — across states and across income
brackets.

Some of the key differences between our methodology and those of Boyce and Riddle and Burtraw
et al. regard the treatment of price elasticities and the market for electricity. We assume that
consumers’ response to price changes in electricity, gasoline, household fuels, and transportation
services grows more elastic over time; that utilities choose to generate more of their electricity from
existing lower-carbon-intensity sources; and that part of carbon revenues is spent to improve energy
efficiency, with focused investment in states with the most carbon-intensive electricity.

28 For a detailed model methodology see Appendix A. For full model results see Appendix B.
29 Bureau of Labor Statistics (2009), http://www.bls.gov/cex/ and U.S. Census Bureau (2008b),
http://www.census.gov/acs/www/Products/2007/.
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The model contains several levers for parameters that change over time or are a function of policy
decisions (for detailed citations and methodology see Appendix A):

* Default price elasticities are for the short run, but the model includes a long-run price
elasticity scaling factor. Goods that are price-inelastic in the short run (changing their prices
has little impact on how much they are consumed) tend to increase in elasticity as time
passes and consumption changes become more feasible and more desirable. For our 2015
results, we increase these short-run price elasticities for electricity, fuels, and transportation
by 50 percent; for 2020, we scale them up by 200 percent. Elasticities for food, other goods,
and other services are left at their default, short-run values.

* U.S. electricity generation capacity is designed to be sufficient to meet peak demand, and
therefore exceeds the capacity necessary for use on the average day. Utilities use the
generators with cheapest marginal costs per kWh (often, hydro-electric energy, nuclear
power, and some coal plants) around the year and around the clock, but leave generators
with higher costs per kWh (often, natural gas-burning plants) idle until they are needed to
meet seasonal, daily, or hourly increases in demand for electricity. Carbon prices will change
the relative cost per kWh of different fuels, making some coal generation more expensive per
kWh than some natural gas plants. This will lead utilities to use more gas and less coal,
thereby decreasing the overall carbon intensity of electricity production. We assume a 0.06
percent decrease in the carbon intensity of electricity by state for each $1/mT CO, of carbon
price in all scenarios.

» Carbon policy revenue can be spent on energy efficiency investments with two effects. First,
these investments bring jobs to the states in which they take place. We assume that a new
job is created for every $90,000 in energy efficiency investment. Second, these investments
reduce the quantity of electricity consumed in each state and, therefore, reduce carbon
emissions. We assume that energy efficiency investments would be allocated to states in
proportion to their emissions from electricity; that each kWh saved by energy efficiency
measures costs $0.045; and that the maximum potential for such efficiency measures in any
state is a 3-percent annual reduction in electricity CO, emissions (calculated from a 2012
starting point, so that the maximum reduction is 9 percent for 2015 and 24 percent for
2020).

* Carbon policy revenues can be returned to households as annual rebate checks. We assume
equal per capita returns that can be varied based on the share of revenue returned to
households.

* Finally, the carbon price (in 2009 dollars per mT CO,) can be varied, or, alternatively, a
target reduction to CO, emissions can be chosen.

Carbon Prices and Rebates to Households

Two key “policy levers” in this model are the carbon price and the share of total carbon policy
revenues returned to households on an equal per capita basis. Figure 1 shows the impact of different
carbon-price/share-returned-to-households pairings on economy-wide emission reductions and the
share of U.S. households with positive net dividends (rebate greater than carbon costs). In this figure,
each carbon price and percent returned pair is a point on the graph; the vertical axis indicates how
much emissions reductions this pairing achieves, while the horizontal axis shows the share of U.S.
households that receive a net benefit from the climate policy. Note that results shown in this graph

24



Emission Reduction, Interstate Equity, and the Price of Carbon

are for 2015 (in 2009 dollars) and assume that efficiency investments come from a different source
of revenue when 100 percent is returned to households.

Figure 1: Impacts from varying carbon price and sha re of carbon revenue returned to households
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The green values in this figure represent a $25/mT CO, carbon price with the share of total carbon
revenues returned to households varying from 40 to 100 percent; the blue values represent a
$100/mT CO, carbon price with varying shares returned. For both carbon prices, reductions from
2005 levels of CO, emissions vary little as the revenue share is changed — 4.9 to 5.4 percent and
13.1 to 14.9 percent, respectively. The size of the carbon price has little impact on the share of U.S.
households with positive net dividends (both series of data have approximately the same horizontal
values). Under either carbon price, however, the share of households with net gains is extremely
responsive to changes in the share of revenue returned to households: When 100 percent of carbon
policy revenue is returned, 94 percent of households receive positive net dividends; at 80 percent
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returned, 73 percent have net gains; at 60 percent returned, 44 percent have net gains; and at 20
percent returned, all households have net losses.*

In the red and purple values in Figure 1, the share of revenue returned to households is held steady
at 60 percent and 80 percent, respectively, while the carbon price is varied. With 60 percent of
revenue returned, the share of households with net gains ranges only from 43.0 to 43.4 percent; with
80 returned, this share ranges from 72.5 to 73.4 percent. At carbon prices from $25 to $50/mT, CO,
emission reductions are roughly proportional to carbon price: For every $10/mT CO, there is a 2-
percent reduction from 2005 CO, emissions. Prices lower than $25/mT result in a 3- to 4-percent
reduction per $10/mT, and prices above $50/mT result in a 1-percent reduction per $10/mT.

A clear story emerges: Household gains and losses depend on the share of revenues that they receive
back from taxes or allowance sales; emission reductions depend on the size of the carbon price. And
perhaps more importantly: Household gains and losses depend very little on the size of the carbon
price, and emission reductions depend very little on the share of revenue returned to households.

Of course, rebates to households need not be on a per capita basis as modeled here. Using carbon
revenue to offset payroll taxes or increase the EITC would also have a progressive result, channeling
rebates to households with the lowest incomes. Rebates to electricity users scaled to offset rate
increases due to carbon pricing for low-income households — as proposed by Waxman-Markey and
Kerry-Lieberman — could result in a progressive net outcome, but at the cost of undermining the
intended incentive effects of higher electricity prices: Households that do not face higher prices are
insulated from the policy incentive intended to reduce electricity consumption. Similarly, rebates
that are tailored too closely to carbon costs on a state-by-state or household-by-household basis
would tend to water down these policies’ intended price incentives. Rebates to a specific sector, like
electrical utilities, also would tend to lower some household bills while raising others: As rebated
sectors contribute less to total emission reductions, other sectors will have to contribute more with
still-higher prices.

Scenario Results for 2015 and 2020

Each scenario is gauged to meet emissions reduction goals set out in proposed legislation while
minimizing the number of households with net losses after the rebate. In both scenarios, 85 percent
of tax revenues are returned to households on an equal per capita basis, a rebate chosen to reduce
the total share of U.S. households with net losses from the policy and reduce the number of states in
which the median household experiences a net loss.

For 2015 we model $25/mT CO,, the highest carbon price that falls under the price ceilings of
Waxman-Markey, Cantwell-Collins, and Kerry-Lieberman.?' An investment of $4.4 billion is made in
energy efficiency, resulting in a nationwide reduction in CO, emissions from electricity of 6 percent,
with the highest reductions — 9 percent — in North Dakota and Wyoming. In this scenario, CO,
emissions from capped sources are reduced by 5.0 percent, or, if applied to just 85 percent of
emission sources, a 4.25-percent decrease from total 2005 greenhouse gas emissions, which is
similar to the assumptions in all three bills.

3 The share of households with positive net dividends reported here in the text is for the $25/mT CO; case. Shares for the
$100/mT CO; case are within 1 percentage point.

31 The highest 2015 prices allowed under this bills are $32, $25, and $29/mT CO., respectively, based on $28, $21, and
$25/mT CO; prices in 2012 and 5.0-5.5 percent annual increases, as specified in the indicated bills.
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For 2020 we model a $75/mT CO, carbon price, with the goal of achieving the (approximately) 17-
percent greenhouse gas emission reductions called for in these bills, by reducing CO, emissions from
capped sources by 20 percent. An investment of $11.75 billion is made in energy efficiency,
resulting in a nationwide reduction in CO, emissions from electricity of 15 percent, with the highest
reduction — 24 percent — in North Dakota (Wyoming’s reduction is 23 percent). The carbon price
used in this scenario exceeds the price ceilings of Waxman-Markey, Cantwell-Collins, and Kerry-
Lieberman; in these bills 2020 prices cannot exceed $41, $32, and $37/mT CO,, respectively.
According to this model, their prices are not sufficient to reduce carbon emissions to the levels
called for in these bills. Put another way: You can’t have both a fixed price ceiling and a fixed
emissions cap; one or the other must be flexible. All three major pieces of legislation (Waxman-
Markey, Cantwell-Collins and Kerry-Lieberman) have flexible caps that include a mechanism to
release additional emission permits when the price ceiling is reached.”

2015: $25/mT CO,, 85 percent of tax revenues rebated to households

Carbon costs are lowest for the poorest 10 percent of U.S. households (whose median income is
$8,600 per capita, or $35,000 per four-person family), and higher for each succeeding decile (see
Figure 2). On average, carbon costs are 137 percent higher for households in the top decile (whose
median income is $217,000 per four-person family) than in the lowest decile. If none of the carbon
revenues were returned to households, these carbon costs would be regressive: The lowest-income
decile would pay 2.2 percent of their income, but the highest-income decile would pay only 0.8
percent.

Figure 2: $25/mT CO ; in 2015: Carbon-cost distribution across U.S.inco  me deciles

Carbon costs Carbon costs as share ofincome
$2,000 7.0%

_ $1,800 — 5

@ 1820 | 60% o

9 $1,600 | <

S $1,640 <
% $1,400 $1,481—— - - 5.0% g 8
© o

o

a $1,340 ¢n ©
1,200 — — — — — £
S ¥ $1,215 40% 8o
c $1,000 - $1,103 || || || || a c o
s $1,004 3.0% 29
= i _ $916 || [ | [ | || [ | || 0N g3
S $800 $837 S 2
o $767 o)
3 9600 500 N | | | | ] | N T20% 2%
< 2.0% . a0
o $400 | B | | | | B S

© i F10% S

3 e 1.1% 7 A g

zZ $200 - 1 1 ] | 1 1 — 10% — 090 — 0.8% | g

(]

$0 . . ‘ . ‘ . ‘ . . 0.0% Z

Lowest  2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th Highest
Income deciles (lowest to highest income)

Sources: Authors’ calculations.

32 Each bill proposes a different mechanism; Waxman-Markey and Kerry-Lieberman would also allow sources to bank
permits and to borrow against future allowances. Both also allow extensive use of offsets, domestic and international;
Cantwell-Collins does not.
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The U.S. median (by income) four-person household would pay $1,159, or 1.3 percent of its $87,000
income, in higher prices on goods and services in 2015. The median household in Wyoming would
pay $1,601 in carbon costs, compared with the median household in Vermont, which would pay just
$741 (see Table 5). As a share of income, carbon costs for the median household range from 2.1
percent in Kentucky to 0.8 percent in New York.

Table 5: $25/mT CO ; in 2015: States with highest and lowest carbon cos  ts

Median Household Carbon Costs (2009%) ...as a Share o f Household Income

Wyoming $1,601 | Vermont $741| Kentucky 2.1%| New York 0.8%
North Dakota $1,582 | New York $784| North Dakota 2.0%| Vermont 0.8%
Kentucky $1,555 | Maine $842| Missouri 1.9%| Connecticut 0.9%
West Virginia $1,542 | Oregon $894| Wyoming 1.9%| New Hampshire 0.9%
Indiana $1,523 | Washington $897| Indiana 1.8%| New Jersey 1.0%
Missouri $1,504 | New Hampshire $929| Tennessee 1.8%| Maine 1.0%
Virginia $1,450 | Rhode Island $969| New Mexico 1.8%| Washington 1.0%
Kansas $1,439 | Connecticut $985| Alabama 1.7%| Massachusetts 1.0%
Dist. Columbia ~ $1,429 | California $993| Texas 1.7%| California 1.0%
Minnesota $1,428 | Massachusetts $1,065| Wisconsin 1.7%| Rhode Island 1.1%

Sources: Authors’ calculations.

When 85 percent of total carbon revenues are returned to each decile of households on an equal per
capita basis, each four-person household receives an annual rebate of $1,615. The U.S. median
household receives a net dividend of $453, or 0.5 percent of its income. The median households in
Vermont, New York, and Maine receive the highest net dividends: $871, $829, and $770,
respectively; in these states the median households also have the highest net dividends as a share of
income, 0.9 to 1.0 percent (see Table 6). The median households in Wyoming, North Dakota, and
Kentucky receive the smallest net dividends: $11, $31, and $58, respectively.

Table 6: $25/mT CO ; in 2015: States with highest and lowest net divide  nd

Median Household Net Dividend (2009%) ...as a Share o fHousehold Income

Vermont $871 | Wyoming $11| Vermont 1.0%| Wyoming 0.0%
New York $829 | North Dakota $31| Maine 0.9%| North Dakota 0.0%
Maine $770 | Kentucky $58| New York 0.9%| West Virginia 0.1%
Oregon $718 | West Virginia $70| Oregon 0.9%| Kentucky 0.1%
Washington $715 | Indiana $89| Washington 0.8%| Indiana 0.1%
New Hampshire $683 | Missouri $108| Rhode Island 0.7%| Missouri 0.1%
Rhode Island $643 | Virginia $163| South Carolina 0.7%| Virginia 0.2%
Connecticut $627 | Kansas $174| Montana 0.7%| Minnesota 0.2%
California $619 | Dist. Columbia $183| Idaho 0.7%| Dist. Columbia 0.2%
Massachusetts $547 | Minnesota $184| New Hampshire  0.7%| Kansas 0.2%

Sources: Authors’ calculations.

In this scenario, carbon revenues total $143 billion, $21 billion of which is still available for other
purposes after households are given their rebates. Energy efficiency investments absorb
approximately $4 billion, leaving $17 billion available for further green investments. Energy
efficiency investments are made in proportion to CO, emissions from electricity use; the states with

28



Emission Reduction, Interstate Equity, and the Price of Carbon

the highest electricity emissions see the highest reductions in percentage terms, while states with low

electricity emissions receive smaller investments; these investments range from $437 million in

Texas to $1 million in Vermont (see

Table 7).

Assuming that one new job is created for every $90,000 green investment,® a total of 48,889 jobs
would be created in fields related to energy efficiency. Texas gains the most, 4,854 jobs, and
Vermont the fewest, 11. Netting these gains from the 2015 structural changes to employment from
carbon policy (based on a $19/mT CO, carbon price),** six states switch from job losses to job gains:
Arizona, lIowa, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Tennessee. If one-quarter of the remaining

carbon revenues were spent to generate additional green employment in the states with net job

losses, all states would gain jobs from carbon policy. At the same time, these green investments —

for example, retiring coal plants in favor of less carbon-intensive electricity generation — could

further reduce disparities among states in the distribution of carbon costs.

Table 7: $25/mT CO ; in 2015: Energy efficiency investments and jobs

Reduction in CO , Energy efficiency Energy efficiency jobs Structural changes to Net changes to

electricity emissions investment (millions $) gained employment * employment

North Dakota 9.0%| Texas $437| Texas 4,854 | New York 6,716 | Florida 10,232
Wyoming 8.7%| Florida $346( Florida 3,845 | Florida 6,387 | New York 8,332
Utah 8.2%| Ohio $227( Ohio 2,526 | New Jersey 1,829 | Georgia 3,397
Indiana 8.2%| Georgia $189( Georgia 2,105 | Massachusetts 1,542 | California 3,347
New Mexico 8.1%| California $182( California 2,018 | Maryland 1,331 | New Jersey 2,719
Kentucky 8.0%| lllinois $168| lllinois 1,863 | California 1,328 | Maryland 2,451
West Virginia 7.9%| Indiana $163| Indiana 1,806 | Georgia 1,292 | Massachusetts 2,293
lowa 7.8%| North Carolina $162( North Carolina 1,795 | Nebraska 1,021 | IHlinois 2,037
Missouri 7.7%| Pennsylvania $160( Pennsylvania 1,778 | Hawaii 931 | Virginia 1,959
Wisconsin 7.3%| Virginia $160( Virginia 1,777 | Idaho 881 | Missouri 1,822
Vermont 0.8%| Vermont $1| Vermont 11| Texas -21,688| Texas -16,835
Washington 1.3%| Alaska $6| Alaska 63| Louisiana -6,475| Louisiana -5,623
Oregon 1.8%| New Hampshire $8| New Hampshire 85 [ Oklahoma -5,439| Oklahoma -4,809
New Hampshire 2.9%| Maine $8| Maine 92 | Wyoming -3,177| Wyoming -3,017
Connecticut 3.3%| Rhode Island $10| Rhode Island 106 | West Virginia -3,084| West Virginia -2,603
Maine 3.3%| South Dakota $10[ South Dakota 110 | Kentucky -2,920| Kentucky -1,592
California 3.5%| Dist. Columbia $12| Dist. Columbia 134 | Indiana -2,390| Alaska -902
South Carolina 3.5%| Montana $13| Montana 142 | Pennsylvania -1,475| Kansas -870
Idaho 3.9%| Wyoming $14| Wyoming 160 [ Kansas -1,424| New Mexico -839
New York 3.9%| Hawaii $15[ Hawaii 172 | Colorado -1,356| Arkansas -635

Sources: Authors’ calculations. Structural employment estimates based on Arnold and Dahl (2010). See Section Il above for an
explanation of calculations related to Arnold and Dahl’s work.

2020: $75/mT CO,, 85 percent of tax revenues rebated to households

33 See Section II above.

34 Authors’ calculations based on Arnold and Dahl (2010); see section II above.
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With a higher carbon price but the same share of revenue returned to households on an equal per
capita basis, the distributional effects change very little. Carbon costs are higher, but before

receiving its rebates, the highest-income decile still pays 137 percent more, on average, than the

lowest-income decile (see Figure 3). At a $75/mT CO, price in 2020, the poorest households pay 6.3
percent of their income (before the rebate), while the richest households pay just 2.4 percent.

Figure 3: $75/mT CO ; in 2020: Carbon cost distribution across income de

ciles
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Before receiving rebates, the U.S. median household pays $3,268 — or 3.8 percent of income — in
carbon costs. Median four-person households in the same states still see the highest and lowest

carbon costs: Wyoming with $4,030 and Vermont with $2,207 (see Table 8). Kentucky’s median

household pays 5.3 percent of its income; New York’s pays 2.5 percent.

Table 8: $75/mT CO ; in 2020: States with highest and lowest carbon cos

ts

Median Household Carbon Costs (20093)

f Household Income

Wyoming
Virginia

North Dakota
Minnesota
Dist. Columbia
Indiana

West Virginia
Kansas

Maryland

Missouri

$4,030
$4,013
$3,978
$3,962
$3,945
$3,901
$3,900
$3,900
$3,880
$3,864

...as a Share o
Vermont $2,207| Kentucky
New York $2,304| Tennessee
Maine $2,478| North Dakota
Oregon $2,640| New Mexico
Washington $2,652| Texas
New Hampshire ~ $2,733| Missouri
Rhode Island $2,813| Arkansas
Connecticut $2,889 Alabama
California $2,912| Mississippi
Massachusetts $3,068| Indiana

5.3%
5.0%
5.0%
4.8%
4.8%
4.8%
4.8%
4.8%
4.8%
4.7%

New York
Vermont
Connecticut
New Hampshire
New Jersey
Massachusetts
Maine
Washington
California
Rhode Island

2.5%
2.5%
2.6%
2.71%
2.9%
3.0%
3.0%
3.0%
3.0%
3.1%

Sources: Authors’ calculations.
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With a $75/mT CO, price, each four-person household gets an annual rebate check of $4,526. The
U.S. median household receives a net dividend of $1,235, 1.4 percent of its income. Median
households in all states receive positive net dividends, as do 80 percent of all U.S. households.
Median households in Vermont, New York, and Maine still receive the highest net dividends, $2,296,
$2,199, and $2,025 — or 2.6, 2.4, and 2.5 percent of income — respectively (see Table 9 and Figure
4). Median households in Wyoming and Virginia have the lowest net gains, $473 and $490, or a 0.5-
percent increase to their income. In no state does the median household experience a net loss from
climate policy.

Table 9: $75/mT CO ; in 2020: States with highest and lowest net divide  nd

Median Household Net Dividend (20093) ...as a Share o fHousehold Income

Vermont $2,296 | Wyoming $473| Vermont 2.6%| Virginia 0.5%
New York $2,199 | Virginia $490| Maine 2.5%| Minnesota 0.5%
Maine $2,025 | North Dakota $525| New York 2.4%| Wyoming 0.5%
Oregon $1,863 | Minnesota $541 Oregon 2.2%| Maryland 0.6%
Washington $1,851 | Dist. Columbia $558 Washington 2.1%| Dist. Columbia 0.6%
New Hampshire  $1,769 | Indiana $602| Wisconsin 1.9%| West Virginia 0.6%
Rhode Island $1,690 | West Virginia $603| Montana 1.9%| North Dakota 0.7%
Connecticut $1,614 | Kansas $603| Rhode Island 1.8%| Kansas 0.7%
California $1,591 | Maryland $623| Mississippi 1.8%| Indiana 0.7%
Massachusetts ~ $1,435 | Missouri $639| South Carolina 1.8%| Nebraska 0.8%

Sources: Authors’ calculations.

Figure 4: 2020 median household net dividend asa s  hare of income

= 1%
1o L4%
L5 o 1.9%
2 to 2.4%
2.5 10 2.9%

Note: Values rounded to the nearest tenth of a percent. Median household net dividend as a share of income is 1.3 percent for
Alaska, 1.0 for Hawaii, and 0.6 for the District of Columbia.

In the 2020 scenario, carbon revenues total $402 billion, $60 billion of which is still available for
other purposes after households are given their rebates. Energy efficiency investments absorb
approximately $12 billion, leaving $48 billion available for further green investments. If the energy
efficiency investments are made in proportion to electricity emissions, they would range from
$1,166 million in Texas to $3 million in Vermont (see Table 10).
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At one new job for every $90,000 green investment, a total of 130,556 jobs would be created in

fields related to energy efficiency, with Texas gaining the most, 12,961 jobs, and Vermont the

fewest, 28. Netting these gains from the 2020 structural changes to employment from carbon policy

(based on a $31/mT CO, carbon price),*® 15 states switch from job losses to job gains: Alabama,

Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Mississippi, Montana, North Carolina,
Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and Utah. Spending just 4 percent of the remaining carbon revenue
on additional green employment would offset job losses related to carbon policy in all states, while
continuing to reduce disparities among states.

Table 10: $75/mT CO , in 2020: Energy efficiency investments and jobs

Reduction in CO , Energy efficiency Energy efficiency jobs Structural changes to Net changes to

electricity emissions investment (millions $) gained employment ? employment

North Dakota 24.0%| Texas $1,166| Texas 12,961 | Florida 12,479 | Florida 22,747
Wyoming 23.3%| Florida $924( Florida 10,268 | New York 12,301 | New York 16,617
Utah 22.0%| Ohio $607| Ohio 6,744 | California 9,434 | California 14,825
Indiana 21.9%| Georgia $506| Georgia 5,621 [ New Jersey 4,562 | Georgia 9,143
New Mexico 21.8%| California $485( California 5,390 | Massachusetts 3,819 | Ohio 7,971
Kentucky 21.5%] Illinois $448| lllinois 4,974 | Georgia 3,522 | lllinois 7,712
West Virginia 21.1%] Indiana $434( Indiana 4,822 | Maryland 2,945 | New Jersey 6,937
lowa 20.9%| North Carolina $431( North Carolina 4,792 | lllinois 2,738 | North Carolina 6,700
Missouri 20.5%]| Pennsylvania $427 Pennsylvania 4,747 | Washington 2,535 | Michigan 6,633
Wisconsin 19.5%| Virginia $427| Virginia 4,746 | Minnesota 1,957 | Virginia 6,339
Vermont 2.0%| Vermont $3| Vermont 28 | Texas -44,280| Texas -31,319
W ashington 3.4%)| Alaska $15( Alaska 168 | Louisiana -13,538| Louisiana -11,262
Oregon 4.7%| New Hampshire $20[ New Hampshire 226 | Oklahoma -11,665| Oklahoma -9,983
New Hampshire 7.8%| Maine $22| Maine 245 [ Wyoming -6,844| Wyoming -6,417
Connecticut 8.7%| Rhode Island $25| Rhode Island 283 [ West Virginia -6,168| West Virginia -4,884
Maine 8.7%| South Dakota $26( South Dakota 294 | Kentucky -4,338| New Mexico -1,861
California 9.2%| Dist. Columbia $32| Dist. Columbia 358 | New Mexico -3,077| Alaska -1,846
South Carolina 9.3%| Montana $34| Montana 380 | Colorado -2,660| Kentucky -793
Idaho 10.3%| Wyoming $38| Wyoming 427 | Kansas -2,060| North Dakota =727
New York 10.4%| Hawaii $41| Hawaii 459 | Alaska -2,014| Kansas -581

Sources: Authors’ calculations. Structural employment estimates based on Arnold and Dahl (2010). See Section 2 above for an
explanation of calculations related to Arnold and Dahl’s work.

35> Authors’ calculations based on Arnold and Dahl (2010); see section II above.
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IV. States and Energy Use

While our model includes different carbon intensities for electricity and households fuels for each
state, it assumes that every state’s household consumption will respond in more or less the same way
to price and income changes. (In technical terms, price elasticities and income elasticities are the
same for every state.) A more realistic assumption — which could not be modeled due to data
limitations — would be that households’ responsiveness to changes in prices and income depends on
climate, geography, and the availability of alternatives.

Carbon policy — caps on greenhouse gas emissions, carbon prices or taxes, and fees for emission
allowances — will increase the price of any consumer product that contains fossil fuel or was made
with the use of fossil fuel (and some fossil fuel is used to produce nearly every good or service sold
in the United States). When consumers face these higher prices, they will have to make a choice:
Continue to purchase the same quantity at the higher price, or change their buying habits. When a
carbon policies calls for a part of the revenue collected from carbon taxes or the auction of
allowances to return to U.S. households, the rebate would increase households’ incomes — a factor
that can also influence their purchasing decisions. This section discusses state-by-state differences in
fuel and electricity use and carbon emissions, and the factors that will make it more or less difficult
for consumers to change their buying habits in response to changing prices and income.

A recent analysis of 2005 carbon emissions across U.S. states (Stanton et al. 2010) found that the per
capita amount of carbon dioxide (CO,) released into the atmosphere by transportation is strongly
dependent on fuel use, which in turn varies in accordance with states’ population density, share of
workers using public transportation, and price of gasoline. Emissions from residential heating and
cooking fuels depend almost exclusively on two factors: household fuel use per capita, and oil’s
share of heating fuel use; household fuel use per capita is, in turn, a function of income and climate.
Residential electricity emissions (adjusted for interstate trade in electricity) depend on electricity use
per capita and the share of electricity generated from coal. Electricity use varies as a function of
climate and electricity prices. An interesting result from this study is that, when policy variables like
gasoline or electricity prices and the share of travel by public transportation were taken into
consideration, per capita transportation fuel and residential electricity consumption did not depend
significantly on average state income: Factors like fuel and electricity prices and the existence of
cleaner alternatives have a bigger effect on per capita emissions than average income does.

The study attributes some states’ lower emissions per capita to the following factors:

* Driving less per person and having, on average, better fuel economy;
* Using less electricity per person at home;

* Having higher gasoline and electricity prices;

* Relying more on public transportation; and

* Using less oil for heating and less coal for electricity generation.

States with the lowest transportation and residential emissions — New York, the District of Columbia,
Oregon, California, and Rhode Island — have some or all of these characteristics and offer ample
opportunities for residents to reduce carbon-intensive fuel and electricity use. States with the highest
emissions — Alaska, Wyoming, North Dakota, Louisiana, and Kentucky — lag behind; unless new
policies fill this gap, residents of these states will have fewer opportunities and less public assistance
toward low-cost adjustment to carbon policy.
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In 2005, annual U.S. emissions per capita were 21.2 metric tons (mT) of CO,. A little more than half
of that — 11.5 mT CO, — came from transportation fuel use, residential electricity use, and fuels for
heating and cooking; the remainder came from fuel and electricity use by commercial establishments
(offices, stores, restaurants) and government, 3.8 mT CO,, and industry, 5.9 mT CO,.*® State-by-state
differences in the economic impact of carbon policy depend on each state’s per capita transportation
and residential emissions, but less so on differences in commercial, government, and industrial
emissions. Consumer purchases do result in commercial and industrial emissions, but there is only a
very limited relationship between state consumption, and in-state commercial and industrial
emissions: Residents of each state consume goods and services from around the country and around
the world. Similarly, part of each state’s government emissions includes those that result from
policies and institutions of the nation as a whole, and not just the particular state in which federal
activities occur.

Alaska’s per capita residential and transportation emissions, 34.3 mT CO,, are more than three times
the U.S. average; New York has the lowest, just 7.5 mT CO, (see Figure 5).” On average, residents of
states with the highest residential and transportation emissions per capita will face the biggest
increases to their household budgets from carbon policy: The average Alaskan will pay more in
carbon costs than the average New Yorker.

But the full story of how the economic impacts of carbon policy will vary by state isn’t quite that
simple. It stands to reason that when prices for fossil-fuel-intensive goods go up, both Alaskans and
New Yorkers will try to adjust their spending to buy less gasoline, heating fuel and electricity, and
more goods and services that require the least fossil fuel for their production and whose prices are
thus least affected by a carbon price. How successful households are in changing their consumption
patterns depends on a lot of factors, some specific to each family, but many dependent on
conditions shared by residents within each state, such as climate, access to public transportation,
and the types of fuels used to generate electricity.

36 Unless another citation is given, all emissions reported in this section are for 2005, adjusted for trade in electricity
between states, and based on Stanton et al. (2010).
37 See Appendix C for additional state emissions data.
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Figure 5: Per capita transportation and residential CO; emissions by U.S. state, 2005

New York | O Transportation
Dist. Columbia | P

Oregon |
California. | B Household heating
Rhode Island and cooking

Washington
Vermont | B Household electricity

New Hampshire |
Arizona |
Connecticut
Idaho
Massachusetts
lllinois |
Michigan |
Pennsylvania
Maryland
South Carolina
Florida
North Carolina |
Nevada |
Wisconsin |
Colorado
UNITED STATES
Utah
New Jersey |
Arkansas |
Maine
New Mexico |
Hawaii |
Ohio |
Delaware |
Kansas |
Minnesota
Nebraska |
Georgia |
Virginia
South Dakota
Alabama |
Texas |
Mississippi |
Tennessee |
lowa |
Montana |
Missouri |
West Virginia |
Indiana

Oklahoma

Kentucky |
Louisiana |
North Dakota

Wyoming | : —
Alaska : : B |

- 50 10.0 15.0 20.0 25.0 30.0 35.0

Per capita emissions (mT CO2)

Source: Stanton et al. (2010).

35



Emission Reduction, Interstate Equity, and the Price of Carbon

While every household will experience the impacts of carbon policy differently, there are clear
patterns by state. Carbon permits or taxes will raise the prices of many goods and services, while
rebate checks would raise incomes; if rebates are large enough, they can keep total expenditures
steady even as the pattern of expenditures changes. Higher prices and higher incomes each have an
effect on the kind and amount of purchases that each household makes — how big of an effect
depends on qualities that economists call “elasticities.” The responsiveness of purchases of a good to
changes in its price is called the “price elasticity of demand.” The responsiveness of purchases of a
good to changes in incomes is called the “income elasticity of demand.”®

Here’s a classic example: If the price of insulin were to increase by 10 percent, few diabetics would
change the amount of insulin that they purchase, and many would reduce some other purchases to
make room for this bigger bite from their budget. Diabetics’ demand for insulin is “inelastic” — small
increases and decreases in the price don’t have much of an effect on how much is purchased. In
contrast, if the price of frozen waffles were to increase by 10 percent, many shoppers would buy
fewer waffles, and might buy instead more bagels or breakfast cereal. Our demand for non-essential
items, especially those with good substitutes, like waffles, tends to be very “price-elastic”; when
prices change, so too does the amount we consume.

A high carbon price would raise the prices of gasoline, heating oil, and electricity, but most
households’ demand for these goods is very inelastic (Brons et al. 2008; Cooper 2003; Silk and Joutz
1997; Hughes et al. 2008): The prices change, but our buying habits stay the same. A carbon price
would have a smaller impact on the prices of many other goods and services — the more fossil fuels
used to make a good or provide a service, the greater the price impact from any carbon policy. For
example, buying a plane ticket is far more “carbon intensive” than buying a ferry ticket; that is,
there is a lot more carbon per dollar in plane rides than in ferry rides, and a carbon price would
have a much bigger impact on the price (per dollar) of the former than the latter. Among those
products for which demand is fairly elastic (more like waffles and less like insulin), a carbon price
likely would cause consumers to buy more low-carbon-intensity products and services and fewer
with high carbon intensities. But among products that are price-inelastic, such as gasoline, heating
fuels, and electricity, a carbon price would have a much smaller impact on consumer purchases.

To forecast the impacts of carbon policy on a state-by-state basis, it is therefore important to
understand what can make demand for some high-carbon-intensity products more or less price-
elastic. In general terms, our use of energy products requires that we make big investments, both
public and private, in equipment specific to particular energy sources. For example, consumers can’t
change their gasoline purchases without changing their means of transportation to work, school, and
shopping: this means buying a fuel-efficient car; switching to public transportation; or making an
important lifestyle change by walking, riding a bike, forming a car pool, changing jobs, or moving.
(The big exception is leisure travel. People can change their transportation-fuel use by not going on
summer road trips or flying to far-off vacation spots.) We have the power to make some of these
changes as individuals or families, if we want to, but other changes depend on the availability of
more fuel-efficient products, or products that use alternative (non-fossil) fuels, or depend on public
infrastructure: bike paths or cyclist-friendly roads,*® public transportation networks, or charging
stations for electric cars.

38 The own-price elasticity of demand is the percentage change in the quantity consumed of a particular good or service
caused by a 1-percent change in its price; it is normally a negative value. The income elasticity of demand is the
percentage change in consumption of a particular good or service caused by a 1-percent change in the consumer’s income.
3 Other bike-friendly public measures include relatively low speed limits and timing of traffic signals to make cycling
convenient; measures that workplaces can take include locking facilities (racks or lockers) and showers.
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Because of public investments, residents of some states will find it easier and cheaper to respond to
a carbon price by changing their buying habits, while residents of other states will have little choice
but to continue the same, inelastic purchase of high-carbon-intensity fuels and electricity, at least in
the short run. In the long run, however, all states have the potential to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and green their economies. Consumers’ demand for gasoline, heating fuels and electricity
will become more elastic with each year of carbon policy as investments in fuel-efficient cars,
furnaces, appliances and insulation become more cost-effective, and public policy makes more low-
carbon-intensity options available by retiring coal plants, expanding public transportation networks,
and creating incentives for households to improve their energy efficiency.

In the sections that follow, we give an overview of states’ investments in energy efficiency, and the
use, availability, and carbon intensity of electricity, household fuels, and means of transportation.
Households’ price elasticity of demand in response to carbon prices will depend in great part on
state-specific infrastructure, as well as climate and geography.

Energy Efficiency

The efficiency of energy use varies greatly from state to state. With better energy efficiency, a state’s
residents can achieve the same benefits of heating, cooling, home appliances, electronics and
lighting, and transportation but have lower energy use and emissions per capita. States that have
made larger investments in renewable energy, public transportation, and conservation measures are
likely to find that their residents have a more elastic response to a carbon price, and therefore
experience less of an economic impact from climate policy.

The American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE) publishes an annual scorecard of
states’ levels of energy efficiency. Research from ACEEE also points to further untapped potential in
U.S. energy efficiency: 23 percent more efficient energy use, with benefits more than paying for the
cost of implementation, and the potential for a net gain of 500,000 to 1,500,000 green jobs by 2030
(Laitner and McKinney 2008). Another report estimates that energy efficiency in the multifamily
housing sector could improve by 30 percent, and that making these improvements would eliminate
50 to 100 million mT CO, each year (Stone et al. 2009).

In ACEEE’s most recent scorecard (2009), California ranks highest in overall energy efficiency,
followed by Massachusetts, Connecticut, Oregon, and New York (see Table 11).* Wyoming received
ACEEE’s lowest score for 2009 — 1 out of 50 possible points, followed by Mississippi, North Dakota,
Alabama, and Nebraska. ACEEE also drew attention to six states that had the biggest improvements
in energy efficiency from 2008 to 2009: Delaware, Maine, Tennessee, Colorado, South Dakota, and
Washington D.C.

40 See Appendix C for additional state energy efficiency data.
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Table 11: Top 10 States by Energy Efficiency, 2009

Utility and Public State

Benefits Programs | Transportation Building Combined Government | Appliance TOTAL
State and Policies Policies Codes Heat & Power | Initiatives Standards SCORE
California 185 6.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 3.0 44.5
Massachusetts 17.0 4.0 7.0 4.0 5.0 2.0 39.0
Connecticut 17.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.5 2.0 375
Oregon 14.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 45 2.0 36.5
New York 14.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 5.0 1.0 34.5
Vermont 19.0 4.0 35 2.0 4.0 1.0 335
Washington 14.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 33.0
Minnesota 16.5 2.0 5.0 3.0 4.0 0.0 30.5
Rhode Island 13.0 4.0 5.5 1.0 2.0 2.0 275
Maine 8.5 4.0 5.5 4.0 4.0 0.0 26.0

Source: ACEEE (2009) Energy Efficiency Scorecard.
ACEEE bases its rankings on six categories contributing to the efficient use of energy:

Efficiency in utility and public benefits programs and policies is based on electricity and gas
program spending as a share of state revenues, public-electricity savings, energy efficiency resource
standards, utility incentives, and the removal of utility disincentives. Vermont receives the highest
score in this category, followed closely by California, Connecticut, Massachusetts, and Minnesota.
Five states get a zero score in this category, which is worth 20 points: Alaska, Alabama, Mississippi,
West Virginia, and Louisiana.

The transportation policy score — based on vehicle greenhouse gas emissions standards, policies to
reduce vehicle miles traveled, state transit funding, and high-efficiency-vehicle consumer incentives
— contributes another possible eight points to the final efficiency score. California and Washington
tie for the highest score, 6; Connecticut, Maryland, New Jersey, New York, and Oregon tie for third
place. Twenty-three states score zero in this category.

Building efficiency codes contribute another possible seven points to the final score. States are rated
on their compliance efforts and the stringency of residential and commercial codes. California and
Massachusetts get the maximum score; Oregon, Washington, Pennsylvania, and the District of
Columbia tie for third place. Five states get a zero score: Alabama, Mississippi, North Dakota, South
Dakota, and Wyoming.

The score for state government initiatives, worth seven points, is based on financial and information
incentives; energy research, development and deployment; and “lead-by-example” building
requirements and state-vehicle-fleet efficiency. California, Pennsylvania, and New York get the top
score, followed by Connecticut and Oregon. Four states get a zero: Arkansas, Georgia, North Dakota,
and Wyoming.

State policies encouraging combined heat and power systems that simultaneously generate electricity
and heat buildings are worth another five points. Seven states tie for first place: California,
Connecticut, Illinois, New York, Ohio, Oregon, and Texas; tying for last place were Georgia, lowa,
Louisiana, Virginia, and Wyoming.
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A final three possible points come from an appliance and efficiency standards score, which is based
primarily on new state standards enacted since 2002. California is a clear winner, followed by
Connecticut, Maryland, Massachusetts, Oregon, Rhode Island, and Washington. Thirty-eight states
received a score of zero in this category.

In states that have embraced energy efficiency — California, Connecticut, Massachusetts, New York,
Oregon — consumers will have a leg up in responding to a carbon price elastically, by consuming
less gasoline, heating fuel, electricity, and other high-carbon-intensity goods and services, and more
of the low-carbon-intensity goods and services that they enjoy. States like Delaware, Maine,
Tennessee, Colorado, South Dakota, and Washington, D.C., are making great strides towards catching
up with their most energy-efficient neighbors. Others — Alabama, Mississippi, Nebraska, North
Dakota, and Wyoming top this list — lag behind, and therefore lack the flexibility that would allow
their residents to switch to public transportation, or seek out public energy-conservation assistance.
Unless these states catch up, their residents will find it more difficult to avoid the economic impacts
of carbon prices.

Electricity

U.S. electricity consumption resulted in the release of 2.5 billion mT CO, into the atmosphere in
2008 — 43 percent of total U.S. CO, emissions (see Figure 6).*! Carbon policy will mean bigger
electricity bills, especially in states that use a lot of electricity per person, and states where the
electricity consumed (some produced in state and some imported) is very carbon-intensive.
Consuming less electricity — conservation — is an important focus of energy-efficiency investment;
in many states, programs exist to make new, energy efficient appliances less expensive, to improve
insulation thereby reducing air-conditioner use, and to offset the costs of rooftop solar panels.

Figure 6: Residential electricity emissions per cap ita for 2005 (mT CO »)
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Note: Values rounded to the nearest whole number. Per capita residential electricity emissions, in mT CO,, are 2.3 for Alaska, 2.2for
Hawaii, and 2.9 for the District of Columbia.

Per capita electricity use ranges from 31.3 megawatt-hours (MWh) in Wyoming to just 9.2 in
Vermont (see Table 12); average U.S. per capita electricity consumption is 12.3 MWh.*? Emissions

#17.S. Energy Information Administration (2009a; 2010c), http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/1605/ggrpt/carbon.html and

http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/electricity/epa/epat3p9.html. See Appendix C for additional state electricity data.

420J.S. Energy Information Administration (2010d), http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/1605/state/state_emissions.html .
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from electricity generation account for 74.4 percent of West Virginia’s total CO, emissions, but just
0.1 percent of Vermont’s. Energy efficiency may be an important part of the explanation of these
differences: Among the ten states with the lowest electricity consumption per capita, seven are in the
ACEEE’s 2009 top ten for energy efficiency.

Table 12: States with highest and lowest electricit  y consumption per capita, 2008 (MWh)

Highest per capita Lowest per capita

Wyoming 31.3 | California 7.3
Kentucky 21.9| New York 7.4
Dist. Columbia  20.0 | Rhode Island 7.4
North Dakota 19.4 | Hawaii 8.1
Alabama 19.2 | New Hampshire 8.3
West Virginia 18.9 | Massachusetts 8.6
South Carolina  18.0 | Connecticut 8.8
Louisiana 17.8 | Maine 8.9
Indiana 16.8 | Alaska 9.2
Tennessee 16.8 | Vermont 9.2

Sources: U.S. Energy Information Administration (2010b) state data tables,
http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/electricity/epa/epa sprdshts.html; U.S. Census Bureau (2009) ACS 2008 data,
http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en; and Hodges and Rahmani (2009), http://edis.ifas.ufl.edu/fe796.

Another important factor affecting per capita consumption of electricity is the residential retail
price; electricity prices range from 6.97 cents per kilowatt-hour (kWh) in Idaho to 19.48 in
Connecticut, with Hawaii as an extreme outlier at 32.38 (see Figure 7).*> Nine out of the ten states
with the lowest per capita electricity consumption (California is the exception) are among those with
the ten highest electricity prices. There is a similar, although somewhat weaker, correlation between
states with the highest per capita electricity use and low electricity prices.

Climate can also have an effect on electricity use and can be a key cause of demand inelasticity for
electricity: Consumers in hot climates may pay higher prices without reducing their demand for
electricity — to do otherwise would require them to go without air conditioning. Few of the hottest
states are among those with the highest electricity consumption per capita (just Alabama and
Louisiana), but none of the hottest states are among those with the lowest consumption. Figure 8
reports “cooling degree days” for each state — each day’s difference between a comfortable
temperature and the actual temperature, summed up for an entire year.

43 Prices reported in 2009 dollars. Conversion based on the CPI-U, Bureau of Labor Statistics (2010),
ftp://ftp.bls.gov/pub/special.requests/cpi/cpiai.txt.
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Figure 7: Residential retail electricity prices, 20 08 (cents/kWh)

Idaho

West Virginia
North Dakota
Washington
Nebraska
Kentucky
Missouri
Wyoming
Utah

South Dakota
Oregon
Indiana
Kansas
Tennessee
Oklahoma
Montana
Arkansas
lowa

North Carolina
Virginia
Minnesota
South Carolina
Georgia

New Mexico
Ohio
Colorado
Arizona
Louisiana
Mississippi
Alabama
Michigan
lllinois
UNITED STATES
Pennsylvania
Wisconsin
Florida
Nevada

Dist. Columbia
Texas
California
Maryland
Delaware
Vermont

New Jersey
New Hampshire
Maine

Alaska

Rhode Island
Massachusetts
New York
Connecticut
Hawaii .

32.38

0.00 10.00 20.00 30.00 40.00
Cents per KWh

Sources: U.S. Energy Information Administration (2010b) state data tables. Prices reported in 2009 dollars. Conversion based on
the historical CPI-U, Bureau of Labor Statistics (2010).

41



Emission Reduction, Interstate Equity, and the Price of Carbon

Figure 8: Cooling degree days, 2005
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Two more states in ACEEE’s top ten — Oregon and Washington — are examples of a second key
factor in explaining the distribution of U.S. emissions from electricity, the carbon intensity of in-
state electricity generation. Methods of electricity generation differ in the metric tons of CO, emitted
per megawatt-hour produced. In 2007, burning biomass — usually wood industry and agricultural
residues — for electricity generation in the United States resulted in, on average, 1.08 mT CO, per
MWh; coal, 0.98; petroleum, 0.84; and natural gas and propane, 0.46 (Hodges and Rahmani 2009).

U.S. states use all of these fuels to generate electricity, plus nuclear power and renewables —
geothermal, hydro-electric, solar, and wind — which do not directly create greenhouse gas emissions.
States’ mix of production methods results in very different average state carbon intensities of
electricity generation, from 1.02 mT CO, per MWh in North Dakota, where 91 percent of electricity is
generated from coal, to 0.09 mT CO, per MWh in Vermont, where 72 percent comes from nuclear
and 22 percent from hydro-electric power (see Table 13 and Table 14).*

Table 13: Carbon intensity of in-state electricity generation, 2007 (mT CO »/MWh)

Highest intensity Lowest intensity

North Dakota 1.02 | Vermont 0.09
Wyoming 0.99 | Washington 0.13
Kentucky 0.96 | Idaho 0.18
Indiana 0.95 | Oregon 0.21
Delaware 0.92 | California 0.31
West Virginia 0.90 | Connecticut 0.33
New Mexico 0.88 | New Jersey 0.33
Utah 0.88 | New Hampshire 0.36
Missouri 0.85| New York 0.37
Ohio 0.84 | Rhode Island 0.42

Sources: U.S. Energy Information Administration (2010b) state data tables, U.S. Census Bureau (2009) ACS 2008 data,
http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en; and Hodges and Rahmani (2009), http://edis.ifas.ufl.edu/fe796.

44 The average carbon intensity of coal generation in the U.S. is 0.98 mT CO,/MWh, but different generation facilities have
different intensities. North Dakota and Wyoming’s carbon intensity of coal generation is higher than the national average
because of the carbon intensity of the specific coal plants located in these states.
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Table 14: Share of electricity generated in U.S. an  d selected states by method, 2008

Geothermal Hydro-electric Nuclear Solar Wind

United States 0.36% | United States  6.2% | United States 19. 6%| United States 0.02% | United States  1.3%

California 6.19%| Idaho 78.2%| Vermont 71.8%| Nevada 0.44%| Minnesota 8.0%
Nevada 3.94%| Washington 70.1%| South Carolina 51.3%| California 0.32%| lowa 7.7%
Hawaii 2.06%| Oregon 57.6%| Connecticut 50.8%| Colorado 0.03%| Colorado 6.0%
Idaho 0.71%| South Dakota  42.3%| New Jersey 50.6%| Arizona 0.01%| North Dakota 5.2%
Utah 0.55%| Montana 33.7%| llinois 47.7%| New Jersey 0.00%| New Mexico 4.4%
Montana 0.38%| Maine 26.1%| New Hampshire 40.9%| North Carolina 0.00%] Oregon 4.4%
Vermont 21.9%| Virginia 38.4%| Massachusetts 0.00%| Texas 4.0%
New York 19.0%| Pennsylvania  35.4%| Hawaii 0.00%| Kansas 3.8%
Alaska 17.3%| North Carolina 31.8%| Pennsylvania  0.00%| Washington 3.3%
California 11.6%| Maryland 31.0% Oklahoma 3.1%
Coal Natural Gas Petroleum Wood and Biomass Other

United States 48.2% | United States 21.4% | United States 1. 1%| United States 1.3% | United States 0.4%

West Virginia 97.8%| Rhode Island 97.4%| Dist. Columbia  100%| Maine 23.0%| Delaware 6.5%
Indiana 94.2%| Nevada 68.3%| Hawaii 76.2%| Vermont 6.1%| Connecticut 2.4%
Wyoming 94.2%| Alaska 59.1%| Alaska 14.4%| New Hampshire 5.1%| Indiana 2.1%
Kentucky 93.6%| California 57.7%| Florida 5.5%]| Idaho 3.8%| Maine 1.8%
North Dakota 90.6%| Massachusetts 50.6%| Massachusetts 5.0%| Virginia 3.7%| Hawaii 1.7%
Ohio 85.2%| Louisiana 49.0%| Maine 3.1%| Massachusetts 2.9%| Louisiana 1.7%
Utah 81.6%| Texas 47.7%| Kentucky 2.9%| Louisiana 2.9%| Maryland 1.3%
Missouri 80.8%| Florida 47.1%| Delaware 2.9%| Mississippi 2.9%| Florida 1.3%
lowa 76.1%| Oklahoma 44.2%| New York 2.7%| California 2.8%| California 1.2%
New Mexico 73.0%| Maine 43.2%| Louisiana 2.5%| Arkansas 2.7%| Texas 1.0%

Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration (2010b) state data tables,
http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/electricity/epa/epa sprdshts.html.

Twenty-seven percent of U.S. electricity comes from carbon-free generation methods.*> Washington,
with the second-lowest carbon intensity of electricity generation, produces 70 percent of its
electricity from hydro-electric power, 8 percent from nuclear power, and 3 percent from wind. Rhode
Island, with the tenth-lowest carbon intensity, produces 97 percent from relatively low-carbon-
intensity natural gas.

But electricity consumption per capita and the carbon intensity of electricity generated within each
state can only go so far in explaining states’ per capita carbon emissions from electricity use. The
third key factor is the carbon intensity of electricity imported from other states. One-tenth of all
electricity generated in the United States crossed state lines in 2008.*°

4 No method of electricity generation is truly “carbon-free” over its entire life cycle; all methods result in greenhouse gas
emissions in the construction of the power plant, and nuclear power entails additional emissions in mining and processing
uranium. It is common to refer to non-combustion power plants as “carbon-free,” since they do not release carbon dioxide
in the process of generation itself.

46 1.S. Energy Information Administration (2010a) state data tables. Our approach to interstate electricity transactions is
oversimplified in two important ways, both forced on us by data limitations. First, most states are included in multi-state
power pools, within which electricity frequently flows back and forth across state boundaries. Even a state that is, on
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The state exporting the most electricity in 2008, Pennsylvania, generated 53 percent from coal, 35
percent from nuclear, and 8 percent from natural gas, for a carbon intensity of electricity of 0.58 mT
CO,/MWh (see Table 15 and Figure 9). Some of the other big electricity exporters have much higher
carbon intensities: West Virginia, 0.90 mT CO,/MWh; Wyoming, 0.99; North Dakota, 1.02; and Utah,
0.88. California’s relatively low carbon intensity, 0.31 mT CO,/MWh, describes only its in-state
generation, not the 43 percent of its electricity consumption that it imports from neighboring states.
A carbon price would increase electricity prices in proportion to the total carbon intensity of
electricity consumption (imports and in-state generation combined); state investments in alternative
energy sources for electricity generation can only dampen carbon price effects if they account for a
significant proportion of electricity consumed in the state.

Table 15: Top ten exporters and importers of electr icity (million MWh)

Exports Imports

Pennsylvania 50.1 | California 80.6
West Virginia 47.9 | Virginia 44.6
Alabama 41.8 | Florida 28.1
llinois 35.2 | New Jersey 23.1
Arizona 31.4 | Tennessee 224
Wyoming 25.2 | Ohio 21.1
Texas 17.9 | Maryland 20.6
North Dakota 17.1| Minnesota 194
Utah 13.8| Massachusetts 17.6
Washington 12.6 | New York 17.5

Source: Authors’ calculations from U.S. Energy Information Administration (2010b) state data tables; see Stanton et al. (2009) for
methodology.

balance, self-sufficient or exporting electricity may have imports from nearby states, offset by equal or greater exports.
Data on electricity imports and exports in this article refer only to net interstate flows, not to actual gross flows in both
directions. Second, interstate exports differ greatly in their carbon intensity, ranging from carbon-free hydro-electric and
nuclear power to coal-fired electricity. Unfortunately, there is no way to track who received the exports of electricity with
different carbon intensities; we have therefore applied the national average carbon intensity of exported electricity
throughout the country.
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Figure 9: Electricity exports and imports (million MWh, exports are positive, imports are negative)

Note: Values rounded to the nearest whole number. Electricity exports and imports, in million MWh, are 0 for Alaska and Hawaii,
and -11.8 for the District of Columbia.

Interstate trade in electricity is reflected in both the carbon intensity of electricity use and the share
of electricity use from coal generation, and there is a very close — 94 percent — correlation in the
state-by-state variation of these two factors. West Virginia’s coal share of electricity use is 98
percent, and its carbon intensity of electricity use (here, measured as emissions per $1,000 of
electricity sales) is 18.0 mT C0,/$1000; in Maine these figures are 2 percent and 3.6 mT C0O,/$1000
(see Table 16 and Figure 10).”

Table 16: States with highest and lowest carbon int  ensity of electricity (including imports) (mT CO 2/$1,000)

and share of electricity use from coal generation including imports)

Highest intensity Lowest intensity Highest coal share Lowest coal share

Wyoming 19.7 | Vermont 0.8 | West Virginia 97.6%| Maine 1.7%
Kentucky 18.8 | Washington 25| Wyoming 95.1%| Vermont 7.8%
West Virginia 18.0 | New Hampshire 2.7 | North Dakota 94.8%| Oregon 9.3%
North Dakota 17.7| Connecticut 3.2 | Utah 94.2%| Alaska 9.5%
Indiana 16.3 | New York 3.3 | Indiana 94.2%| Washington 10.3%
Utah 16.2 | Oregon 3.3 | Kentucky 90.7%| Hawaii 14.8%
Missouri 14.7 | California 3.5 | Missouri 85.3%| Connecticut 16.3%
lowa 13.7 | Maine 3.6 | New Mexico 85.2%| New Hampshire 16.6%
Kansas 12.8 | New Jersey 4.4 | Ohio 84.4%| California 19.1%
New Mexico 12.7 | Hawaii 4.4 | lowa 76.6%| New York 19.8%

Sources: Stanton et al. (2010) and authors’ calculations.

7 Stanton et al. (2010) and authors’ calculations.
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Figure 10: Carbon intensity of electricity (includi ng imports) (mT CO2/2009%)
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Note: Values rounded to the nearest whole number. Carbon intensity of electricity (including imports), in mT CO,/2009$, is 9.6 for
Alaska, 4.4 for Hawaii, and 10.3 for the District of Columbia.

When carbon intensity of electricity generation and carbon intensity of electricity use are compared,
most states change rank by a few places, but a few states stand out. Idaho — where 78 percent of
electricity generation is hydro-electric and 55 percent of electricity is imported — ranks eighth
lowest in carbon intensity by generation but only 25 lowest by use. Virginia rises eight places in this
ranking, Wisconsin seven places, and Maryland and Nevada, four places each. Several states move
in the other direction, with lower carbon intensities by use than by generation: Florida, Georgia, and
Mississippi all stand out among states that import electricity that is less carbon-intensive than what
they produce in-state.*®

In the short run, demand for electricity is very inelastic; it can be difficult for households to
substitute consumption of electricity for consumption of some lower-carbon intensity good or
service. In the longer run, however, households can conserve electricity by buying energy-efficient
appliances or adding insulation to prevent the escape of air-conditioned air. The lion’s share of
reductions will depend on utilities — and the state regulations that control them — to change the
carbon intensity of electricity. Utilities, or regional power pools, may choose differently which
generation facilities to run more often (in the extreme, around the clock and around the year), and
which to reserve for times of higher demand (in the extreme, some facilities may be used only for a
few hours of peak demand per year). In addition, many coal plants can be retired as natural gas and
renewable electricity generation is built. States can also improve the elasticity of households and
businesses’ electricity purchases by creating programs that provide financial support and other
assistance toward energy efficiency.

8 Stanton et al. (2010); U.S. Energy Information Administration (2010a) state data tables; U.S. Census Bureau (2009) ACS
2008 data, http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en; Hodges and Rahmani (2009); and authors’
calculations.
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Home Heating and Cooking

Residential “direct” fuel use — fuels that are combusted in the home for space heating, water heating,
and some appliances (e.g., stoves, ovens, and dryers that run on propane or natural gas) — was
responsible for the release of 343 million mT CO, in 2007 — 5.7 percent of total U.S. CO, emissions.*
Carbon policy will make these fuels more expensive; to avoid paying high prices, consumers must
keep their homes cooler in winter, improve home insulation, or purchase more fuel-efficient heating
fuels and heating systems.

Household fuel use’s share of total emissions ranges from 0.3 percent in Hawaii to 25 percent in the
District of Columbia.®® Ten other states have emission shares from household fuels of 10 percent or
greater: Vermont (24.0), Rhode Island (21.3), Connecticut (20.6), Maine (20.3), New York (18.0),
Massachusetts (16.8), New Hampshire (14.7), New Jersey (12.1), Minnesota (11.3), and Idaho (10.0).
In these states, heating bills are a large part of a household’s annual budget. A high carbon price
could be a motivation to switch to a lower carbon-intensity heating fuel, despite the expense of a
new furnace and heat delivery system.

To state the obvious, colder states use more heating fuel than warmer states. Per capita non-
electricity fuel use expressed in British Thermal Units (Btu), a measure of heating energy, gives an
approximate picture of this relationship (non-electricity Btus include fuel used for water heating and
cooking, but don’t include electricity used for heating). U.S. average non-electricity fuel use was
22.6 Btu per capita in 2007; state averages ranged from 1.3 in Hawaii to 49.9 Btu per capita in
Alaska (see Table 17).%!

Table 17: Per capita non-electricity fuel use, 2007 (million Btu)

Highest per capita Lowest per capita

Alaska 49.9 [ Hawaii 13
Maine 45.8 | Florida 1.9
Michigan 40.7 | Arizona 9.5
Vermont 40.0 [ South Carolina 9.7
llinois 38.8 | Louisiana 10.2
Connecticut 38.7 | Texas 111
Rhode Island 37.0 [ Alabama 11.7
Massachusetts  36.6 | Mississippi 12.2
Wyoming 36.1 | North Carolina 13.2
New York 35.3 | Tennessee 145

Sources: U.S. Energy Information Administration (2009c), http://www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/states/ seds.html; and U.S. Census Bureau
(2006) ACS 2005 data.

4 U.S. Energy Information Administration (2010d), http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/ 1605/state/state_emissions.html. See
Appendix C for additional state household fuel use data.

50 Authors’ calculation for the District of Columbia based on total positive emissions. The EIA (ibid.) reports significant
negative industrial emissions for D.C. EIA definition of negative emissions is unclear; see U.S. Energy Information
Administration (2009e) , Chapter 2, for a possible explanation regarding the production of biofuels.

1 U.S. Energy Information Administration (2009c); and U.S. Census Bureau (2006) ACS 2005 data.
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Figure 11: Heating degree days, 2005
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Non-electricity fuel use corresponds very closely to the extent of cold weather. U.S. heating degree
days — a measure of how much heating is required over the course of a year to maintain buildings
at a comfortable temperature — range from 20 in Hawaii to 11,525 in Alaska (see Figure 11).*
Residents of states with the highest heating degree days will tend to have an inelastic demand for
heating fuel — using less just isn’t an option for most families. The 11 states with the highest
emissions from household fuel use have heating degrees days that range from 5,327 to 8,134.
Several states with high per capita non-electricity fuel use and high heating degree days, however,
do not have correspondingly high household heating and cooking shares of total CO, emissions.
Alaska is a clear example; it ranks highest among all states in per capita non-electricity fuel use and
heating degree days, but 31 states have a greater share of their emissions originating in the use of
household fuels. Because its transportation emissions are so high, Alaska’s household fuels account
for just 4.2 percent of its CO, emissions.

The amount of greenhouse gases released per Btu differs by fuel, and fuel choice is a second
important factor determining the scale of emissions from household fuels. The combustion of fuel oil
emits 78.8 mT CO, per billion Btu; natural gas, 66.9; and propane, 62.3.>* On average, across the
United States, 74 percent of non-electricity fuel use (in Btu) comes from natural gas, 11 percent from
oil, and 7 percent each from propane and wood.** Qil is the predominant home heating fuel in only a
handful of states in New England; propane heating predominates only in Hawaii (see Table 18).

Table 18: Top ten states by share of non-electricit  y residential energy consumption in Btus, 2007

Oll Natural gas Propane Wood

Maine 71.8%| lllinois 91.0%| Hawaii 68.8%| Arizona 23.5%
Connecticut 57.8%| California 90.1%| Florida 42.0%| South Carolina 16.2%
New Hampshire 54.2%| Utah 89.4%| North Dakota 25.6%| Alabama 15.9%
Vermont 52.3%| Dist. Columbia 86.7%| Vermont 24.5%| Mississippi 14.2%
Rhode Island 45.3%| Colorado 86.3%| South Dakota  24.2%| Oregon 13.7%
Massachusetts 40.9%| Louisiana 85.4%| Montana 23.1%| Tennessee 12.5%
New York 26.6%| Ohio 84.4%| New Hampshire 20.4%| Washington 12.2%
Alaska 26.6%| Oklahoma 83.9%| Wyoming 19.6%| North Carolina 11.9%
Pennsylvania  26.5%| Michigan 83.7%| Mississippi 19.2%| Nevada 11.0%
Delaware 20.0%| Texas 83.5%| North Carolina  18.6%| Kentucky 10.6%

Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration (2009c).

The price of fuels, together with their availability, can also be an additional determining factor in
household fuel use. Fuels vary widely in their price per unit of heat energy, but not all fuels are
available in all areas, and switching from one fuel to another is likely to require the purchase and
installation of new heating equipment — an expensive investment for most households. On average,
across U.S. states, the highest-priced heating “fuel” was electricity, at $32 per million Btu in 2009;
prices of other fuels cover a broad spectrum: $26 per million Btu for propane, $20 for fuel oil, $13
for natural gas, and $9 for wood.*

52 National Climatic Data Center (2007).

3 U.S. Energy Information Administration (2010f), emission factors for 2006.

54 U.S. Energy Information Administration (2009c) .

% Prices reported in 2009 dollars. Conversion based on the CPI-U, Bureau of Labor Statistics (2010), and on U.S. Energy
Information Administration (2009c).
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There is a 4-to-1 variation in natural gas and electricity prices across states, 2-to-1 in propane and
wood prices, and just 1.2-to-1 in oil prices (see Table 19). States with the highest prices for
household fuel include both those with the lowest heating needs — Hawaii and Florida — and some
of those with the highest — several states in New England. The states with the highest number of
heating degree days, Alaska and North Dakota, face relatively low prices for natural gas, the
dominant fuel used in both states, and also have low shares of their total CO, emissions coming from
household fuel use — 4.2 and 2.1 percent, respectively.

Table 19: Top ten highest and lowest states by pric e per unit of heating energy, 2007 ($/million Btu)

Natural gas Oll LPQ Electricity

Hawaii 34.0 Washington 23.1| Hawaii 47.0) Hawaii 73.2
Florida 19.7| California 21.4] Rhode Island 37.2] Connecticut 58.0
Alabama 18.4| Nevada 21.3| New Jersey 33.6| New York 51.8
Georgia 17.7| New Jersey 21.3| Florida 33.5| Maine 50.1
Massachusetts 17.4] Vermont 21.2| Massachusetts 32.2| Massachusetts 49.2
Arizona 17.4| Arizona 21.1] Maryland 31.6| Alaska 46.0
South Carolina 17.2| Maryland 20.9| Maine 31.4] New Hampshire 45.1
New Hampshire  17.1f Hawaii 20.8| Alaska 31.1| California 43.7
Rhode Island 16.6] Rhode Island 20.8| Dist. of Col. 30.7] Vermont 42.9
Vermont 16.5 New York 20.7| California 30.7| New Jersey 429
Natural gas Oll LPQ Electricity

Wyoming 8.8] Oregon 18.7| lowa 19.6| Idaho 19.3
Alaska 8.9] Georgia 18.7| North Dakota 19.8| West Virginia 20.4
Colorado 9.0 North Carolina 18.8| Nebraska 19.9| Washington 22.0
North Dakota 9.0| Alaska 18.8| South Dakota 20.0| North Dakota 22.2
Utah 9.2| Virginia 18.9| Kansas 21.3| Kentucky 22.3
Montana 10.1f New Hampshire  18.9| Montana 21.4| Nebraska 23.0
South Dakota 10.8| South Carolina 19.0| Missouri 21.5| Missouri 233
lllinois 11.0 Florida 19.1{ lllinois 21.7| Wyoming 235
Michigan 11.2| Delaware 19.3| Wisconsin 21.8| Tennessee 23.8
Minnesota 11.3| Montana 19.3| Minnesota 22.1| South Dakota 245

Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration (2009c). Prices reported in 2009 dollars. Conversion based on the
historical CPI-U, Bureau of Labor Statistics (2010).

Demand for heating and cooking fuels is inelastic — in part, fuel use depends on the size of each
family’s home — a 3,000-square-foot house requires a lot more heating that 800 square-foot unit,
and even without moving to a new home, investing in a new heating system can be very expensive
(and is not an option for most renters). Fuel use per capita is determined by climate, and fuel choice
is often determined by availability. Government incentives to subsidize insulation, other
weatherization, and fuel-efficient heating equipment, and to improve access to lower-carbon-
intensity fuels, are essential to help households reduce their emissions.
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Transportation

U.S. transportation by households, industry, and government caused the release of 2.0 billion mT
CO0,, 34 percent of total CO, emissions, in 2007.*° Transportation’s share of total CO, emissions
ranges from 59 percent in Idaho to 11 percent in West Virginia. Average U.S. transportation fuel
consumption was 562 gallons per capita in 2008.%” U.S. average fuel economy for cars and light
trucks was 13.1 miles per gallon (mpg) in 1975, reached a peak of 22 mpg in 1987 and has since
fallen to 20.2 mpg in 2007.%®

Figure 12: U.S. vehicle miles of travel (VMT) and p  er capita VMT, 1900-2008
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Sources: Federal Highway Administration (2010), http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2008/vmt421.cfm; population
data from the U.S. Census Bureau, http://www.census.gov/population/www/censusdata/files/table-2.pdf for 1900 to 1990, the 2000
U.S. Census for 2000, and 2008 ACS for 2008; population for years in between these data were estimated based on a linear trend.

In part the decline in fuel efficiency is the result of an enormous shift in car sales toward trucks,
SUVs, and large minivans — from 19 percent of cars and light truck sales in 1975 to 49 percent in
2007. Average U.S. vehicle miles have grown from 1 mile per person per year in 1900 to 1,000 miles
in 1925; 3,000 in 1950; 6,200 in 1975, and 9,800 today (see Figure 12).*°

Wyoming has, by far, the highest annual per capita transportation fuel consumption, 1,311 gallons,
while the District of Columbia has the lowest. Fuel consumption depends directly on vehicles’ fuel
efficiency and the number of miles traveled, and indirectly on population density and the
availability and use of means of transportation other than private cars. In the United States, demand
for gasoline has historically been very inelastic (Brons et al. 2008; Hughes et al. 2008),though
responses to the OPEC oil price spikes of the 1970s included conservation measures such as car-
pooling and an increase in average fuel efficiency.

%6 U.S. Energy Information Administration (2010d). See Appendix C for additional state transportation data.
7 Federal Highway Administration (2009b).

°8 2007 is the last year for which the EPA reports data (EPA 2007).

% Sources: Federal Highway Administration (2010); population data from the U.S. Census Bureau,

http://www.census.gov/population/www/censusdata/files/table-2.pdf for 1900 to 1990, the 2000 U.S. Census for 2000, and

2008 ACS for 2008; population for years in between these data were estimated based on a linear trend.
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Table 20: States with highest and lowest transporta  tion fuel consumption, 2008 (gallons per capita)

Highest per capita Lowest per capita

Wyoming 1,311 | Dist. Columbia 215
North Dakota 835 New York 354
Mississippi 754 | Hawaii 377
South Dakota 748 | Rhode Island 431
Alaska 738 | Massachusetts 483
Montana 736 | California 483
Oklahoma 733 | llinois 489
lowa 717 | Washington 493
South Carolina 709 [ Connecticut 502
Alabama 705 | Pennsylvania 509

Sources: Federal Highway Administration (2009b) and ACS 2008.

One important factor contributing to inelasticity in demand for gasoline is population density.
Overall, U.S. population density is 86 people per square mile, but state density ranges from 1 person
per mile in Alaska to 1,171 in New Jersey and 9,639 in the District of Columbia (see Figure 13).%°
Population density gives a basic measure of how close together people live and how far it is
necessary to travel to get to work, school, and shopping. In states where people are more spread out,
it is difficult for consumers to respond to gasoline price increases by driving less. Policies to change
local population densities are, of necessity, long-term in nature: reducing transportation needs with
policies designed to combat urban sprawl, or improving alternative transportation with trains or bike
trails. Households’ desire to use less gasoline today can be thwarted by a lack of foresight in public
expenditures.

% .S. Census Bureau (ND; 2009).
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Figure 13: Population density, 2008 (people per squ  are mile)
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Only 5.0 percent of the U.S. working population commutes via public transportation (excluding
taxis); another 2.8 percent walk, and 0.6 percent bike.®! In the District of Columbia, half of all
workers take public transportation, walk or bike (see Table 21). In New York State, it is just over
one-third. But in many states, those using alternative transportation are just a small share of the
workforce. Population density does not explain all of this variation. In Alaska, the least dense state,
a high proportion of people living close together in small settlements gives it the second-highest
share of people walking to work. Community planning and the availability of public transportation,
and safe walking and bike routes, have an important role to play.

Table 21: Workers travelling via public transportat ion, biking, or walking, 2008

Public transportation, Bike or walk, Public transportation, Bike or walk,

highest share highest share lowest share lowest share

Dist. Columbia 35.7%| Dist. Columbia 14.4%| Mississippi 0.36%| Alabama 1.39%
New York 26.7%| Alaska 8.0%| Oklahoma 0.40%| Tennessee 1.54%
New Jersey 10.3%| Vermont 7.0%| Arkansas 0.43%| Georgia 1.67%
Massachusetts  8.9%| Montana 6.9%| Kansas 0.51%| North Carolina  1.96%
llinois 8.7%| New York 6.8%| Alabama 0.52%| Mississippi 1.98%
Maryland 8.5%| Oregon 6.0%| South Dakota  0.54%| Texas 1.99%
Hawaii 5.9%| Massachusetts 5.3%| North Dakota 0.63%| South Carolina 2.07%
Washington 5.5%| Hawaii 5.2%| South Carolina 0.69%| Florida 2.12%
Pennsylvania 5.3%| South Dakota 5.2%| Nebraska 0.72%| Arkansas 2.17%
California 5.3%| Wyoming 4.9%| Maine 0.73%| Missouri 2.22%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2009).

A final factor differentiating states is their gasoline prices. In 2009, the average price of gasoline
was $1.89 per gallon, with a low of $1.76 in Arkansas and a high of $2.61 in Alaska.®® Over the past
25 years, with few exceptions, state gasoline prices stay in the same rank ordering even as the whole
set of prices experiences swings up and down: Alaska, the District of Columbia, and Hawaii have the
highest prices; Arkansas, Kansas, and Tennessee have the lowest. Hawaii and the District of
Columbia have some of the lowest fuel use per capita, but Alaska has one of the highest: Low
population density makes gasoline demand more inelastic, so that even with such high prices (and a
relatively low average income), Alaskans still consume a great deal of transportation fuel.*®

61 1U.S. Census Bureau (2009).

62 U.S. Energy Information Administration (2009d),

http://tonto.eia.doe.gov/dnav/pet/pet pri allmg a EPMO PTA cpgal a.htm, and CPI-U (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2010).
EIA did not report a 2009 gasoline price for the District of Columbia. Its 2008 price was $2.80 per gallon.

% U.S. Energy Information Administration (2009d) and CPI-U (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2010).

55



Emission Reduction, Interstate Equity, and the Price of Carbon

Figure 14: Before-tax gasoline prices, state and fe  deral taxes, 2008 (2008%/gallon)

Alaska | ; ; 3.11 ; ; . 0.08
Hawaii | . . 281 . . 0.17
California | | | 2.53 | | , 0.18
Georgia | . . 2.52 . . 0.08
Vermont | . . 2.52 . . . 0.21
New Jersey | . . 2.52 . . 0.11
Wyoming | . . 2.50 . . 0.14
Oregon | | | 2.49 | | 0.24
New Mexico | . . 244 . . 0.19
New Hampshire | . . 242 . . 0.20
Massachusetts | . 242 . . 0,21
Dist. Columbia | . 241 . . 0.20
Florida | | 241 | | 0.16
South Carolina | . 241 . . 0.16
lllinois | . 241 . . 0.19
Arizona | . 241 . . 0.18
Nevada | . . 239 . . 0.24
Alabama | . . 239 . . 0.18
New York | . ;239 . . 0.24
Virginia | | . 239 | | 0.18
Maryland | . . 238 . . 0.24
Louisiana | . . 238 . . 0.20
Idaho | . . 237 . . 0.25
United States | . . 237 . . 0.20
Maine | | | 237 | | 0.28
Indiana | . . 236 . . 0.18
Connecticut | . . 236 . . 0.25
North Dakota | . . 236 . . 0.23
Michigan | . . 235 . . 0.19
Colorado | | | 235 | | 0.22
Mississippi | . . 235 . . 0.18
Kentucky | . . 234 . . 0.23
Tennessee | . . 234 . . 0.20
Utah | . . 234 . . 0.25
Montana | . . 233 . . 0.28
Delaware | . . 233 . . 0.23
South Dakota | | , 233 | | 0.22
Oklahoma | . . 232 . . 0.17
Texas | . | 232 . . 0.20
lowa | . . 232 . . 0.21
Missouri | . . 231 . . 0.17
West Virginia | | ;231 . | 0.32
Arkansas | . . 229 . . 0.22
Washington | . 229 . . 0.38
Minnesota | . . 2.28 . . 0.23
Pennsylvania | . 225 . . 0.30
North Carolina | | | 2.25 | | 0.30
Kansas | . | 2.24 . . 0.24
Wisconsin | | [ 2.24 | | 0.31
Rhode Island | . [ 2.24 . . 0.30 |
Ohio | . 222 . . 0.28
Nebraska : 2.21 : : 0.26
0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50 3.00 3.50
Before-tax price State tax Federal tax

Sources: U.S. Energy Information Administration (2009d), Federal Highway Administration (2009a; 2009c) Prices are in 2008 dollars
to preserve relationship to taxes.
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Gasoline taxes explain neither the difference in gasoline prices among states nor the difference in
states’ gasoline consumption per capita. Some of the states with the highest gasoline taxes have both
high gasoline prices and high fuel consumption (see Figure 14 above). Alaska has the lowest state
gasoline tax, $0.08 per gallon, and Washington has the highest, $0.375 per gallon; in addition, there
is a $0.184 per gallon federal tax that applies in all states. Overall, the before-tax span in gasoline
prices across states — $0.897 — is three times larger than the span in state gasoline taxes.

When a carbon price is placed on highly inelastic, high-emissions-intensity products like gasoline,
there is little change in the consumption of those products, so something else must give. This could
mean reduced consumption of other goods and services to stay within the household budget, or
spending out of savings or on credit. Government policies to make public transportation and fuel-
efficient vehicles more affordable can make demand for gasoline more elastic, and soften these
economic impacts.
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V.  Conclusions and Policy Recommendations

Our model tracks the CO, emissions resulting from all categories of consumer spending, and
estimates the impacts of a carbon price on those emissions. Nonetheless, when it comes to
understanding interstate differences in the impacts of a carbon price and dividend, it’s all about
electricity — and almost all about the use of coal to generate electricity.

Based on these model results, in round numbers, the U.S. totals for household emissions, prior to a
carbon price, are approximately 30 percent from electricity, 25 percent from gasoline, and 45
percent from everything else. Of these three categories, electricity emissions are by far the most
variable from state to state. Interstate variations in other categories play a minor role by
comparison. (In addition, emissions from electricity make up a large share of the household
emissions from the purchase of goods and services. Unlike direct electricity emissions, the carbon
intensity of goods and services does not decrease with green investments and higher long-run price
elasticities in our model. This omission tends to dampen overall emission reductions and, therefore,
leads us to estimate the need for higher carbon prices to achieve any given emission reduction.)

Ground transportation uses the same technology everywhere in the country (aside from the limited
areas where public transportation is important). Gasoline emissions differ because states with low
population density and limited urban development have greater transportation needs than high-
density urban states. At the high and low ends of the national spectrum, Wyoming has six times the
per capita transportation emissions of the District of Columbia. The second-highest state, North
Dakota, has less than 2.5 times the per capita transportation emissions of the second-lowest, New
York (see Table 20). Per capita transportation emissions in most states differ by 2 to 1 or less.

The indirect emissions caused by purchases of food, other non-energy goods, and services are even
more uniform across the country; the highest-emitting state has less than twice the per capita
emissions of the lowest. This is not surprising: Food, clothing, health care, entertainment, and other
non-energy goods and services are produced with the same technology, and with similar carbon
emissions, regardless of where they are consumed.

Electricity is different: It can be produced by burning coal, with the highest emissions intensity; by
burning natural gas, with roughly half the emissions from coal; or by hydro-power, nuclear power,
wind, or other renewable technologies, with no direct emissions. States differ widely in technology
choices and carbon-intensity: At the extremes, electricity used in Wyoming has more than 24 times
the carbon emissions per dollar of Vermont (see Table 16). The average intensity of the top ten states
is five times the intensity of the lowest ten. (Other household fuel use also varies widely by state,
driven in large part by local heating requirements, as seen in Table 17 — but the total emissions are
small, and opportunities for changing fuels are limited, in comparison with electricity.)

As a result, the impacts of a carbon price and dividend on a state are closely related to the carbon
intensity of electricity, as shown in Figure 15 (showing impacts for our 2020 scenario; the large
round dot is the national average). The lower the carbon intensity of the state’s electricity, the better
the state’s households will fare under this carbon policy.
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Figure 15: Net dividend versus carbon intensity of electricity use
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While other factors also affect the carbon intensity of electricity, the share of electricity from coal is
the most important factor, as shown in Figure 16 (again for our 2020 scenario). The more coal your
state uses, the smaller your dividend will be. In terms of reducing emissions in the short run, and
prospering under a dividend system, nothing is as important as reducing the use of coal-burning
electricity, regardless of whether a state generates it in state, or buys it from a neighboring state.
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Figure 16: Net dividend versus share of electricity use from coal
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Figure 17: Share of electricity use from coal gener  ation (including imports)
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Note: Values rounded to the nearest whole percent. Share of electricity use from coal (including imports) is 9.5 percent for Alaska,
14.8 for Hawaii, and 62.4 for the District of Columbia.
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Market Mechanisms Are Not Enough

The effects of a carbon price, as analyzed in our model, can do part of the job of reducing emissions
— but price signals alone, at the levels contemplated in recent legislative proposals, won’t reach
targets such as a 20 percent drop in emissions by 2020. Additional policies are needed to
complement market mechanisms and to accelerate the shift away from coal.

While our model assumptions about utilities choosing low-carbon generation among existing plants
and the scale of effective investment in energy efficiency are at the high end of a realistic range, our
assumptions regarding the change in price elasticity over time omit a key factor — the variation in
price elasticities among states. Households in states that have already invested in (or have well-
developed plans to invest in) energy efficiency, alternative transportation, and retiring coal plants by
building natural gas and renewable electricity generation will have much better opportunities to
substitute low-carbon-intensity electricity, fuels, and other products for high-carbon-intensity ones.
This ease of substitution will tend to lower carbon costs below those estimated in our model.

Some states lag behind in implementing these measures, but all states can move towards a green
economy while creating jobs and lowering their households’ impacts from climate policy. Indeed,
states that have yet to make significant investments in energy efficiency and alternatives may see
the biggest difference in their short and long-run price elasticities for electricity and fuels: As these
states embrace green investment, they are likely to find measures that are “low-hanging fruit,” or
easy, low- and even no-cost measures that can make a big difference in reducing greenhouse gas
emissions.

In the long run, a price on carbon provides an incentive for investment in new, low-carbon sources
of electricity generation, such as wind power and other renewables. But by 2015 or even 2020, most
of the electricity used in the United States will be produced by plants that exist today. With the
existing power plants in place, the adoption of a price on carbon emissions has two effects on
electricity supply and demand: It causes reductions in consumer purchases of electricity, and it leads
utilities, or power pools, to make more intensive use of existing sources of low-carbon power.
Neither of these is a large effect, because in the short run neither producers nor consumers are
sufficiently sensitive to price changes.

Our model includes one additional mechanism beyond price impacts: the adoption of efficiency
measures, which are assumed to reduce U.S. average residential electricity consumption by 5.8
percent in 2015, and 15.4 percent by 2020. Without any efficiency measures, achieving a 20-percent
reduction in overall emissions by 2020 would require a carbon price of $85/mT CO,, rather than the
$75 in our 2020 scenario shown above.®* There is a trade-off between the required carbon price and
the non-price reductions in emissions (which could be achieved by efficiency measures, or by the
introduction of new wind power or other renewable energy), as shown in Figure 18. To stay within
the price bands prescribed in recent legislative proposals, with upper limits at $32 to $41/mT CO,,
non-price measures would have to reduce electricity emissions by more than 42 percent — almost
triple the amount assumed in our $75/mT CO, in 2020 scenario.

64 Calculations in this paragraph are based on additional runs of the same model (not shown in this report).
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Figure 18: Achieving 20-percent reduction from 2005 emissions in 2020
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In short, getting to the target of a 20-percent reduction in emissions by 2020 requires either a
carbon price roughly twice as high as the proposed upper limits, if the job is to be done by price
incentives alone — or vigorous adoption of non-price measures, such as efficiency and much-
expanded renewable energy. Recent analyses of the U.S. electricity system have found that it is
possible to achieve rapid reduction in emissions at a modest cost (Keith et al. 2010); our $75/mT CO,
in 2020 scenario does not represent the limits of what is possible. It is clear, however, that the
problem requires a concerted attack on all fronts, combining price incentives and non-price
programs to reduce emissions.

Nuclear Power: Too Clean to Meter?

If carbon emissions from energy production are the problem, is nuclear power the solution? After all,
nuclear reactors split uranium atoms to generate heat; no fossil fuels are used on site, and no CO, is
released into the air from the power plant itself. Plenty of voices can be now heard advocating
construction of nuclear plants in order to save the environment. The Obama administration supports
new loans and incentives for nuclear power, as does the Kerry-Lieberman climate and energy bill.®

It’s not quite that simple. The nuclear power life cycle includes many steps, from mining and
enriching uranium, building the reactor, operating the plant, processing and disposing of the spent
fuel, through, someday, decommissioning the plant when it can no longer be used. Many of these
stages are quite energy-intensive, so there are life-cycle greenhouse gas emissions from nuclear
power. The best available data show the life-cycle emissions from nuclear power to be much lower
than from fossil fuel-burning power plants, but equal to or higher than the emissions from
renewable energy, such as solar, wind, and hydro-power.

A comprehensive literature review screened the available studies on greenhouse gas emissions from
nuclear power, identifying 19 studies that met several criteria for reliability (Sovacool 2008). Table

% Waxman-Markey is noticeably silent on nuclear power, but an EPA analysis identified it as a key source of
clean energy under Waxman-Markey and envisioned a substantial increase in nuclear generation capacity
(EPA 2009D).
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22 shows the average carbon emissions across these studies for the five major stages of the nuclear
life cycle, in kilograms of CO,-equivalent (CO,-e) per megawatt-hour (MWh).*

Table 22: Carbon emissions for five major stages of the nuclear life cycle

kg CO,-e/KWh Stage Description
25 Front end Mining, milling, conversion, enrichment, fabrication ,and transportation of uranium
8 Construction All material and energy inputs for building the facility
12 Operation Energy needed for maintenance and operation of facility
9 Back end Spent fuel processing, conditioning, storage, and disposal
12 Decommissioning Deconstruction of facility, land reclamation at reactor and mines
66 Total, all stages

Source: Sovacool (2008).

The same literature review reported estimates of life-cycle emissions from renewable electricity
generation ranging from 9 to 41 kg CO,-e per MWh, with wind and hydropower at 9 to10, and
photovoltaics at 32. Fossil fuel-burning plants, in contrast, ranged from about 440 kg CO,-e per
MWh for natural gas combined cycle turbines, up to 1,050 for some coal plants. Thus nuclear power
has much lower life-cycle greenhouse gas emissions than fossil fuels, but higher than leading
renewable technologies.

There are a number of uncertainties in estimating emissions from the nuclear fuel cycle. The quality
of uranium ore makes a big difference; mining and processing ore with lower concentrations of
uranium uses more energy per MWh of electricity. The choice of enrichment technology is also
important; much of the world uses gas centrifuges, which require much less energy than the gas
diffusion technology used in the United States. Finally, the end of the nuclear life cycle,
encompassing the disposal of spent fuel and other radioactive waste, along with decommissioning of
retired reactors (parts of which are by then radioactive), remains a subject of guesswork, with the
siting, design, and construction of a final waste repository still an unsolved problem.

With all this in mind, how does nuclear power measure up to the alternatives? On grounds of
greenhouse gas emissions alone, nuclear power looks like a big improvement over fossil fuels, with
about 15 percent of the emissions (per MWh) of efficient natural gas-burning plants. On the other
hand, wind and hydro-power have about 15 percent of the emissions of nuclear plants;
photovoltaics may have half the emissions of nuclear power.*’

Meanwhile, there are a host of other questions about nuclear power, which would have to be
answered if it were to become a bigger part of our energy system. The safety concerns, from the era
of the Three Mile Island and Chernobyl accidents, may be the least of the current problems;
improvements in U.S. reactor operations have led to fewer outages and more reliable performance in
recent years. Reactors remain staggeringly complex systems, in which the myriad possible pathways

%6 C0,-equivalent is a measure of all greenhouse gases given in terms of their impact on climate change; all greenhouse
gases are scaled to their equivalence in CO, terms. Not all 19 studies made estimates for all stages; these are the
unweighted averages for all studies that included the stage in question.

57 Another study estimates that under typical U.S. conditions, nuclear power and photovoltaics currently have similar
emissions per MWh, but notes reasons to expect future reductions in photovoltaic life-cycle emissions (Fthenakis and Kim
2007).
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to failure cannot all be anticipated and planned for in advance, but for now, they appear to be under
control. New reactor designs may allow for safer operations in future plants.

Safety, however, is not cheap; the price of making a reactor reasonably safe drove construction costs
far up into the billions of dollars, bankrupting some of the original investors and raising the price of
electricity from nuclear plants. It is vitally important to avoid the temptation to make nuclear power
more affordable by cutting corners on safety — as the recent Deepwater Horizon oil rig explosion in
the Gulf of Mexico has amply demonstrated, expensive environmental and safety regulations are
adopted for very good reasons.

Nuclear power plants are also thirsty: Huge volumes of cooling water are required to keep
temperatures under control. Heat waves and droughts have forced cutbacks in nuclear power
production, in both the United States and Europe, in recent years. All thermal power plants, whether
fossil fuel-burning or nuclear, require cooling water, but nuclear power requires the most of all.
According to a U.S. Department of Energy study, nuclear plants with closed-loop cooling (recycling
water within the plant instead of using it once and then returning it to its source) consume 720
gallons of water per MWh of net power produced; the comparable figures are 310 to 520 gallons per
MWh for several types of coal plants, and 190 gallons per MWh for natural gas combined-cycle
plants.®®

Investing in a technology that needs a lot of cooling water seems less than ideal in a world in which
climate change is making many areas hotter and drier. The hottest days of the summer are the times
of peak electricity demand, when every air conditioner is turned on — not a time when major power
plants should be going off-line.

Finally, the nuclear waste problem won’t go away. The federal government has promised to build a
permanent disposal site, but has failed to do so; as a result, ever-growing numbers of spent fuel rods
are being stored in ponds near nuclear reactors around the country. Some of the wastes produced by
nuclear power will be dangerous for thousands, if not tens of thousands, of years — an
environmental hazard that is even longer-lived than the climate crisis. Until this problem is solved,
and the cost of the solution is known, nuclear power can’t be a dependable answer to our energy
needs today.

Another Way To Achieve Equity

Household carbon costs differ greatly from state to state, and even after receiving part of the climate
policy revenues as a rebate, net dividends are still negative for a small percentage of households.
When we modeled 75 or 80 percent of revenues returned to all households on an equal per capita
basis, we found that the median household in several states had a net loss. For this reason, in the
scenarios discussed above, we offer the policy prescription of 85 percent of revenues rebated to
households on an equal per capita basis. This plan emphasizes the need for directing a large share of
revenues back to households.

But this is not the only way to achieve the objective of reducing net impacts to most households
while simultaneously lowering greenhouse gas emissions and preventing climate change. In our
model, the states with the biggest losses or smallest gains from climate policy share two qualities:

%8 Gerdes and Nichols (2008, rev. 2009).
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They have made little progress to date in energy efficiency and building alternative transportation
networks, and they consume electricity generated almost exclusively from coal.

The greater households’ price elasticity for electricity, gasoline, and household fuels, the smaller
their economic impacts from a carbon price, but households’ purchasing decisions can only take
them so far. The set of available choices is just as important as the decisions that they make, and
public policy has a big role to play in easing households’ transition to energy conservation, and in
making available alternative transportation and low-carbon-intensity electricity. States that have
not yet begun to invest in the green economy have a lot catching up to do, but may also have a lot
of low- and no-cost energy efficiency measures still at their disposal.

Use of electricity generated from coal is, by far, the most important factor determining households’
carbon costs. Building lower-carbon-intensity natural gas and renewable-power generation, and
retiring coal plants, is essential to reducing impacts for the states with the highest costs from climate
policy. In 2007, coal miners represented 0.05 percent (i.e., 5/100" of 1 percent) of the U.S. labor
force; they were a larger, though still small, share of the labor force in the three states with the
highest carbon costs in our model: 0.3 percent in North Dakota, 0.2 percent in Kentucky, and 2.2
percent in Wyoming.*® As the occupation that is most directly affected by climate policy, coal miners
have a uniquely strong claim to compensation — either alternative, good jobs, or adequately funded
retirement. Since there are relatively few coal miners nationwide, this will not be an overwhelming
burden on the economy; much of it can be included in plans for green jobs and investment in
energy efficiency (which, in our model, is targeted to the coal-intensive states).

A recent study from Synapse Energy Economics found that coal could be entirely phased out of U.S.
electricity generation by 2050, and nuclear power cut back by 30 percent at the same time, through
a combination of efficiency measures and large-scale investment in wind power and other
renewables (Keith et al. 2010). The Synapse scenario reduces electricity sector CO, emissions by 83
percent below 2005 levels by 2050, similar to the goals for that year in recent legislative proposals.”
By 2020, Synapse’s scenario costs $9.6 billion more than business as usual — less than our assumed
spending on efficiency — and reduces emissions by about 20 percent. While costing moderate
amounts in the early years, the scenario saves money for the country as a whole in 2040, with
rapidly growing savings thereafter. Of course, such a transition away from coal would eliminate the
economic burden of carbon costs on coal-dependent states, as well as taking a giant step toward
protecting the climate.

The costs of a climate policy will be unequal across U.S. states. Because some states have far higher
per capita greenhouse gas emissions than others, this inequality is necessary to make price
incentives work and emission reductions succeed. This is why carbon pricing must be paired with
other policy measures to ensure that all households receive the help they need to prevent emissions
reductions from being a burden. Rebates from tax or permit revenue, or measures like reducing
payroll taxes or increasing the EITC, make climate policy a net benefit for most households. States
using a high share of electricity generated from coal, and states that have a lot of untapped potential
for energy efficiency improvements, will need the most help; we recommend that a significant share
of climate policy revenues be targeted toward these states. Eliminating coal generation and

% .S. Census Bureau (2003; 2008a) and Bureau of Labor Statistics (2003).
70 This electricity sector reduction may not be enough to achieve a similar overall reduction in U.S. emissions, since it is
more difficult to reduce emissions in other sectors, such as transportation.
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improving energy efficiency will mean new green jobs in every state, and great strides toward the
cutting-edge low-carbon-intensity economy of the future.
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VI. Appendix A: Model Methodology

CEX data organization

Expenditure data is based on the 2007 Consumer Expenditure Survey’! (CEX). We processed these
data using the following steps:

1. In the original CEX data, each response is for a household, income data are annual, and
expenditure data are for quarters. We multiply expenditures by 4 to “annualize” these data
(see Burtraw et al. 2009). In addition, we removed all incomplete responses (RESPSTAT = 2),
all responses where the geographic region was not identified, and all responses with negative
values for income, total expenditures, food expenditures, electricity expenditures, total goods
expenditures, or total services expenditures.

2. We organize states by the 11 regional groups set out in Burtra w et al.: California, Florida,
Mid-Atlantic (Delaware, Maryland, New Jersey, Pennsylvania), Mountains (Arizona,
Colorado), New York, Northeast (Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode
Island), Northwest (Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Utah, Washington), Ohio Valley (Illinois,
Indiana, Kentucky, Michigan, Missouri, Ohio, West Virginia, Wisconsin), Plains (Kansas,
Minnesota, Nebraska, Oklahoma, South Dakota), Southeast (Alabama, Arkansas, District of
Columbia, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee,
Virginia), and Texas. Seven states not included in Burtraw et al. were assigned as follows:
Alaska (Northwest), Hawaii (Florida), Iowa (Plains), New Mexico (Mountains), North Dakota
(Plains), Vermont (Northeast), and Wyoming (Northwest).

3. No responses are attributed to five states in 2007 CEX. For these states we drew data from
the regions indicated parenthetically here: lowa (Plains), New Mexico (Mountains), North
Dakota (Plains), Vermont (Northeast), and Wyoming (Northwest).

4. Twelve states had sample sizes of less than 100 in our data set: Arkansas, Delaware, District
of Columbia, Kansas, Mississippi, Montana, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Oklahoma,
Rhode Island, South Dakota, and West Virginia. We sampled these states’ expenditure data
from all responses in their geographic region (e.g., Arkansas expenditure data is sampled
from the entire Southeast region).

Income data

Household income data for the 20", 40™, 50", 60™, 80", and 95" percentile is based on the 2007
American Community Survey.”” Percentiles were regressed on log income; these regression
parameters were used to estimate expected income for the top and bottom of each income decile for
each state. These data were then scaled to four-person household sizes by state-decile using
household size data from the 2007 CEX. A second linear regression was run for each state with the
decile as the independent variable and scaled income as the dependent variable. Coefficients from
this regression, by state, were used to estimate the median income in each income decile.

71 Bureau of Labor Statistics (2009).
72 U.S. Census Bureau (2008b).
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Expenditure Data

Expenditure and income responses are scaled to represent a four-person household. The average
household size by state-decile is a data point in the original CEX (unscaled) data. For each response,
after-tax income was divided by household size and then multiplied by 4; expenditures by category
were scaled to maintain their proportion to income. For each state’s data, we regress log income
separately on each log expenditure category. The median income for each decile in each state is
multiplied by the exponential function of the resulting coefficients to estimate the value of each
category of expenditures: electricity, households fuels (natural gas and fuel oil), gasoline, air
transport, public transportation, food, other goods, and other services. A single scaling factor (2.7) is
applied to all expenditure data for the purpose of simultaneously matching two data points: 1) an
average propensity to consume of 0.945; and 2) total U.S. CO, emissions for 2007, 6,120 million mT.
Checking the resulting state-decile expenditures against several other sources of publicly available
data, we found good agreement for electricity, household fuels, and gasoline. One of the most
important data anomalies was that estimated gasoline expenditures per capita were far below any
other state for New York and well above the U.S. mean for the District of Columbia. Adjusting these
data for consistency with the pattern seen in other states (which was not done in our model) would
raise New York and lower D.C. per capita emissions, but would not change the general result that
both experience positive net dividends under the scenarios described here.

Adjusting for Inflation

Data and parameters are adjusted to 2009 dollars using the CPI-U”* with the following exceptions:

1. Electricity carbon intensities are adjusted to reflect 2009 prices using EIA United States
average electricity prices.”

2. Gasoline carbon intensities are adjusted to reflect 2009 prices using EIA United States
average gasoline prices.””

Carbon Policy Impacts Model

In general terms, our model builds on the methodologies set out in Boyce and Riddle (2007; 2008;
2009) and Burtraw et al. (2009):

(1) E=PQ

where E = original expenditures (before applying the carbon price), P = price, and Q = quantity of
each consumption category purchased. Expenditures are for the median household by state, decile,
and consumption category.

(2) Ap_ g
P

where t = carbon price ($/mT CO,), and I = the carbon intensity by consumption category (mT
CO./$).

73 Bureau of Labor Statistics (2008a), ftp://ftp.bls.gov/pub/special.requests/cpi/cpiai.txt.
74 U.S. Energy Information Administration (2010a), http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/electricity/epm/table5_3.html.
75 U.S. Energy Information Administration (2010g), http://www.eia.gov/dnav/pet/pet_pri_gnd_dcus_nus_w.htm.
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(3) E:PQ+APAQ=(P+AP)(Q+AQ]=PQ(1+A?P)(“%Q)

where E = after policy expenditures.

(4) E=E(l+tl](l+£)

Q
a b
) £9 =adg=adtl;‘ﬁi=ayA—Y= ey 22
Q P Q Y Y
(6) AQ) _ AQ? AQPy _ L AQt AQP
(1+Q)_(1+Q)(1+Q)_1+Q+Q

ignoring the interaction term.

(7) E=E(1+ tl) (1 + edl + symi:n)

where netD = net dividend per household by state and decile, summed over consumption categories.
8  R=Etl
where R = carbon policy revenue per household by state, decile, and consumption category.

__ k¥YmR
=0

9) D

where D = dividend per person; k = share of revenue returned as dividend; m = number of
households by state and decile; j = household carbon policy revenue as share of total revenue; n =
total population; and mR is summed over states, deciles, and consumption categories.

(10) netD = 4D - 2 .R

where 4D = per household dividend; ¢ = consumption categories; and ). R = per household carbon
policy revenue.

(11) C=1IE

where C = carbon emissions per household by state, decile, and consumption category.

(12)

C = IP(Q+ AQ) = IPQ (1 + %Q) = IE (1 + el + aY“‘f:D)
where C = after policy carbon emissions.

Because,

(13) netD = netD (R (f( netD]))
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we run the after-policy model in three iterations to approximate a dynamic result.

Iteration 1:

(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

Iteration 2:

(19)

(20)

(21)

(22)

(23)

Iteration 3:

(24)

(25)

(26)

(27)

(28)

Eq= E(1+ 1) (1 + )

-

Ry = Eqtl
Dl _ k):-le
mn

netD1 = 4D1 - ZCRI

Cy = IE(1 + tI) (1 + €4¢I)

E,= E(1+ ) (1 + ed + EY%DI)

-~

R, = E,tl

kszz
jn

netDz = 4D2 - ZCRZ

Dy

~

C, = IE(1+ ) (1 + edtl + & ”e;D‘)

-

By = E(1+ ) (1+ el + 72222

R3 = Estl

ksz:;
jn

D3 =

netD3 = 4D3 - ZcRB

C; = E(1+ ) (1+ e4tl + Ey%%)
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Model Parameter Values

Carbon Intensities

We use carbon intensities for each consumption category that take into account all upstream
emissions from materials, manufacture, pre-purchase transportation, and retail and wholesale
facilities. Carbon intensities for food, gasoline, air transportation, public transportation, other goods,
and other services are based on our work in progress on another study, drawing on EPA’s
Greenhouse Gas Inventory, the IMPLAN model data set, and other sources. Intensities are given in
mT CO,/$1000 (in 2009%) in the table below.

Food

Gasoline

Air Transport

Public Transport

Other Good

S

Other Services

0.58

3.66

1.26

1.73

0.16

0.15

Carbon intensities for electricity and household fuels vary by state, and are shown in the table below
in mT CO,/$1000 (in 20099%). Electricity emissions intensities are based on data presented in Stanton
et al. (2010); carbon intensity for all electricity consumed in each state (including imports) in mT
C0O,/MWh is multiplied by each states’ average retail electricity price. Household fuel emissions
intensities are the weighted average of carbon intensities for natural gas and fuel oil where the
weights are the shares of natural gas and fuel oil used in each state.”

Household Household Household

Electricity Fuels Electricity Fuels Electricity Fuels
United States 5.90 5.18 Kentucky 12.70 5.43 Ohio 8.80 5.38
Alabama 6.90 5.49 Louisiana 6.30 5.49 Oklahoma 8.50 5.48
Alaska 4.50 4.79 Maine 2.60 3.23 Oregon 2.50 5.33
Arizona 5.20 5.49 Maryland 7.00 5.06 Pennsylvania 5.30 4.80
Arkansas 6.40 5.49 Massachusetts 4.00 4.45 Rhode Island 3.60 4.36
California 2.90 5.49 Michigan 7.00 5.43 South Carolina 4.20 5.40
Colorado 8.10 5.49 Minnesota 7.90 5.34 South Dakota 6.80 5.31
Connecticut 2.50 4.02 Mississippi 6.00 5.49 Tennessee 8.20 5.46
Delaware 7.90 4.88 Missouri 11.30 5.47 Texas 5.40 5.49
Dist. Columbia 7.00 5.30 Montana 7.80 5.37 Utah 11.30 5.48
Florida 5.70 5.45 Nebraska 8.90 5.47 Vermont 0.60 3.63
Georgia 6.90 5.48 Nevada 5.70 5.44 Virginia 7.10 4.95
Hawaii 3.40 5.49 New Hampshire 2.20 3.72 Washington 2.00 5.32
Idaho 6.40 5.36 New Jersey 3.60 5.12 West Virginia 13.20 5.34
lllinois 5.60 5.48 New Mexico 9.30 5.49 Wisconsin 7.90 5.30
Indiana 11.30 5.44 New York 2.60 4.79 Wyoming 12.10 5.45
lowa 8.80 5.44 North Carolina 6.20 5.12
Kansas 9.40 5.49 North Dakota 13.30 5.04

For electricity emissions, the default carbon intensity values by state are modeled to change

dynamically in response to carbon pricing, as discussed below.

76 U.S. Energy Information Administration (2009c).
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Price Elasticities

Short-run price elasticities of demand are taken from Boyce and Riddle (2007), and are presented in
the table below. We take the average of the price elasticities for natural gas and fuel oil, -0.24, to be
the price elasticity of household fuels.

Food Gasoline [Electricity Natural Gas [uel Oil Ar{Trans  port |Public Transport Qther Goods Ofher Services

-0.60 -0.26 -0.20 -0.20 -0.27 -0.25 -0.25 -1.30 -1.00

The price elasticity of demand — for gasoline, electricity, or almost anything else — is smaller in the
short run than in the long run.”” In the short run, consumers respond to the price of gasoline while
keeping their current vehicles and travel requirements unchanged; this means that there are very
limited opportunities to use less gasoline when prices go up — or to use more when prices drop. In
the long run, as the changed prices persist, consumers may buy cars with different fuel efficiency, or
even rearrange their lives to require more or less driving; this allows much greater response to a
change in fuel prices.

The same is true for prices of other forms of energy, such as electricity. In the short run, consumers
respond to electricity prices while keeping their appliances, air conditioning, lighting, and insulation
unchanged. In the long run, consumers may also respond by buying different appliances, air
conditioning systems, light fixtures, and home insulation; this means that the long-run response to
electricity prices is much bigger than the short-run response.

A recent review of hundreds of estimates of gasoline price elasticities from 43 different studies
reported a mean short-run elasticity of -.34, and a mean long-run elasticity of -.84 (Brons et al.
2008). A study focused solely on short-run U.S. price elasticity for gasoline found that it had
dropped from -.21 to -.34 in 1975-1980, to an unusually low estimate of -.034 to -.077 in 2001-
2006 (Hughes et al. 2008). More typical are the findings of a detailed earlier review of international
research on gasoline prices, which concluded that short-run price elasticities tend to be between -.2
and -.3, while long-run elasticities tend to be between -.6 and -.8 (Graham and Glaister 2002).
Another extensive review, covering hundreds of estimates from dozens of studies performed from
1966 through 1997, found a median of -.23 and a mean of -.26 for the short-run price elasticity of
gasoline, and a median of -.43 and mean of -.58 for the long-run price elasticity (M. Espey 1998).

There are fewer research articles on the price elasticity for electricity. One review article found more
than 120 estimates of the residential price elasticity of demand in 36 studies, although most of the
estimates are from the mid-1980s or earlier (J.A. Espey and Espey 2004). The short-run residential
price elasticity for electricity had a median of -.28 and a mean of -.35; the corresponding long-run
figures were a median of -.81 and a mean of -.85.

To take account of greater elasticity in fuel and electricity prices over time, we estimate long-run
price elasticities by increasing the short-run values for gasoline, electricity, household fuels, air
transportation, and public transportation by 50 percent in 2015 and 200 percent in 2020.

7 Price elasticities of demand are generally negative, since higher prices lead to smaller purchases. A “smaller” price
elasticity means one that is closer to zero, or smaller in absolute value.
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Income Elasticities

We estimate income elasticity of demand using 2007 CEX data for the United States as a whole. Log
income was regressed on log expenditures for each category. The resulting coefficients, reported in
the table below, are the implied income elasticity of these data.

Food Gasoline Electricity Household Fuels Air|Transport Other Transport Other Goods Qther Services

0.32 0.30 0.21 0.23 0.36 0.36 0.56 0.58

Generator Substitution By Utilities

A price on CO, emissions will not only change consumer behavior; it also will cause shifts in the
supply of electricity. Lower-carbon sources of electricity will become more economically attractive
to utilities, and will be used more. Regional power pools typically “dispatch” (i.e., turn on)
generators in increasing order of short-run marginal costs; with a price on carbon, low-carbon
generators will move ahead in the dispatch order. The extent of this effect differs from one region to
another; accurate calculation requires detailed modeling of individual power pools.

Researchers at Carnegie-Mellon University studied the short-run effects of a carbon price on three
power pools, in the Midwest, mid-Atlantic, and Texas (Newcomer et al. 2008). They reported results
for three different carbon prices, and for several assumptions about consumer price elasticity. At an
elasticity of zero, which “turns off” consumer response and allows observation of pure supply-side
response, their results imply an average of 0.06 percent reduction in carbon emissions per dollar of
CO, price. Of the nine results (three regions at three prices), eight implied ratios between 0.045
percent and 0.078 percent reduction per dollar of carbon price.

In this model, carbon intensities for after-policy expenditures are adjusted for this effect. Every
$1/mT CO; in carbon price is translated into a 0.06 percent reduction in every state’s carbon
intensity of electricity.

Energy Efficiency Improvements

In a recent report, energy researchers at Synapse Energy Economics analyzed the costs and technical
potential for the elimination of coal and nuclear power from the U.S. electricity system (Keith et al.
2010). Their alternative scenario relies heavily on energy efficiency, wind power, and other
renewable energy sources. In a review of recent literature on energy efficiency, they cite estimates of
the technical potential for energy savings ranging as high as 3 percent annual reduction in
residential electricity use (ibid., p. 61, citing a recent meta-analysis of literature on efficiency). In a
review of cost estimates for efficiency measures, they conclude that an average cost of 4.5
cents/kWh saved includes costs borne by customers as well as utilities (p. 63).

We include an assumed investment in energy efficiency measures from carbon revenues.
Investments are allocated to states in proportion to their carbon emissions from electricity. Total
investment is capped at the share of revenue for which no state exceeds a 3 percent annual
reduction in residential electricity emissions.
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VIl. Appendix B: Detailed Results from Carbon Policy Impact Model

Table B1: Income and expenditures for median househ  old

g [&F [ & /.8 [&s |8 /SF 52
() k] LoD s > ST SIS k] (O "o
£ g nginj 2L [Sq <@ ) S& S
United States $86,954 $14,693 $3,025 $160 $3,009 $5 $7 $13,244 $49,971
Alabama $73,834 $14,212 $3,637 $70 $3,197 $4 $4 $12,324 $39,869
Alaska $102,063 | $15,587 $2,249 $250 $3,440 $9 $10 $19,516 $61,045
Arizona $82,549 $14,687 $2,883 $212 $3,282 $6 $5 $13,427 $47,391
Arkansas $70,429 $13,979 $3,599 $68 $3,088 $4 $4 $12,016 $38,610
California $95,764 $15,654 $1,996 $363 $3,242 $7 $10 $12,390 $62,444
Colorado $90,169 $15,243 $3,122 $221 $3,474 $6 $5 $14,311 $50,289
Connecticut $109,942 | $16,282 $3,101 $235 $2,915 $5 $8 $13,996 $58,527
Delaware $96,289 $14,604 $3,168 $356 $3,175 $5 $7 $12,625 $51,906
Dist. Columbia $97,796 $15,707 $3,673 $89 $3,935 $4 $4 $14,377 $48,425
Florida $86,850 $16,364 $4,111 $6 $3,605 $5 $5 $12,147 $49,499
Georgia $85,915 $15,003 $3,673 $80 $3,577 $4 $4 $13,394 $44,280
Hawaii $107,448 | $17,747 $4,192 $6 $4,011 $6 $5 $14,081 $55,449
Idaho $80,666 $14,038 $2,203 $196 $2,876 $8 $9 $16,907 $51,185
Illinois $92,896 $14,602 $2,893 $339 $3,557 $5 $6 $14,589 $49,507
Indiana $82,610 $13,968 $3,086 $316 $3,229 $5 $6 $13,535 $45,852
lowa $86,626 $13,519 $2,486 $804 $3,715 $5 $5 $15,878 $52,259
Kansas $89,127 $13,645 $2,493 $823 $3,764 $5 $5 $16,157 $53,119
Kentucky $73,175 $13,354 $3,085 $294 $2,925 $5 $6 $12,550 $42,448
Louisiana $74,188 $14,244 $3,565 $71 $3,210 $4 $4 $12,370 $40,047
Maine $82,255 $14,875 $2,891 $183 $2,250 $5 $8 $12,099 $48,727
Maryland $112,719 | $15,474 $3,220 $379 $3,639 $5 $7 $13,762 $57,306
Massachusetts $103,286 | $15,961 $3,126 $224 $2,756 $5 $8 $13,553 $56,218
Michigan $84,172 $14,088 $2,893 $320 $3,284 $5 $6 $13,735 $46,547
Minnesota $100,556 | $14,193 $2,567 $904 $3,983 $5 $5 $17,388 $56,903
Mississippi $68,422 $13,842 $3,531 $66 $3,024 $4 $4 $11,838 $37,883
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Table B1: (continued)

g [22 [§ 2 /.2 [&2 [S2 |82 &2
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Missouri $80,076 $13,816 $3,027 $311 $3,150 $5 $6 $13,289 $45,005
Montana $75,237 $13,605 $2,204 $182 $2,727 $7 $9 $16,196 $48,565
Nebraska $86,858 $13,534 $2,458 $806 $3,720 $5 $5 $15,911 $52,363
Nevada $90,298 $15,270 $3,004 $221 $3,481 $6 $5 $14,352 $50,433
New Hampshire $102,646 $15,942 $3,027 $221 $2,742 $5 $8 $13,527 $56,065
New Jersey $112,756 $15,486 $3,070 $379 $3,642 $5 $7 $13,782 $57,394
New Mexico $70,995 $13,734 $2,902 $197 $2,968 $5 $5 $11,968 $42,549
New York $93,153 $15,181 $3,440 $154 $713 $6 $33 $12,256 $59,323
North Carolina $80,024 $14,632 $3,622 $75 $3,394 $4 $4 $12,889 $42,179
North Dakota $80,222 $13,174 $2,499 $753 $3,580 $5 $5 $15,133 $49,949
Ohio $81,789 $13,933 $2,960 $315 $3,207 $5 $6 $13,481 $45,667
Oklahoma $79,936 $13,178 $2,356 $755 $3,579 $5 $5 $15,139 $49,981
Oregon $83,043 $14,234 $2,067 $202 $2,943 $8 $9 $17,238 $52,404
Pennsylvania $87,281 $14,101 $2,989 $343 $2,920 $5 $6 $11,986 $48,896
Rhode Island $91,534 $15,372 $3,004 $203 $2,474 $5 $8 $12,757 $52,096
South Carolina $77,975 $14,511 $3,513 $74 $3,333 $4 $4 $12,727 $41,497
South Dakota $80,813 $13,233 $2,314 $761 $3,600 $5 $5 $15,255 $50,346
Tennessee $76,829 $14,412 $3,676 $73 $3,292 $4 $4 $12,591 $40,964
Texas $75,208 $13,651 $4,121 $57 $4,004 $5 $5 $12,172 $44,469
Utah $90,652 $14,761 $2,434 $222 $3,138 $8 $10 $18,098 $55,681
Vermont $87,989 $15,201 $2,823 $195 $2,391 $5 $8 $12,530 $50,907
Virginia $99,576 $15,808 $3,768 $90 $3,988 $4 $4 $14,514 $49,004
Washington $87,416 $14,563 $2,072 $213 $3,061 $8 $10 $17,787 $54,456
West Virginia $92,990 $14,919 $2,487 $227 $3,198 $8 $10 $18,364 $56,698
Wisconsin $68,407 $13,065 $2,857 $283 $2,777 $5 $6 $12,099 $40,894
Wyoming $86,158 $14,167 $3,194 $324 $3,337 $5 $6 $13,861 $46,981

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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United States $34,552 | $42,368 | $51,953 | $63,706 | $78,118 | $95,790 | $117,460 | $144,032 | $176,616 | $216,571
Alabama $29,947 | $36,556 | $44,624 | $54,473 | $66,496 | $81,172 | $99,087 | $120,957 | $147,653 | $180,241
Alaska $46,353 | $55,194 | $65,720 | $78,254 | $93,178 | $110,949 | $132,108 | $157,303 | $187,303 | $223,025
Arizona $31,745 | $39,207 | $48,424 | $59,807 | $73,867 | $91,231 | $112,677 | $139,165 | $171,879 | $212,283
Arkansas $29,339 | $35,605 | $43,209 | $52,436 | $63,634 | $77,223 | $93,715 | $113,728 | $138,016 | $167,490
California $32,199 | $40,958 | $52,099 | $66,272 | $84,299 | $107,230 | $136,399 | $173,502 | $220,698 | $280,732
Colorado $34,997 | $43,136 | $53,169 | $65,534 | $80,776 | $99,562 | $122,718 | $151,259 | $186,437 | $229,798
Connecticut $46,790 | $56,516 | $68,264 | $82,453 | $99,592 | $120,293 | $145,297 | $175,498 | $211,977 | $256,038
Delaware $46,023 | $54,187 | $63,800 | $75,118 | $88,444 | $104,134 | $122,607 | $144,357 | $169,966 | $200,117
Dist. Columbia $32,338 | $41,285 | $52,708 | $67,292 | $85,911 | $109,681 | $140,028 | $178,772 | $228,236 | $291,386
Florida $35,684 | $43,436 | $52,872 | $64,358 | $78,340 | $95,359 | $116,076 | $141,292 | $171,988 | $209,351
Georgia $35,993 | $43,626 | $52,877 | $64,089 | $77,679 | $94,151 | $114,116 | $138,314 | $167,644 | $203,193
Hawaii $48,826 | $58,131 | $69,209 | $82,398 | $98,101 | $116,796 | $139,053 | $165,552 | $197,102 | $234,663
Idaho $37,636 | $44,548 | $52,731 | $62,417 | $73,881 | $87,452 | $103,515 | $122,528 | $145,034 | $171,673
llinois $38,805 | $47,064 | $57,080 | $69,228 | $83,961 | $101,830 | $123,502 | $149,786 | $181,663 | $220,325
Indiana $38,360 | $45,453 | $53,858 | $63,818 | $75,619 | $89,602 | $106,171 | $125,804 | $149,068 | $176,633
lowa $43,337 | $50,514 | $58,881 | $68,634 | $80,001 | $93,252 | $108,697 | $126,700 | $147,686 | $172,147
Kansas $42,535 | $50,098 | $59,005 | $69,495 | $81,851 | $96,403 | $113,543 | $133,730 | $157,506 | $185,509
Kentucky $30,413 | $36,927 | $44,836 | $54,438 | $66,097 | $80,253 | $97,441 | $118,311 | $143,649 | $174,415
Louisiana $28,775 | $35473 | $43,729 | $53,907 | $66,454 | $81,921 | $100,989 | $124,494 | $153,470 | $189,190
Maine $39,381 | $46,350 | $54,553 | $64,207 | $75,569 | $88,942 | $104,681 | $123,206 | $145,008 | $170,669
Maryland $52,125 | $61,820 | $73,318 | $86,955 | $103,128 | $122,310 | $145,058 | $172,039 | $204,037 | $241,987
Massachusetts | $44,333 | $53,448 | $64,437 | $77,686 | $93,658 | $112,915 | $136,131 | $164,120 | $197,864 | $238,546
Michigan $36,278 | $43,697 | $52,634 | $63,398 | $76,363 | $91,980 | $110,791 | $133,449 | $160,740 | $193,613
Minnesota $47,267 | $55,857 | $66,008 | $78,004 | $92,180 | $108,932 | $128,729 | $152,123 | $179,769 | $212,440
Mississippi $26,809 | $32,976 | $40,560 | $49,889 | $61,364 | $75,479 | $92,839 | $114,193 | $140,459 | $172,765
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Emission Reduction, Interstate Equity, and the Price of Carbon

Table B2: (continued)
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Missouri $34,695 | $41,742 | $50,220 | $60,421 | $72,693 | $87,458 | $105,222 | $126,594 | $152,307 | $183,243
Montana $33,149 | $39,735 | $47,630 | $57,094 | $68,438 | $82,036 | $98,336 | $117,874 | $141,294 | $169,368
Nebraska $42,545 | $49,823 | $58,346 | $68,326 | $80,014 | $93,702 | $109,730 | $128,501 | $150,482 | $176,224
Nevada $37,698 | $45,726 | $55,465 | $67,279 | $81,608 | $98,989 | $120,071 | $145,645 | $176,664 | $214,291
New Hampshire | $50,011 | $58,635 | $68,746 | $80,600 | $94,498 | $110,793 | $129,898 | $152,297 | $178,558 | $209,348
New Jersey $48,429 | $58,378 | $70,371 | $84,827 | $102,253 | $123,259 | $148,580 | $179,102 | $215,895 | $260,247
New Mexico $27,070 | $33,496 | $41,448 | $51,287 | $63,462 | $78,528 | $97,170 | $120,238 | $148,782 | $184,102
New York $34,657 | $43,116 | $53,640 | $66,733 | $83,021 | $103,285 | $128,495 | $159,859 | $198,877 | $247,420
North Carolina $33,383 | $40,500 | $49,134 | $59,608 | $72,316 | $87,733 | $106,436 | $129,127 | $156,655 | $190,052
North Dakota $37,495 | $44,364 | $52,493 | $62,110 | $73,490 | $86,955 | $102,886 | $121,737 | $144,042 | $170,433
Ohio $35,465 | $42,661 | $51,317 | $61,730 | $74,255 | $89,322 | $107,446 | $129,247 | $155,473 | $187,019
Oklahoma $36,622 | $43,523 | $51,724 | $61,470 | $73,053 | $86,818 | $103,177 | $122,619 | $145,723 | $173,182
Oregon $36,436 | $43,715 | $52,449 | $62,928 | $75,501 | $90,586 | $108,684 | $130,399 | $156,451 | $187,709
Pennsylvania $39,361 | $46,941 | $55,980 | $66,760 | $79,615 | $94,947 | $113,230 | $135,034 | $161,037 | $192,047
Rhode Island $39,202 | $47,285 | $57,035 | $68,795 | $82,980 | $100,089 | $120,726 | $145,618 | $175,642 | $211,857
South Carolina | $33,303 | $40,194 | $48,511 | $58,549 | $70,664 | $85,286 | $102,934 | $124,233 | $149,940 | $180,966
South Dakota $41,414 | $48,018 | $55,675 | $64,552 | $74,846 | $86,780 | $100,618 | $116,662 | $135,265 | $156,834
Tennessee $32,429 | $39,241 | $47,483 | $57,457 | $69,526 | $84,131 | $101,803 | $123,187 | $149,062 | $180,373
Texas $26,350 | $33,217 | $41,872 | $52,784 | $66,539 | $83,878 | $105,735 | $133,289 | $168,022 | $211,807
Utah $43,024 | $50,735 | $59,829 | $70,552 | $83,197 | $98,108 | $115,692 | $136,427 | $160,878 | $189,712
Vermont $41,784 | $49,267 | $58,090 | $68,493 | $80,758 | $95,221 | $112,273 | $132,379 | $156,085 | $184,037
Virginia $40,967 | $49,852 | $60,665 | $73,822 | $89,834 | $109,318 | $133,028 | $161,880 | $196,990 | $239,715
Washington $40,097 | $47,640 | $56,602 | $67,250 | $79,901 | $94,932 | $112,790 | $134,008 | $159,217 | $189,168
West Virginia $39,599 | $47,824 | $57,757 | $69,753 | $84,241 | $101,739 | $122,870 | $148,390 | $179,211 | $216,434
Wisconsin $28,315 | $34,410 | $41,818 | $50,820 | $61,759 | $75,054 | $91,210 | $110,845 | $134,706 | $163,703
Wyoming $40,075 | $47,468 | $56,224 | $66,597 | $78,882 | $93,434 | $110,671 | $131,087 | $155,270 | $183,914

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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Emission Reduction, Interstate Equity, and the Price of Carbon

Table B3: $25/mT CO ; in 2015: Results for median household, and energy efficiency adjustments

£ )& Jegl, [82/5 [ss [§ g
S/c & SN oo /0 OS/g 2/9s2/La/8 S >
§5/5e [5615 153/5 [5S/55/558/35/8 /¢ /8
§5/58d/5x/s /585 [§3/25/§88/88/5 |85 5
SIT/URO/w l8/= < 0 /0O Og/uW<T/a xW/wu £ /=2 0L /=
United States 45.4 43.2 | $453 | 0.5% |$1,159| 1.3% 5.8% |%$4,400(48,889(-32,796( 16,093
Alabama 49.6 46.7 | $338 | 0.5% |$1,274| 1.7% 5.3% $90 | 1,003 | -1,338 | -335
Alaska 43.6 42.1 | $503 | 0.5% |$1,109| 1.1% 5.7% $6 63 -965 -902
Arizona 43.7 42.0 | $492 | 0.6% |$1,120| 1.4% 4.4% $78 868 -20 848
Arkansas 47.0 445 | $405 | 0.6% |$1,207| 1.7% 4.9% $51 564 |-1,199 | -635
California 38.9 38.0 | $619 | 0.6% | $993 | 1.0% 3.5% $182 | 2,018 | 1,328 | 3,347
Colorado 53.9 50.3 | $231 | 0.3% [$1,381| 1.5% 7.1% $97 | 1,082 | -1,356 | -274
Connecticut 38.7 37.8 | $627 | 0.6% | $985 | 0.9% 3.3% $23 256 565 821
Delaware 52.6 49.2 | $263 | 0.3% |$1,349| 1.4% 6.8% $17 186 612 799
Dist. Columbia 55.8 52.5 | $183 | 0.2% |$1,429| 1.5% 6.1% $12 134 805 940
Florida 525 49.8 | $272 | 0.3% |$1,341| 1.5% 5.3% $346 | 3,845 | 6,387 | 10,232
Georgia 52.6 49.5 | $263 | 0.3% |$1,349| 1.6% 5.7% $189 | 2,105 | 1,292 | 3,397
Hawaii 48.3 46.3 | $396 | 0.4% |$1,217| 1.1% 6.8% $15 172 931 1,103
Idaho 41.8 40.2 | $537 | 0.7% |$1,075| 1.3% 3.9% $17 184 881 1,065
Illinois 46.9 449 | $409 | 0.4% |$1,204| 1.3% 4.5% $168 | 1,863 174 2,037
Indiana 58.7 53.4 | $89 | 0.1% [$1,523| 1.8% 8.2% $163 | 1,806 | -2,390 | -584
lowa 53.5 50.1 | $236 | 0.3% [$1,376| 1.6% 7.8% $49 548 -266 282
Kansas 55.6 52.0 | $174 | 0.2% [$1,439| 1.6% 7.2% $50 554 | -1,424 | -870
Kentucky 59.4 53.4 | $58 | 0.1% [$1,555| 2.1% 8.0% $119 | 1,327 | -2,920 | -1,592
Louisiana 47.8 45.2 | $388 | 0.5% |$1,224| 1.7% 5.4% $77 852 | -6,475 | -5,623
Maine 33.2 324 | $770 [ 0.9% | $842 | 1.0% 3.3% $8 92 171 263
Maryland 54.3 51.3 | $220 | 0.2% [$1,392| 1.2% 5.7% $101 | 1,120 | 1,331 | 2,451
Massachusetts 42.0 40.5 | $547 | 0.5% |$1,065| 1.0% 5.2% $68 751 1,542 | 2,293
Michigan 48.1 456 | $375 | 0.4% |$1,237| 1.5% 5.7% $160 | 1,776 14 1,791
Minnesota 554 52.4 | $184 | 0.2% |$1,428| 1.4% 6.3% $82 913 137 1,050
Mississippi 45.3 429 | $453 | 0.7% |$1,160| 1.7% 5.0% $49 544 | -1,031 | -487
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Table B3: (continued)

Emission Reduction, Interstate Equity, and the Price of Carbon
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Missouri 57.8 | 52.7 | $108 | 0.1% [$1,504| 1.9% 7.7% | $149 | 1,655 | 167 | 1,822
Montana 430 | 40.7 | $507 | 0.7% [$1,106| 1.5% 6.1% | $13 | 142 | -284 | -142
Nebraska 53.9 | 50.7 | $215 | 0.2% [$1,397| 1.6% 6.1% | $30 | 331 | 1,021 | 1,352
Nevada 474 | 452 | $402 | 0.4% [$1,211| 1.3% 56% | $36 | 401 | 514 | 915
New Hampshire 36.5 35.7 | $683 | 0.7% | $929 | 0.9% 2.9% $8 85 79 163
New Jersey 445 | 43.1 | $477 | 0.4% [$1,136| 1.0% 41% | $80 | 890 | 1,829 | 2,719
New Mexico 50.4 | 46.5 | $319 | 0.4% [$1,293| 1.8% 81% | $41 | 455 |-1,294| -839
New York 31.1 | 30.4 | $829 | 0.9% | $784 | 0.8% 3.9% | $145 | 1,616 | 6,716 | 8,332
North Carolina 490 | 46.4 | $356 | 0.4% [$1,257| 1.6% 5.2% | $162 | 1,795 | -292 | 1,503
North Dakota 60.7 | 55.0 | $31 | 0.0% [$1,582| 2.0% 9.0% | $16 | 174 | -519 | -345
Ohio 520 | 48.4 | $274 | 0.3% [$1,338] 1.6% 7.2% | $227 | 2,526 | -1,299 | 1,226
Oklahoma 51.2 | 48.2 | $291 | 0.4% [$1,322| 1.7% 6.6% | $57 | 630 |-5,439 | -4,809
Oregon 349 | 343 | $718 | 0.9% | $894 | 1.1% 1.8% | $17 | 185 | 14 199
Pennsylvania 434 | 416 | $502 | 0.6% [$1,110| 1.3% 5.1% | $160 | 1,778 | -1,475 | 303
Rhode Island 382 | 37.0 | $643 | 0.7% | $969 | 1.1% 45% | $10 | 106 | 639 | 745
South Carolina 419 | 40.4 | $540 | 0.7% [$1,072| 1.4% 35% | $52 | 582 9 591
South Dakota 477 | 45.6 | $381 | 0.5% [$1,231| 1.5% 51% | $10 | 110 | 514 | 625
Tennessee 545 | 50.8 | $203 | 0.3% [$1,409| 1.8% 55% | $143 | 1,591 | -1,150 | 441
Texas 50.8 | 48.1 | $317 | 0.4% [$1,295| 1.7% 5.7% | $437 | 4,854 |-21,688|-16,835
Utah 546 | 50.3 | $202 | 0.2% [$1,410| 1.6% 82% | $54 | 597 |-1,137 | -540
Vermont 29.0 | 28.7 | $871 | 1.0% | $741 | 0.8% 08% | $1 | 11 | 430 | 440
Virginia 56.4 | 53.1 | $163 | 0.2% [$1,450| 1.5% 5.6% | $160 | 1,777 | 182 | 1,959
Washington 351 | 34.4 | $715 | 0.8% | $897 | 1.0% 13% | $23 | 259 | 235 | 494
West Virginia 500 | 53.8| $70 | 0.1% [$1,542| 1.7% 7.9% | $43 | 481 |-3,084 |-2,603
Wisconsin 459 | 42.9 | $436 | 0.6% [$1,176| 1.7% 7.3% | $96 |1,071(-1,093| -21
Wyoming 617 | 55.7 | $11 | 0.0% [$1,601| 1.9% 87% | $14 | 160 |-3,177 | -3,017

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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Emission Reduction, Interstate Equity, and the Price of Carbon

Table B4: $25/mT CO ; in 2015: Average household carbon costs
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United States $767 $837 $916 | $1,004 | $1,103 | $1,215 | $1,340 | $1.481 | $1,640 $1,820
Alabama $929 $991 | $1,060 | $1,138 | $1,225 | $1,323 | $1,434 | $1,558 | $1,699 $1,858
Alaska $711 $782 $862 $952 | $1,052 | $1,165 | $1,293 | $1,436 | $1,598 $1,780
Arizona $682 $759 $847 $945 | $1,057 | $1,183 | $1,325 | $1,486 | $1,669 $1,875
Arkansas $884 $942 | $1,007 | $1,080 | $1,162 | $1,253 | $1,356 | $1472 | $1,602 $1,749
California $551 $626 $712 $812 $927 | $1,060 | $1,214 | $1,392 | $1,597 $1,836
Colorado $862 $955 | $1,059 | $1,176 | $1,307 | $1,455 | $1,621 | $1,808 | $2,018 $2,256
Connecticut $628 $691 $762 $842 $933 | $1,037 | $1,154 | $1,288 | $1,442 $1,617
Delaware $972 | $1,042 | $1,119 | $1,204 | $1,297 | $1,400 | $1,514 | $1,640 | $1,779 $1,934
Dist. Columbia $957 | $1,037 | $1,129 | $1,236 | $1,358 | $1,500 | $1,665 | $1,856 | $2,080 $2,340
Florida $956 | $1,029 | $1,108 | $1,195 | $1,289 | $1,392 | $1,504 | $1,626 | $1,760 $1,905
Georgia $983 | $1,049 | $1,123 | $1,205 | $1,298 | $1,401 | $1,517 | $1,648 | $1,795 $1,961
Hawaii $879 $944 | $1,014 | $1,090 | $1,172 | $1,261 | $1,358 | $1,463 | $1,576 $1,700
Idaho $723 $787 $858 $938 | $1,026 | $1,124 | $1,234 | $1,357 | $1,494 $1,648
llinois $812 $881 $960 | $1,048 | $1,148 | $1,260 | $1,386 | $1,529 | $1,692 $1,876
Indiana $1,145 | $1,216 | $1,293 | $1,378 | $1,472 | $1,575 | $1,688 | $1,814 | $1,953 $2,107
lowa $1,007 | $1,078 | $1,155 | $1,238 | $1,328 | $1,425 | $1,530 | $1,643 | $1,766 $1,899
Kansas $1,031 | $1,109 | $1,194 | $1,285 | $1,385 | $1,493 | $1,610 | $1,737 | $1.875 $2,026
Kentucky $1,147 | $1,222 | $1,304 | $1,396 | $1,498 | $1,611 | $1,738 | $1,879 | $2,037 $2,214
Louisiana $871 $934 | $1,004 | $1,084 | $1,173 | $1,275 | $1,391 | $1522 | $1,672 $1,842
Maine $580 $628 $681 $740 $806 $879 $961 | $1,052 | $1,153 $1,267
Maryland $974 | $1,051 | $1,136 | $1,230 | $1,334 | $1.450 | $1,579 | $1,722 | $1,883 $2,062
Massachusetts $702 $767 $839 $921 | $1,013 | $1,117 | $1,235 | $1,368 | $1,520 $1,693
Michigan $866 $933 | $1,008 | $1,092 | $1,185 | $1,289 | $1,406 | $1,538 | $1,686 $1,853
Minnesota $1,012 | $1,091 | $1,177 | $1270 | $1,372 | $1,483 | $1,604 | $1,736 | $1,879 $2,036
Mississippi $828 $887 $953 | $1,027 | $1,112 | $1,207 | $1,315 | $1,438 | $1,577 $1,736
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Table B4: (continued)
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Missouri $1,106 | $1,179 | $1,260 | $1,350 | $1,449 | $1559 | $1,682 | $1,819 | $1971 $2,142
Montana $736 $803 $877 $960 | $1,053 | $1,158 | $1,275 | $1,407 | $1,555 $1,722
Nebraska $1,013 | $1,086 | $1,166 | $1,253 | $1,346 | $1,448 | $1,557 | $1,676 | $1,805 $1,945
Nevada $770 $850 $938 | $1,038 | $1,149 | $1,273 | $1,411 | $1,566 | $1,740 $1,934
New Hampshire $634 $688 $748 $814 $888 $970 | $1,062 | $1,164 | $1,278 $1,406
New Jersey $735 $806 $886 $976 | $1,078 | $1,193 | $1,323 | $1,471 | $1,638 $1,828
New Mexico $810 $896 $993 | $1,102 | $1,224 | $1,362 | $1,516 | $1,690 | $1,885 $2,106
New York $504 $554 $610 $673 $744 $823 $913 | $1,013 | $1,126 $1,254
North Carolina $910 $972 | $1,042 | $1,120 | $1,208 | $1,306 | $1,416 | $1541 | $1,681 $1,839
North Dakota $1,136 | $1,221 | $1,314 | $1,414 | $1,523 | $1,640 | $1,768 | $1,907 | $2,058 $2,222
Ohio $960 | $1,029 | $1,106 | $1,191 | $1,286 | $1,391 | $1,509 | $1,641 | $1,789 $1,955
Oklahoma $931 | $1,005 | $1,085 | $1,173 | $1,269 | $1,374 | $1.488 | $1,613 | $1,749 $1,898
Oregon $551 $612 $680 $757 $845 $944 | $1,056 | $1,183 | $1,328 $1,492
Pennsylvania $764 $827 $897 $975 | $1,062 | $1,158 | $1,267 | $1,388 | $1,523 $1,676
Rhode Island $638 $697 $764 $838 $922 | $1,017 | $1,124 | $1,246 | $1,384 $1,541
South Carolina $753 $811 $875 $947 | $1,027 | $1,118 | $1,219 | $1,334 | $1,463 $1,609
South Dakota $908 $970 | $1,038 | $1,111 | $1,189 | $1,274 | $1,365 | $1463 | $1,570 $1,685
Tennessee $1,057 | $1,121 | $1,192 | $1,272 | $1,360 | $1.458 | $1,568 | $1,692 | $1,830 $1,986
Texas $780 $869 $971 | $1,087 | $1,219 | $1,370 | $1,543 | $1,740 | $1,967 $2,226
Utah $992 | $1,069 | $1,154 | $1,249 | $1,353 | $1,468 | $1,596 | $1,737 | $1,894 $2,069
Vermont $487 $533 $584 $641 $705 $777 $857 $948 | $1,050 $1,164
Virginia $1,043 | $1,116 | $1,198 | $1,289 | $1,392 | $1507 | $1,637 | $1,784 | $1,950 $2,138
Washington $561 $621 $688 $764 $849 $945 | $1,053 | $1,175 | $1,313 $1,468
West Virginia $1,047 | $1,137 | $1,237 | $1,348 | $1,473 | $1612 | $1,768 | $1,944 | $2,141 $2,364
Wisconsin $830 $892 $962 | $1,040 | $1,127 | $1,226 | $1,336 | $1,460 | $1,600 $1,758
Wyoming $1,208 | $1,282 | $1,362 | $1,451 | $1,548 | $1655 | $1,772 | $1,902 | $2,046 $2,205

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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Table B5: $25/mT CO , in 2015: Average household carbon costs as a shar

Emission Reduction, Interstate Equity, and the Price of Carbon

e of household income
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United States 2.2% 2.0% 1.8% 1.6% 1.4% 1.3% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9% 0.8%
Alabama 3.1% 2.7% 2.4% 2.1% 1.8% 1.6% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.0%
Alaska 1.5% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8%
Arizona 2.1% 1.9% 1.7% 1.6% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9%
Arkansas 3.0% 2.6% 2.3% 2.1% 1.8% 1.6% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.0%
California 1.7% 1.5% 1.4% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9% 0.8% 0.7% 0.7%
Colorado 2.5% 2.2% 2.0% 1.8% 1.6% 1.5% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0%
Connecticut 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8% 0.7% 0.7% 0.6%
Delaware 2.1% 1.9% 1.8% 1.6% 1.5% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 1.0%
Dist. Columbia 3.0% 2.5% 2.1% 1.8% 1.6% 1.4% 1.2% 1.0% 0.9% 0.8%
Florida 2.7% 2.4% 2.1% 1.9% 1.6% 1.5% 1.3% 1.2% 1.0% 0.9%
Georgia 2.7% 2.4% 2.1% 1.9% 1.7% 1.5% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0%
Hawaii 1.8% 1.6% 1.5% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9% 0.8% 0.7%
Idaho 1.9% 1.8% 1.6% 1.5% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 1.0%
Illinois 2.1% 1.9% 1.7% 1.5% 1.4% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9% 0.9%
Indiana 3.0% 2.7% 2.4% 2.2% 1.9% 1.8% 1.6% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2%
lowa 2.3% 2.1% 2.0% 1.8% 1.7% 1.5% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1%
Kansas 2.4% 2.2% 2.0% 1.8% 1.7% 1.5% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1%
Kentucky 3.8% 3.3% 2.9% 2.6% 2.3% 2.0% 1.8% 1.6% 1.4% 1.3%
Louisiana 3.0% 2.6% 2.3% 2.0% 1.8% 1.6% 1.4% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0%
Maine 1.5% 1.4% 1.2% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8% 0.7%
Maryland 1.9% 1.7% 1.5% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9% 0.9%
Massachusetts 1.6% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9% 0.8% 0.8% 0.7%
Michigan 2.4% 2.1% 1.9% 1.7% 1.6% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.0% 1.0%
Minnesota 2.1% 2.0% 1.8% 1.6% 1.5% 1.4% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 1.0%
Mississippi 3.1% 2.7% 2.3% 2.1% 1.8% 1.6% 1.4% 1.3% 1.1% 1.0%
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Table B5: (continued)

=z 2
Q"’G é"\ < 2 2 K 2 @ 2 @ §
> |2 ® s S s s S S =
] ~ ) < o o S 3 > T
Missouri 3.2% 2.8% 2.5% 2.2% 2.0% 1.8% 1.6% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2%
Montana 2.2% 2.0% 1.8% 1.7% 1.5% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0%
Nebraska 2.4% 2.2% 2.0% 1.8% 1.7% 1.5% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1%
Nevada 2.0% 1.9% 1.7% 1.5% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9%
New Hampshire 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8% 0.8% 0.7% 0.7%
New Jersey 1.5% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9% 0.8% 0.8% 0.7%
New Mexico 3.0% 2.7% 2.4% 2.1% 1.9% 1.7% 1.6% 1.4% 1.3% 1.1%
New York 1.5% 1.3% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9% 0.8% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.5%
North Carolina 2.7% 2.4% 2.1% 1.9% 1.7% 1.5% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0%
North Dakota 3.0% 2.8% 2.5% 2.3% 2.1% 1.9% 1.7% 1.6% 1.4% 1.3%
Ohio 2.7% 2.4% 2.2% 1.9% 1.7% 1.6% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.0%
Oklahoma 2.5% 2.3% 2.1% 1.9% 1.7% 1.6% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1%
Oregon 1.5% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% 0.9% 0.8% 0.8%
Pennsylvania 1.9% 1.8% 1.6% 1.5% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9% 0.9%
Rhode Island 1.6% 1.5% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8% 0.7%
South Carolina 2.3% 2.0% 1.8% 1.6% 1.5% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9%
South Dakota 2.2% 2.0% 1.9% 1.7% 1.6% 1.5% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1%
Tennessee 3.3% 2.9% 2.5% 2.2% 2.0% 1.7% 1.5% 1.4% 1.2% 1.1%
Texas 3.0% 2.6% 2.3% 2.1% 1.8% 1.6% 1.5% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1%
Utah 2.3% 2.1% 1.9% 1.8% 1.6% 1.5% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1%
Vermont 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8% 0.8% 0.7% 0.7% 0.6%
Virginia 2.5% 2.2% 2.0% 1.7% 1.5% 1.4% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9%
Washington 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8% 0.8%
West Virginia 2.6% 2.4% 2.1% 1.9% 1.7% 1.6% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1%
Wisconsin 2.9% 2.6% 2.3% 2.0% 1.8% 1.6% 1.5% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1%
Wyoming 3.0% 2.7% 2.4% 2.2% 2.0% 1.8% 1.6% 1.5% 1.3% 1.2%

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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Table B6: $25/mT CO2 in 2015: Average household net  dividend

=z 2
Q"’G é"\ < 2 2 K 2 @ 2 @ §
T S s s s s s s =
-] N o < D) o DS 3 > T
United States $845 $775 $696 $608 $509 $398 $272 $131 -$28 -$207
Alabama $683 $621 $552 $474 $387 $289 $179 $54 -$87 -$246
Alaska $901 $830 $750 $661 $560 $447 $320 $176 $15 -$168
Arizona $930 $853 $765 $667 $555 $429 $287 $126 -$56 -$263
Arkansas $729 $670 $605 $532 $451 $359 $256 $141 $10 -$136
California $1,061 $986 $900 $800 $685 $552 $399 $221 $15 -$224
Colorado $751 $658 $554 $437 $305 $157 -$9 -$196 -$406 -$643
Connecticut $984 $921 $850 $770 $679 $576 $458 $324 $171 -$5
Delaware $640 $570 $493 $408 $315 $212 $98 -$27 -$167 -$321
Dist. Columbia $655 $575 $483 $377 $254 $112 -$53 -$244 -$467 -$728
Florida $656 $583 $504 $417 $323 $220 $108 -$14 -$147 -$293
Georgia $629 $563 $489 $407 $315 $211 $95 -$36 -$183 -$349
Hawaii $733 $668 $598 $522 $440 $351 $254 $150 $36 -$88
Idaho $889 $825 $754 $675 $586 $488 $378 $255 $118 -$36
Illinois $801 $731 $652 $564 $465 $353 $226 $83 -$79 -$263
Indiana $467 $396 $319 $234 $141 $38 -$76 -$202 -$340 -$494
lowa $606 $534 $457 $374 $284 $187 $82 -$31 -$154 -$286
Kansas $581 $503 $419 $327 $228 $120 $3 -$125 -$263 -$414
Kentucky $465 $391 $308 $216 $114 $1 -$125 -$267 -$425 -$602
Louisiana $741 $679 $608 $529 $439 $337 $221 $90 -$59 -$230
Maine $1,032 $984 $931 $872 $806 $733 $652 $561 $459 $345
Maryland $638 $561 $476 $382 $278 $162 $33 -$110 -$270 -$449
Massachusetts $910 $846 $773 $691 $599 $495 $377 $244 $92 -$80
Michigan $746 $679 $604 $521 $427 $323 $206 $74 -$74 -$240
Minnesota $601 $521 $435 $342 $240 $129 $8 -$123 -$267 -$423
Mississippi $784 $726 $659 $585 $500 $405 $297 $174 $35 -$124
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Table B6: (continued)

i 2
Q"’a g [e 2 2 2 = 2 = 2 §
T S s s s s s s =
-] N o < D) o DS 3 > T
Missouri $506 $433 $352 $262 $163 $53 -$70 -$206 $359 -$530
Montana $876 $809 $735 $652 $559 $454 $337 $205 $57 -$110
Nebraska $600 $526 $446 $360 $266 $165 $55 -$64 -$193 -$332
Nevada $842 $763 $674 $575 $464 $340 $201 $46 -$128 -$322
New Hampshire $978 $924 $865 $798 $724 $642 $551 $448 $334 $206
New Jersey $877 $806 $726 $636 $534 $419 $289 $142 -$26 -$216
New Mexico $802 $716 $619 $510 $388 $251 $96 -$77 -$273 -$494
New York $1,108 $1,058 $1,002 $939 $868 $789 $700 $599 $486 $358
North Carolina $702 $640 $570 $492 $405 $306 $196 $72 -$68 -$227
North Dakota $476 $391 $299 $198 $90 -$28 -$156 -$295 -$446 -$610
Ohio $652 $583 $507 $421 $327 $221 $103 -$29 -$177 -$343
Oklahoma $682 $608 $527 $439 $343 $238 $124 -$1 -$137 -$286
Oregon $1,061 $1,001 $932 $855 $768 $669 $556 $429 $284 $120
Pennsylvania $849 $785 $715 $637 $551 $454 $346 $225 $89 -$63
Rhode Island $974 $915 $849 $774 $690 $596 $488 $367 $228 $71
South Carolina $859 $802 $738 $666 $585 $495 $393 $278 $149 $3
South Dakota $705 $642 $574 $502 $423 $339 $247 $149 $42 -$72
Tennessee $555 $491 $420 $341 $252 $154 $44 -$80 -$218 -$373
Texas $833 $743 $641 $525 $393 $242 $69 -$128 -$354 -$614
Utah $621 $543 $458 $364 $260 $144 $17 -$125 -$282 -$457
Vermont $1,125 $1,079 $1,028 $971 $907 $835 $755 $664 $563 $448
Virginia $569 $496 $415 $323 $220 $105 -$25 -$172 -$338 -$526
Washington $1,051 $991 $924 $848 $763 $667 $559 $437 $299 $144
West Virginia $565 $475 $375 $264 $140 $0 -$156 -$331 -$529 -$752
Wisconsin $783 $720 $650 $572 $485 $387 $276 $152 $12 -$146
Wyoming $404 $330 $250 $161 $64 -$42 -$160 -$290 -$434 -$593

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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Table B7: $25/mT CO » in 2015: Average household net dividend as a share

Emission Reduction, Interstate Equity, and the Price of Carbon

of household income

=z 2
Q"’a E = R 2 2 2 2 2 E §
T S s s s s s s =
-] N o < D) o DS 3 > T
United States 2.4% 1.8% 1.3% 1.0% 0.7% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% -0.1%
Alabama 2.3% 1.7% 1.2% 0.9% 0.6% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% -0.1% -0.1%
Alaska 1.9% 1.5% 1.1% 0.8% 0.6% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% -0.1%
Arizona 2.9% 2.2% 1.6% 1.1% 0.8% 0.5% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% -0.1%
Arkansas 2.5% 1.9% 1.4% 1.0% 0.7% 0.5% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% -0.1%
California 3.3% 2.4% 1.7% 1.2% 0.8% 0.5% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% -0.1%
Colorado 2.1% 1.5% 1.0% 0.7% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% -0.1% -0.2% -0.3%
Connecticut 2.1% 1.6% 1.2% 0.9% 0.7% 0.5% 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0%
Delaware 1.4% 1.1% 0.8% 0.5% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% -0.1% -0.2%
Dist. Columbia 2.0% 1.4% 0.9% 0.6% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% -0.1% -0.2% -0.2%
Florida 1.8% 1.3% 1.0% 0.6% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% -0.1% -0.1%
Georgia 1.7% 1.3% 0.9% 0.6% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% -0.1% -0.2%
Hawaii 1.5% 1.1% 0.9% 0.6% 0.4% 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Idaho 2.4% 1.9% 1.4% 1.1% 0.8% 0.6% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0%
Illinois 2.1% 1.6% 1.1% 0.8% 0.6% 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% -0.1%
Indiana 1.2% 0.9% 0.6% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% -0.1% -0.2% -0.2% -0.3%
lowa 1.4% 1.1% 0.8% 0.5% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% -0.1% -0.2%
Kansas 1.4% 1.0% 0.7% 0.5% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% -0.1% -0.2% -0.2%
Kentucky 1.5% 1.1% 0.7% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% -0.1% -0.2% -0.3% -0.3%
Louisiana 2.6% 1.9% 1.4% 1.0% 0.7% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% -0.1%
Maine 2.6% 2.1% 1.7% 1.4% 1.1% 0.8% 0.6% 0.5% 0.3% 0.2%
Maryland 1.2% 0.9% 0.6% 0.4% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% -0.1% -0.1% -0.2%
Massachusetts 2.1% 1.6% 1.2% 0.9% 0.6% 0.4% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Michigan 2.1% 1.6% 1.1% 0.8% 0.6% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% -0.1%
Minnesota 1.3% 0.9% 0.7% 0.4% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% -0.1% -0.1% -0.2%
Mississippi 2.9% 2.2% 1.6% 1.2% 0.8% 0.5% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% -0.1%
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Table B7: (continued)

=z 2
Q"’G é"\ < 2 2 K 2 @ 2 @ §
> |2 ® s S s s S S =
] ~ ) < o o S 3 > T
Missouri 1.5% 1.0% 0.7% 0.4% 0.2% 01% | -01% | -02% | -0.2% -0.3%
Montana 2.6% 2.0% 1.5% 1.1% 0.8% 0.6% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% -0.1%
Nebraska 1.4% 1.1% 0.8% 0.5% 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% | -0.1% -0.2%
Nevada 2.2% 1.7% 1.2% 0.9% 0.6% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% | -0.1% -0.2%
New Hampshire 2.0% 1.6% 1.3% 1.0% 0.8% 0.6% 0.4% 0.3% 0.2% 0.1%
New Jersey 1.8% 1.4% 1.0% 0.7% 0.5% 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% -0.1%
New Mexico 3.0% 2.1% 1.5% 1.0% 0.6% 0.3% 01% | -01% | -0.2% -0.3%
New York 3.2% 2.5% 1.9% 1.4% 1.0% 0.8% 0.5% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1%
North Carolina 2.1% 1.6% 1.2% 0.8% 0.6% 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% -0.1%
North Dakota 1.3% 0.9% 0.6% 0.3% 0.1% 00% | -02% | -02% | -0.3% -0.4%
Ohio 1.8% 1.4% 1.0% 0.7% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% | -0.1% -0.2%
Oklahoma 1.9% 1.4% 1.0% 0.7% 0.5% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% | -0.1% -0.2%
Oregon 2.9% 2.3% 1.8% 1.4% 1.0% 0.7% 0.5% 0.3% 0.2% 0.1%
Pennsylvania 2.2% 1.7% 1.3% 1.0% 0.7% 0.5% 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0%
Rhode Island 2.5% 1.9% 1.5% 1.1% 0.8% 0.6% 0.4% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0%
South Carolina 2.6% 2.0% 1.5% 1.1% 0.8% 0.6% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0%
South Dakota 1.7% 1.3% 1.0% 0.8% 0.6% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Tennessee 1.7% 1.3% 0.9% 0.6% 0.4% 0.2% 00% | -01% | -0.1% -0.2%
Texas 3.2% 2.2% 1.5% 1.0% 0.6% 0.3% 01% | -01% | -0.2% -0.3%
Utah 1.4% 1.1% 0.8% 0.5% 0.3% 0.1% 00% | -01% | -0.2% -0.2%
Vermont 2.7% 2.2% 1.8% 1.4% 1.1% 0.9% 0.7% 0.5% 0.4% 0.2%
Virginia 1.4% 1.0% 0.7% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 00% | -01% | -0.2% -0.2%
Washington 2.6% 2.1% 1.6% 1.3% 1.0% 0.7% 0.5% 0.3% 0.2% 0.1%
West Virginia 1.4% 1.0% 0.7% 0.4% 0.2% 00% | -01% | -02% | -0.3% -0.3%
Wisconsin 2.8% 2.1% 1.6% 1.1% 0.8% 0.5% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% -0.1%
Wyoming 1.0% 0.7% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 00% | -01% | -02% | -0.3% -0.3%

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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Table B8: $75/mT CO , in 2020: Results for median household, and energy

efficiency adjustments

5 N
\Elt gt’\/\ o f gg 92 ff g 'E’é’ & Qg -tOE 'g)g bg Q 12
Sley [28)8 18£]5 [SSIE§/ISss/gsls s /s
S/ & S /D D o (@) O = /W .S W o /- ~ [}
$2/58 5E)5 [58/8 [5/55/555/85/8 388
§5/58d/5x/s /885 [§3/25/§86/88/5 |85 5
ST/WLLO/WwI|= < /0O Og/u/a xwW/u<£ /=2 0L /=
United States 45.4 36.9 [$1,235| 1.4% |$3,268| 3.8% 14.2% | $241 | 2,679 | -1,335 | 1,344
Alabama 49.6 38.4 | $971 | 1.3% |$3,532| 4.8% 15.3% $15 168 | -2,014 | -1,846
Alaska 43.6 37.5 |$1,302| 1.3% |$3,201| 3.1% 11.8% | $209 | 2,318 | 1,330 | 3,648
Arizona 43.7 36.5 |$1,296| 1.6% |$3,207| 3.9% 13.1% | $136 | 1,507 | -1,323 | 184
Arkansas 47.0 37.1 |$1,123| 1.6% |$3,380| 4.8% 9.2% $485 | 5,390 | 9,434 | 14,825
California 38.9 345 [$1,591( 1.7% |$2,912| 3.0% 19.0% | $260 | 2,890 | -2,660 | 230
Colorado 53.9 409 | $742 | 0.8% |$3,761| 4.2% 8.7% $61 683 | 1,578 | 2,260
Connecticut 38.7 34.6 |$1,614| 1.5% |$2,889| 2.6% 18.2% | $45 498 911 1,409
Delaware 52.6 40.2 | $816 | 0.8% |$3,687| 3.8% 16.4% $32 358 | 1,216 | 1,575
Dist. Columbia 55.8 43.2 | $558 | 0.6% |$3,945| 4.0% 14.1% | $924 [10,268| 12,479 | 22,747
Florida 52.5 42.2 | $736 | 0.8% |$3,767| 4.3% 15.3% | $506 | 5,621 | 3,522 | 9,143
Georgia 52.6 40.9 | $768 | 0.9% |$3,735| 4.3% 18.3% $41 459 | 1,294 | 1,753
Hawaii 48.3 40.8 ($1,034| 1.0% |$3,469| 3.2% 10.3% $44 491 | 1,108 | 1,599
Idaho 41.8 34.9 ($1,421| 1.8% |$3,082| 3.8% 12.1% | $448 | 4,974 | 2,738 | 7,712
lllinois 46.9 38.6 |$1,074| 1.2% |$3,429| 3.7% 21.9% | $434 | 4,822 | -1,216 | 3,606
Indiana 58.7 40.2 | $602 | 0.7% |$3,901| 4.7% 20.9% | $132 | 1,463 | 622 [ 2,085
lowa 53.5 40.8 | $749 | 0.9% |$3,754| 4.3% 19.2% | $133 | 1,479 | -2,060 | -581
Kansas 55.6 41.8 | $603 | 0.7% |$3,900| 4.4% 21.5% | $319 | 3,545 | -4,338 | -793
Kentucky 59.4 38.6 | $653 | 0.9% |$3,850| 5.3% 14.4% | $205 | 2,276 |-13,538|-11,262
Louisiana 47.8 37.7 ($1,084 1.5% |$3,419| 4.6% 8.7% $22 245 554 799
Maine 33.2 29.8 [$2,025| 2.5% |$2,478| 3.0% 15.2% | $269 | 2,991 | 2,945 | 5,936
Maryland 54.3 42.8 | $623 | 0.6% |$3,880| 3.4% 14.0% | $180 | 2,005 | 3,819 | 5,824
Massachusetts 42.0 36.0 [$1,435| 1.4% |$3,068| 3.0% 15.1% | $427 | 4,744 | 1,890 | 6,633
Michigan 48.1 38.0 |$1,051| 1.2% |$3,452| 4.1% 16.9% | $219 | 2,439 | 1,957 | 4,396
Minnesota 55.4 43.3 | $541 | 0.5% |$3,962| 3.9% 13.4% | $131 | 1,453 | -1,274 | 179
Mississippi 453 36.1 |$1,244| 1.8% |$3,258( 4.8%
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Table B8: (continued)

N N
~ A 3} 92 0/ O (&)
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SPI583/6 82 |25/ |SS5/s/ /558 /§S /2

Missouri 57.8 | 39.7 | $639 | 0.8% |$3,864| 4.8% 205% | $398 | 4,420 | 1,495 | 5,914
Montana 430 | 34.3 |$1,419| 1.9% |$3,084| 4.1% 16.3% | $34 | 380 | -668 | -288
Nebraska 539 | 41.2 | $671 | 0.8% |$3,832 4.4% 16.4% | $80 | 885 | 1,563 | 2,448
Nevada 47.4 | 38.7 |$1,077| 1.2% |$3,425| 3.8% 15.1% | $96 | 1,071 | 1,513 | 2,585
New Hampshire 365 | 32.9 |$1,769| 1.7% |$2,733| 2.7% 78% | $20 | 226 | 532 | 758
New Jersey 445 | 38.4 |$1,213| 1.1% |$3,290| 2.9% 10.8% | $214 | 2,376 | 4,562 | 6,937
New Mexico 504 | 36.7 |$1,067| 1.5% |$3,436| 4.8% 21.8% | $109 | 1,216 | -3,077 | -1,861
New York 311 | 28.4 [$2,109| 2.4% |$2,304| 2.5% 10.4% | $388 | 4,316 | 12,301 | 16,617
North Carolina 49.0 | 38.9 | $984 | 1.2% |$3,519| 4.4% 13.9% | $431 | 4,792 | 1,907 | 6,700
North Dakota 60.7 | 40.8 | $525 | 0.7% |$3,978| 5.0% 24.0% | $42 | 464 |-1191| -727
Ohio 520 | 38.7 | $894 | 1.1% |$3,600| 4.4% 19.2% | $607 | 6,744 | 1,227 | 7,971
Oklahoma 512 | 30.4 | $866 | 1.1% |$3,637| 4.5% 17.5% | $151 | 1,683 |-11,665| -9,983
Oregon 349 | 315 |$1,863| 2.29% |$2,640 3.2% 47% | $45 | 494 | o972 | 1,467
Pennsylvania 434 | 359 |$1,342| 1.5% |$3,160| 3.6% 13.6% | $427 | 4,747 | -264 | 4483
Rhode Island 382 | 333 |$1,690| 1.8% |$2,813| 3.1% 120% | $25 | 283 | 976 | 1,259
South Carolina 419 | 356 |$1,405| 1.8% |$3,098| 4.0% 9.3% | $140 | 1,554 | 1,112 | 2,667
South Dakota 47.7 | 38.6 |$1,023| 1.3% |$3,480| 4.3% 136% | $26 | 294 | 653 | 947
Tennessee 545 | 405 | $677 | 0.9% |$3,826 5.0% 14.7% | $382 | 4,249 | 925 | 5174
Texas 50.8 | 40.6 | $872 | 1.2% |$3,631 4.8% 15.2% |$1,166|12,961|-44,280|-31,319
Utah 546 | 39.4 | $805 | 0.9% |$3,698| 4.1% 22.0% | $144 | 1,595 | -1,450 | 144
Vermont 20.0 | 26.9 |$2,296| 2.6% |$2,207| 2.5% 20% | $3 | 28 | 611 | 639
Virginia 56.4 | 43.8 | $490 | 0.5% |$4,013| 4.0% 14.9% | $427 | 4,746 | 1,593 | 6,339
Washington 351 | 31.8 |$1,851| 2.1% |$2,652| 3.0% 34% | $62 | 691 | 2,535 | 3,226
West Virginia 59.0 | 40.5 | $603 | 0.6% |$3,900| 4.2% 21.1% | $116 | 1,284 | -6,168 | -4,884
Wisconsin 459 | 34.9 |$1,204| 1.9% |$3,200| 4.79% 19.5% | $257 | 2,860 | 621 | 3,481
Wyoming 61.7 | 41.2 | $473 | 0.5% |$4,030| 4.7% 233% | $38 | 427 |-6,844 | -6,417

Source: Authors’ calculations.

89



Emission Reduction, Interstate Equity, and the Price of Carbon

Table B9: $75/mT CO » in 2020: Average household carbon costs

=z 2
Q"’G é"\ = 2 2 2 2 2 2 @ §
T S s s s s s s =
-] N o < D) o DS 3 > T
United States $2,169 $2,364 $2,584 $2,831 $3,110 $3,425 $3,781 $4,183 $4,637 $5,152
Alabama $2,570 $2,740 $2,931 $3,148 $3,394 $3,671 $3,985 $4,340 $4,742 $5,199
Alaska $2,062 $2,265 $2,493 $2,749 $3,038 $3,363 $3,730 $4,144 $4,610 $5,138
Arizona $1,975 $2,191 $2,436 $2,713 $3,028 $3,386 $3,791 $4,250 $4,772 $5,364
Arkansas $2,473 $2,634 $2,815 $3,019 $3,250 $3,509 $3,802 $4,132 $4,505 $4,927
California $1,643 $1,856 $2,103 $2,389 $2,720 $3,104 $3,549 $4,065 $4,663 $5,356
Colorado $2,354 $2,603 $2,883 $3,201 $3,559 $3,963 $4,419 $4,935 $5,518 $6,177
Connecticut $1,863 $2,043 $2,246 $2,477 $2,740 $3,038 $3,379 $3,767 $4,210 $4,717
Delaware $2,648 $2,840 $3,051 $3,285 $3,544 $3,830 $4,147 $4,499 $4,890 $5,325
Dist. Columbia $2,621 $2,842 $3,099 $3,397 $3,743 $4,146 $4,616 $5,164 $5,804 $6,553
Florida $2,699 $2,898 $3,118 $3,359 $3,622 $3,911 $4,227 $4,573 $4,951 $5,366
Georgia $2,709 $2,891 $3,097 $3,328 $3,589 $3,882 $4,212 $4,585 $5,006 $5,482
Hawaii $2,515 $2,696 $2,893 $3,108 $3,342 $3,596 $3,872 $4,172 $4,498 $4,853
Idaho $2,084 $2,264 $2,465 $2,690 $2,941 $3,222 $3,536 $3,888 $4,282 $4,725
Illinois $2,320 $2,516 $2,737 $2,987 $3,269 $3,589 $3,950 $4,360 $4,826 $5,354
Indiana $2,891 $3,076 $3,282 $3,509 $3,761 $4,041 $4,351 $4,696 $5,079 $5,505
lowa $2,759 $2,949 $3,156 $3,380 $3,623 $3,886 $4,171 $4,480 $4,815 $5,179
Kansas $2,810 $3,017 $3,242 $3,487 $3,755 $4,046 $4,363 $4,709 $5,085 $5,496
Kentucky $2,791 $2,980 $3,193 $3,431 $3,700 $4,001 $4,340 $4,721 $5,152 $5,637
Louisiana $2,430 $2,602 $2,798 $3,021 $3,275 $3,564 $3,893 $4,268 $4,697 $5,186
Maine $1,724 $1,861 $2,014 $2,183 $2,372 $2,583 $2,819 $3,082 $3,376 $3,706
Maryland $2,711 $2,924 $3,161 $3,424 $3,717 $4,043 $4,406 $4,813 $5,267 $5,775
Massachusetts $2,035 $2,218 $2,424 $2,656 $2,919 $3,217 $3,554 $3,937 $4,373 $4,869
Michigan $2,415 $2,601 $2,809 $3,042 $3,305 $3,600 $3,931 $4,305 $4,726 $5,202
Minnesota $2,822 $3,037 $3,272 $3,529 $3,809 $4,115 $4,449 $4,814 $5,212 $5,648
Mississippi $2,330 $2,492 $2,676 $2,885 $3,123 $3,394 $3,702 $4,052 $4,452 $4,908
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Emission Reduction, Interstate Equity, and the Price of Carbon

Table B9: (continued)

2 2
Q"’a E = R 2 2 2 2 2 E §
> |2 ® S S s S S = 5
s ~ o < o S K 9 > T
Missouri $2,802 | $2,994 | $3208 | $3,447 | $3,714 | $4,014 | $4,349 | $4,725 | $5147 $5,620
Montana $2,057 $2,240 $2,445 $2,677 $2,937 $3,231 $3,561 $3,934 $4,355 $4,831
Nebraska $2,793 | $2,991 | $3206 | $3,440 | $3,694 | $3970 | $4,269 | $4,595 | $4,949 $5,333
Nevada $2,193 | $2,414 | $2,662 | $2,939 | $3,251 | $3,600 | $3,992 | $4,431 | $4,924 $5,478
New Hampshire | $1,883 | $2,038 | $2,210 | $2,401 | $2,615 | $2,852 | $3,117 | $3414 | $3,745 $4,116
New Jersey $2,145 | $2,347 | $2,576 | $2,834 | $3,125 | $3.455 | $3,829 | $4,254 | $4,736 $5,285
New Mexico $2,164 | $2,388 | $2,641 | $2,928 | $3,252 | $3,619 | $4,034 | $4503 | $5034 $5,635
New York $1,499 | $1,642 | $1,803 | $1,984 | $2,188 | $2,419 | $2,679 | $2,972 | $3,304 $3,678
North Carolina $2,544 | $2,717 | $2,912 | $3,131 | $3,379 | $3,659 | $3,974 | $4,330 | $4,732 $5,187
North Dakota $2,866 | $3,076 | $3,305 | $3,556 | $3,829 | $4,127 | $4.451 | $4,806 | $5,192 $5,613
Ohio $2571 | $2,757 | $2,966 | $3,200 | $3462 | $3,756 | $4,086 | $4,456 | $4,873 $5,341
Oklahoma $2,581 | $2,779 | $2,996 | $3,234 | $3494 | $3780 | $4,092 | $4,434 | $4,809 $5,219
Oregon $1,651 | $1,825 | $2,021 | $2,244 | $2,497 | $2,783 | $3,109 | $3,478 | $3,.898 $4,376
Pennsylvania $2,184 | $2,361 | $2557 | $2,777 | $3,023 | $3298 | $3,606 | $3,951 | $4,339 $4,774
Rhode Island $1,871 | $2,037 | $2,225 | $2,437 | $2,677 | $2,949 | $3,257 | $3,607 | $4,005 $4,458
South Carolina $2,190 | $2,352 | $2,533 | $2,738 | $2,968 | $3,228 | $3,521 | $3,851 | $4,224 $4,645
South Dakota $2,584 | $2,756 | $2,943 | $3,144 | $3,362 | $3,598 | $3,854 | $4,129 | $4,428 $4,751
Tennessee $2,851 | $3,025 | $3.221 | $3.441 | $3,687 | $3,964 | $4.275 | $4,625 | $5,018 $5,462
Texas $2,208 | $2,452 | $2,731 | $3,052 | $3,420 | $3,842 | $4,326 | $4,882 | $5,521 $6,255
Utah $2,570 | $2,776 | $3,005 | $3,259 | $3,541 | $3,855 | $4,205 | $4,594 | $5,029 $5,514
Vermont $1,474 | $1,605 | $1,753 | $1,918 | $2,103 | $2,311 | $2545 | $2,808 | $3,103 $3,437
Virginia $2,869 | $3,072 | $3,300 | $3,558 | $3,849 | $4,178 | $4,549 | $4,969 | $5445 $5,984
Washington $1,682 | $1,854 | $2,048 | $2,267 | $2,513 | $2,791 | $3,105 | $3.459 | $3,860 $4,312
West Virginia $2,602 | $2,832 | $3,092 | $3,384 | $3,714 | $4,086 | $4,507 | $4,982 | $5520 $6,130
Wisconsin $2,257 | $2,425 | $2,615 | $2,830 | $3,072 | $3,5345 | $3654 | $4,003 | $4,398 $4,845
Wyoming $2,989 | $3,180 | $3392 | $3,626 | $3,886 | $4,174 | $4,493 | $4,848 | $5242 $5,681

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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Emission Reduction, Interstate Equity, and the Price of Carbon

Table B10: $75/mT CO2 in 2020: Average household c

arbon costs as a share of household income

=z 2
Q"’a E = R 2 2 2 2 2 E §
T S s s s s s s =
-] N o < D) o DS 3 > T
United States 6.3% 5.6% 5.0% 4.4% 4.0% 3.6% 3.2% 2.9% 2.6% 2.4%
Alabama 8.6% 7.5% 6.6% 5.8% 5.1% 4.5% 4.0% 3.6% 3.2% 2.9%
Alaska 4.4% 4.1% 3.8% 3.5% 3.3% 3.0% 2.8% 2.6% 2.5% 2.3%
Arizona 6.2% 5.6% 5.0% 4.5% 4.1% 3.7% 3.4% 3.1% 2.8% 2.5%
Arkansas 8.4% 7.4% 6.5% 5.8% 5.1% 4.5% 4.1% 3.6% 3.3% 2.9%
California 5.1% 4.5% 4.0% 3.6% 3.2% 2.9% 2.6% 2.3% 2.1% 1.9%
Colorado 6.7% 6.0% 5.4% 4.9% 4.4% 4.0% 3.6% 3.3% 3.0% 2.7%
Connecticut 4.0% 3.6% 3.3% 3.0% 2.8% 2.5% 2.3% 2.1% 2.0% 1.8%
Delaware 5.8% 5.2% 4.8% 4.4% 4.0% 3.7% 3.4% 3.1% 2.9% 2.7%
Dist. Columbia 8.1% 6.9% 5.9% 5.0% 4.4% 3.8% 3.3% 2.9% 2.5% 2.2%
Florida 7.6% 6.7% 5.9% 5.2% 4.6% 4.1% 3.6% 3.2% 2.9% 2.6%
Georgia 7.5% 6.6% 5.9% 5.2% 4.6% 4.1% 3.7% 3.3% 3.0% 2.7%
Hawaii 5.2% 4.6% 4.2% 3.8% 3.4% 3.1% 2.8% 2.5% 2.3% 2.1%
Idaho 5.5% 5.1% 4.7% 4.3% 4.0% 3.7% 3.4% 3.2% 3.0% 2.8%
Illinois 6.0% 5.3% 4.8% 4.3% 3.9% 3.5% 3.2% 2.9% 2.7% 2.4%
Indiana 7.5% 6.8% 6.1% 5.5% 5.0% 4.5% 4.1% 3.7% 3.4% 3.1%
lowa 6.4% 5.8% 5.4% 4.9% 4.5% 4.2% 3.8% 3.5% 3.3% 3.0%
Kansas 6.6% 6.0% 5.5% 5.0% 4.6% 4.2% 3.8% 3.5% 3.2% 3.0%
Kentucky 9.2% 8.1% 7.1% 6.3% 5.6% 5.0% 4.5% 4.0% 3.6% 3.2%
Louisiana 8.4% 7.3% 6.4% 5.6% 4.9% 4.4% 3.9% 3.4% 3.1% 2.7%
Maine 4.4% 4.0% 3.7% 3.4% 3.1% 2.9% 2.7% 2.5% 2.3% 2.2%
Maryland 5.2% 4.7% 4.3% 3.9% 3.6% 3.3% 3.0% 2.8% 2.6% 2.4%
Massachusetts 4.6% 4.1% 3.8% 3.4% 3.1% 2.8% 2.6% 2.4% 2.2% 2.0%
Michigan 6.7% 6.0% 5.3% 4.8% 4.3% 3.9% 3.5% 3.2% 2.9% 2.7%
Minnesota 6.0% 5.4% 5.0% 4.5% 4.1% 3.8% 3.5% 3.2% 2.9% 2.7%
Mississippi 8.7% 7.6% 6.6% 5.8% 5.1% 4.5% 4.0% 3.5% 3.2% 2.8%
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Emission Reduction, Interstate Equity, and the Price of Carbon

Table B10: (continued)
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Missouri 8.1% 7.2% 6.4% 5.7% 5.1% 4.6% 4.1% 3.7% 3.4% 3.1%
Montana 6.2% 5.6% 5.1% 4.7% 4.3% 3.9% 3.6% 3.3% 3.1% 2.9%
Nebraska 6.6% 6.0% 5.5% 5.0% 4.6% 4.2% 3.9% 3.6% 3.3% 3.0%
Nevada 5.8% 5.3% 4.8% 4.4% 4.0% 3.6% 3.3% 3.0% 2.8% 2.6%
New Hampshire 3.8% 3.5% 3.2% 3.0% 2.8% 2.6% 2.4% 2.2% 2.1% 2.0%
New Jersey 4.4% 4.0% 3.7% 3.3% 3.1% 2.8% 2.6% 2.4% 2.2% 2.0%
New Mexico 8.0% 7.1% 6.4% 5.7% 5.1% 4.6% 4.2% 3.7% 3.4% 3.1%
New York 4.3% 3.8% 3.4% 3.0% 2.6% 2.3% 2.1% 1.9% 1.7% 1.5%
North Carolina 7.6% 6.7% 5.9% 5.3% 4.7% 4.2% 3.7% 3.4% 3.0% 2.7%
North Dakota 7.6% 6.9% 6.3% 5.7% 5.2% 4.7% 4.3% 3.9% 3.6% 3.3%
Ohio 7.2% 6.5% 5.8% 5.2% 4.7% 4.2% 3.8% 3.4% 3.1% 2.9%
Oklahoma 7.0% 6.4% 5.8% 5.3% 4.8% 4.4% 4.0% 3.6% 3.3% 3.0%
Oregon 45% 4.2% 3.9% 3.6% 3.3% 3.1% 2.9% 2.7% 2.5% 2.3%
Pennsylvania 5.5% 5.0% 4.6% 4.2% 3.8% 3.5% 3.2% 2.9% 2.7% 2.5%
Rhode Island 4.8% 4.3% 3.9% 3.5% 3.2% 2.9% 2.7% 2.5% 2.3% 2.1%
South Carolina 6.6% 5.9% 5.2% 4.7% 4.2% 3.8% 3.4% 3.1% 2.8% 2.6%
South Dakota 6.2% 5.7% 5.3% 4.9% 4.5% 4.1% 3.8% 3.5% 3.3% 3.0%
Tennessee 8.8% 7.7% 6.8% 6.0% 5.3% 4.7% 4.2% 3.8% 3.4% 3.0%
Texas 8.4% 7.4% 6.5% 5.8% 5.1% 4.6% 4.1% 3.7% 3.3% 3.0%
Utah 6.0% 5.5% 5.0% 4.6% 4.3% 3.9% 3.6% 3.4% 3.1% 2.9%
Vermont 3.5% 3.3% 3.0% 2.8% 2.6% 2.4% 2.3% 2.1% 2.0% 1.9%
Virginia 7.0% 6.2% 5.4% 4.8% 4.3% 3.8% 3.4% 3.1% 2.8% 2.5%
Washington 4.2% 3.9% 3.6% 3.4% 3.1% 2.9% 2.8% 2.6% 2.4% 2.3%
West Virginia 6.6% 5.9% 5.4% 4.9% 4.4% 4.0% 3.7% 3.4% 3.1% 2.8%
Wisconsin 8.0% 7.0% 6.3% 5.6% 5.0% 45% 4.0% 3.6% 3.3% 3.0%
Wyoming 7.5% 6.7% 6.0% 5.4% 4.9% 45% 4.1% 3.7% 3.4% 3.1%

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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Emission Reduction, Interstate Equity, and the Price of Carbon

Table B11: $75/mT CO2 in 2020: Average household ne tdividend
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United States $2,333 | $2,139 | $1,919 | $1,672 | $1,393 | $1,078 | $722 $320 -$135 -$649
Alabama $1,933 | $1,763 | $1571 | $1,354 | $1,109 | $832 $518 $163 | -$239 -$696
Alaska $2,441 | $2,238 | $2,010 | $1,754 | $1,465 | $1,140 | $773 $359 -$108 -$635
Arizona $2,528 | $2,312 | $2,067 | $1,790 | $1,475 | $1,117 | $712 $253 | -$269 -$861
Arkansas $2,030 | $1,869 | $1,688 | $1,483 | $1,253 | $994 $701 $371 -$2 -$424
California $2,860 | $2,647 | $2,400 | $2,114 | $1,783 | $1,399 | $954 $438 | -$160 -$854
Colorado $2,149 | $1,900 | $1,619 | $1,302 | $944 $540 $84 -$432 | -$1,015 | -$1,674
Connecticut $2,640 | $2,460 | $2,257 | $2,026 | $1,763 | $1,464 | $1,124 | $736 $293 -$215
Delaware $1,855 | $1,663 | $1,452 | $1,218 | $959 $673 $356 $4 -$387 -$822
Dist. Columbia $1,882 | $1,661 | $1,404 | $1,106 | $760 $357 | -$113 | -$661 | -$1,301 | -$2,050
Florida $1,804 | $1,604 | $1,385 | $1,144 | $881 $592 $276 -$70 -$448 -$863
Georgia $1,794 | $1,612 | $1,406 | $1,175 | $914 $621 $290 -$82 -$503 -$979
Hawaii $1,988 | $1,807 | $1,610 | $1,395 | $1,161 | $907 $631 $331 $5 -$350
Idaho $2,419 | $2,239 | $2,038 | $1,813 | $1,562 | $1,281 | $967 $615 $220 -$222
llinois $2,183 | $1,987 | $1,766 | $1516 | $1,234 | $914 $552 $142 -$323 -$851
Indiana $1,612 | $1,427 | $1,221 | $994 $742 $462 $152 | -$193 | -$576 -$1,002
lowa $1,744 | $1,554 | $1,347 | $1,123 | $880 $617 $332 $23 -$312 -$676
Kansas $1,693 | $1,486 | $1,261 | $1,016 | $748 $457 $140 | -$206 | -$582 -$993
Kentucky $1,712 | $1,523 | $1,310 | $1,071 | $803 $502 $163 | -$218 | -$649 -$1,134
Louisiana $2,072 | $1,901 | $1,705 | $1,482 | $1,228 | $939 $610 $235 | -$194 -$683
Maine $2,778 | $2,642 | $2,480 | $2,320 | $2,130 | $1,920 | $1.684 | $1,421 | $1,127 $797
Maryland $1,792 | $1,579 | $1,342 | $1,079 | $786 $460 $97 -$310 | -$764 -$1,272
Massachusetts $2,468 | $2,285 | $2,079 | $1,846 | $1,584 | $1,286 | $949 $566 $130 -$366
Michigan $2,088 | $1,902 | $1,694 | $1,461 | $1,198 | $903 $572 $198 | -$223 -$699
Minnesota $1,681 | $1,466 | $1,231 | $974 $694 $388 $54 -$311 | -$709 -$1,145
Mississippi $2,173 | $2,011 | $1,827 | $1.618 | $1,380 | $1,109 | $801 $450 $51 -$405
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Emission Reduction, Interstate Equity, and the Price of Carbon

Table B11: (continued)
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Missouri $1,701 | $1,509 | $1,205 | $1,056 | $788 $489 $154 | -$222 | -$644 -$1,118
Montana $2,446 | $2,263 | $2,057 | $1,826 | $1,565 | $1,272 | $942 $569 $148 -$328
Nebraska $1,710 | $1,512 | $1,207 | $1,063 | $809 $533 $234 -$92 -$446 -$830
Nevada $2,310 | $2,089 | $1,841 | $1,564 | $1,252 | $903 $511 $72 -$421 -$975
New Hampshire | $2,619 | $2,465 | $2,293 | $2,101 | $1,888 | $1,651 | $1,385 | $1,089 | $758 $387
New Jersey $2,358 | $2,156 | $1,927 | $1,669 | $1,378 | $1,048 | $673 $249 | -$233 -$782
New Mexico $2,339 | $2,115 | $1,862 | $1575 | $1,251 | $884 $469 $0 -$531 -$1,132
New York $3,004 | $2,861 | $2,700 | $2,519 | $2,314 | $2,084 | $1,824 | $1,530 | $1,199 $825
North Carolina $1,959 | $1,786 | $1,591 | $1,371 | $1,124 | $844 $529 $173 -$229 -$684
North Dakota $1,637 | $1,427 | $1,198 | $947 $674 $376 $51 -$303 | -$689 -$1,110
Ohio $1,932 | $1,746 | $1,537 | $1,303 | $1,041 | $747 $417 $47 -$370 -$839
Oklahoma $1,922 | $1,724 | $1507 | $1,269 | $1,009 | $723 $411 $69 -$306 -$716
Oregon $2,852 | $2,678 | $2,482 | $2,259 | $2,006 | $1,720 | $1,394 | $1,025 | $605 $127
Pennsylvania $2319 | $2,142 | $1,945 | $1,726 | $1,480 | $1,205 | $897 $552 $164 -$271
Rhode Island $2,632 | $2,466 | $2,278 | $2,066 | $1,826 | $1,554 | $1,246 | $896 $498 $45
South Carolina $2,312 | $2,151 | $1,970 | $1,765 | $1,535 | $1,275 | $982 $652 $279 -$142
South Dakota $1,919 | $1,747 | $1,560 | $1,359 | $1,141 | $905 $649 $373 $75 -$248
Tennessee $1,652 | $1,478 | $1,282 | $1,062 | $816 $539 $228 | -$122 | -$516 -$959
Texas $2,295 | $2,051 | $1,771 | $1,451 | $1,083 | $661 $177 -$379 | -$1,018 | -$1,753
Utah $1,932 | $1,727 | $1,498 | $1,244 | $962 $648 $298 -$91 -$526 -$1,011
Vermont $3,029 | $2,898 | $2,750 | $2,585 | $2,400 | $2,192 | $1,958 | $1,695 | $1,400 $1,066
Virginia $1,634 | $1,431 | $1,203 | $945 $654 $325 -$46 -$466 | -$942 -$1,481
Washington $2,821 | $2,649 | $2455 | $2,236 | $1,990 | $1,712 | $1,398 | $1,043 | $643 $191
West Virginia $1,901 | $1,671 | $1411 | $1,119 | $789 $417 -$4 -$479 | -$1,017 | -$1,627
Wisconsin $2,246 | $2,078 | $1,887 | $1,673 | $1,431 | $1,158 | $849 $500 $105 -$342
Wyoming $1,514 $1,323 $1,111 $877 $617 $329 $9 -$345 -$739 -$1,178

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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Table B12: $75/mT CO , in 2020: Average household net dividend as a share

Emission Reduction, Interstate Equity, and the Price of Carbon

of household income

=z 2
Q"’a E = R 2 2 2 2 2 E §
T S s s s s s s =
-] N o < D) o DS 3 > T
United States 6.8% 5.0% 3.7% 2.6% 1.8% 1.1% 0.6% 0.2% -0.1% -0.3%
Alabama 6.5% 4.8% 3.5% 2.5% 1.7% 1.0% 0.5% 0.1% -0.2% -0.4%
Alaska 5.3% 4.1% 3.1% 2.2% 1.6% 1.0% 0.6% 0.2% -0.1% -0.3%
Arizona 8.0% 5.9% 4.3% 3.0% 2.0% 1.2% 0.6% 0.2% -0.2% -0.4%
Arkansas 6.9% 5.2% 3.9% 2.8% 2.0% 1.3% 0.7% 0.3% 0.0% -0.3%
California 8.9% 6.5% 4.6% 3.2% 2.1% 1.3% 0.7% 0.3% -0.1% -0.3%
Colorado 6.1% 4.4% 3.0% 2.0% 1.2% 0.5% 0.1% -0.3% -0.5% -0.7%
Connecticut 5.6% 4.4% 3.3% 2.5% 1.8% 1.2% 0.8% 0.4% 0.1% -0.1%
Delaware 4.0% 3.1% 2.3% 1.6% 1.1% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% -0.2% -0.4%
Dist. Columbia 5.8% 4.0% 2.7% 1.6% 0.9% 0.3% -0.1% -0.4% -0.6% -0.7%
Florida 5.1% 3.7% 2.6% 1.8% 1.1% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% -0.3% -0.4%
Georgia 5.0% 3.7% 2.7% 1.8% 1.2% 0.7% 0.3% -0.1% -0.3% -0.5%
Hawaii 4.1% 3.1% 2.3% 1.7% 1.2% 0.8% 0.5% 0.2% 0.0% -0.1%
Idaho 6.4% 5.0% 3.9% 2.9% 2.1% 1.5% 0.9% 0.5% 0.2% -0.1%
Illinois 5.6% 4.2% 3.1% 2.2% 1.5% 0.9% 0.4% 0.1% -0.2% -0.4%
Indiana 4.2% 3.1% 2.3% 1.6% 1.0% 0.5% 0.1% -0.2% -0.4% -0.6%
lowa 4.0% 3.1% 2.3% 1.6% 1.1% 0.7% 0.3% 0.0% -0.2% -0.4%
Kansas 4.0% 3.0% 2.1% 1.5% 0.9% 0.5% 0.1% -0.2% -0.4% -0.5%
Kentucky 5.6% 4.1% 2.9% 2.0% 1.2% 0.6% 0.2% -0.2% -0.5% -0.7%
Louisiana 7.2% 5.4% 3.9% 2.7% 1.8% 1.1% 0.6% 0.2% -0.1% -0.4%
Maine 7.1% 5.7% 4.6% 3.6% 2.8% 2.2% 1.6% 1.2% 0.8% 0.5%
Maryland 3.4% 2.6% 1.8% 1.2% 0.8% 0.4% 0.1% -0.2% -0.4% -0.5%
Massachusetts 5.6% 4.3% 3.2% 2.4% 1.7% 1.1% 0.7% 0.3% 0.1% -0.2%
Michigan 5.8% 4.4% 3.2% 2.3% 1.6% 1.0% 0.5% 0.1% -0.1% -0.4%
Minnesota 3.6% 2.6% 1.9% 1.2% 0.8% 0.4% 0.0% -0.2% -0.4% -0.5%
Mississippi 8.1% 6.1% 4.5% 3.2% 2.2% 1.5% 0.9% 0.4% 0.0% -0.2%
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Table B12: (continued)

. =
55 E 2 2 2 K 2 2 <@ 2 §
5> /2 ® s S S s s s >
=] N ) < 5 (5 K 3 > T
Missouri 4.9% 3.6% 2.6% 1.7% 1.1% 0.6% 0.1% -0.2% -0.4% -0.6%
Montana 7.4% 5.7% 4.3% 3.2% 2.3% 1.6% 1.0% 0.5% 0.1% -0.2%
Nebraska 4.0% 3.0% 2.2% 1.6% 1.0% 0.6% 0.2% -0.1% -0.3% -0.5%
Nevada 6.1% 4.6% 3.3% 2.3% 1.5% 0.9% 0.4% 0.0% -0.2% -0.5%
New Hampshire 5.2% 4.2% 3.3% 2.6% 2.0% 1.5% 1.1% 0.7% 0.4% 0.2%
New Jersey 4.9% 3.7% 2.7% 2.0% 1.3% 0.8% 0.5% 0.1% -0.1% -0.3%
New Mexico 8.6% 6.3% 4.5% 3.1% 2.0% 1.1% 0.5% 0.0% -0.4% -0.6%
New York 8.7% 6.6% 5.0% 3.8% 2.8% 2.0% 1.4% 1.0% 0.6% 0.3%
North Carolina 5.9% 4.4% 3.2% 2.3% 1.6% 1.0% 0.5% 0.1% -0.1% -0.4%
North Dakota 4.4% 3.2% 2.3% 1.5% 0.9% 0.4% 0.0% -0.2% -0.5% -0.7%
Ohio 5.4% 4.1% 3.0% 2.1% 1.4% 0.8% 0.4% 0.0% -0.2% -0.4%
Oklahoma 5.2% 4.0% 2.9% 2.1% 1.4% 0.8% 0.4% 0.1% -0.2% -0.4%
Oregon 7.8% 6.1% 4.7% 3.6% 2.7% 1.9% 1.3% 0.8% 0.4% 0.1%
Pennsylvania 5.9% 4.6% 3.5% 2.6% 1.9% 1.3% 0.8% 0.4% 0.1% -0.1%
Rhode Island 6.7% 5.2% 4.0% 3.0% 2.2% 1.6% 1.0% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0%
South Carolina 6.9% 5.4% 4.1% 3.0% 2.2% 1.5% 1.0% 0.5% 0.2% -0.1%
South Dakota 4.6% 3.6% 2.8% 2.1% 1.5% 1.0% 0.6% 0.3% 0.1% -0.2%
Tennessee 5.1% 3.8% 2.7% 1.8% 1.2% 0.6% 0.2% -0.1% -0.3% -0.5%
Texas 8.7% 6.2% 4.2% 2.7% 1.6% 0.8% 0.2% -0.3% -0.6% -0.8%
Utah 4.5% 3.4% 2.5% 1.8% 1.2% 0.7% 0.3% -0.1% -0.3% -0.5%
Vermont 7.2% 5.9% 4.7% 3.8% 3.0% 2.3% 1.7% 1.3% 0.9% 0.6%
Virginia 4.0% 2.9% 2.0% 1.3% 0.7% 0.3% 0.0% -0.3% -0.5% -0.6%
Washington 7.0% 5.6% 4.3% 3.3% 2.5% 1.8% 1.2% 0.8% 0.4% 0.1%
West Virginia 4.8% 3.5% 2.4% 1.6% 0.9% 0.4% 0.0% -0.3% -0.6% -0.8%
Wisconsin 7.9% 6.0% 4.5% 3.3% 2.3% 1.5% 0.9% 0.5% 0.1% -0.2%
Wyoming 3.8% 2.8% 2.0% 1.3% 0.8% 0.4% 0.0% -0.3% -0.5% -0.6%

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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VII.
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Table C1: State initiatives

Appendix C: Complete State Tables

o o -
. S /= 5] 3 5
520 5358%/9 5o S g |E§F
T D T = Fagly o) O < = o 2N Q
SS = R D53 g9 W 2/0 ¢
L F B » S927 /3o QNS S35 v 2/o o
S §228/55 g8 g5 ¥ 255
x § £ rIws/Ta wad < Q GG <
Alabama None None None None None No None
Alaska W(CI Observer None None None Fin. Incentives No |In Progress
Arizona WCI RPS None EERS Complete Fin. Incentives Yes | Complete
Arkansas None None None None Fin. Incentives No | Complete
California WCI + State RPS R+E Funds| EERS Complete| RFS + Fin. Incentives | Yes | Complete
Colorado W(CI Observer RPS None EERS Complete Fin. Incentives Yes | Complete
Connecticut RGGI RPS R+E Funds| EERS Complete Fin. Incentives Yes | Complete
Delaware RGGI RPS R+E Funds None None No | Complete
Florida State Program | State Goal None EERS Complete| RFS + Fin. Incentives| Yes | Complete
Georgia None None None None None No None
Hawaii None RPS EE Funds |[EERS Complete| RFS + Fin. Incentives| Yes | Complete
Idaho W(CI Observer None None None Fin. Incentives No |In Progress
lllinois MGGRA RPS R+E Funds| EERS Complete Fin. Incentives Yes | Complete
Indiana MGGRA Observer None None EERS Complete Fin. Incentives No None
lowa MGGRA RPS None EERS Complete| RFS + Fin. Incentives| No | Complete
Kansas MGGRA RPS None None Fin. Incentives No |In Progress
Kentucky None None None None Fin. Incentives No | Complete
Louisiana None None None None RFS + Fin. Incentives | No None
Maine RGGI RPS R+E Funds None Fin. Incentives Yes | Complete
Maryland RGGI RPS None EERS Complete Fin. Incentives Yes | Complete
Massachusetts RGGI RPS R+E Funds| EERS Pending | RFS + Fin. Incentives | Yes | Complete
Michigan MGGRA AEPS R+E Funds| EERS Complete Fin. Incentives Yes |In Progress
Minnesota MGGRA RPS R+E Funds| EERS Complete| RFS + Fin. Incentives | Yes | Complete
Mississippi None None None None Fin. Incentives No None
Missouri None RPS None None RFS + Fin. Incentives| No | Complete
Montana WCI RPS R+E Funds None RFS + Fin. Incentives | Yes | Complete
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Table C1: (continued)

. e g 3 s
PES [FFSEE, [S8F ss 5g/5E
SKF s SSZ/Lg [835¢F £3 v 3o §
$35 L2585/ [2g% L5 F&EE
o g £ T Woun/ag wuxou < Q O ~/hn <

Nebraska None None None None None No None
Nevada WCI Observer RPS None EERS Complete None No | Complete
New Hampshire RGGI RPS EE Funds None None Yes | Complete
New Jersey RGGI RPS R+E Funds| EERS Pending None Yes | Complete
New Mexico WCI RPS EE Funds |EERS Complete| RFS + Fin. Incentives | Yes | Complete
New York RGGI RPS R+E Funds | EERS Complete Fin. Incentives Yes | Complete
North Carolina None RPS None EERS Complete Fin. Incentives No | Complete
North Dakota None State Goal None None Fin. Incentives No None
Ohio MGGRA Observer AEPS R+E Funds| EERS Complete Fin. Incentives No None
Oklahoma None None None None Fin. Incentives No None
Oregon WCI RPS R+E Funds None RFS + Fin. Incentives | Yes | Complete
Pennsylvania RGGI Observer AEPS R+E Funds| EERS Complete Fin. Incentives No | Complete
Rhode Island RGGI RPS R+E Funds| EERS Complete None Yes | Complete
South Carolina None None None None Fin. Incentives No | Complete
South Dakota MGGRA Observer| State Goal None None Fin. Incentives No None
Tennessee None None None None None No None
Texas None RPS None EERS Complete Fin. Incentives No None
Utah WCI State Goal None EERS Pending None Yes | Complete
Vermont RGGI RPS R+E Funds | EERS Complete None Yes | Complete
Virginia None State Goal None EERS Complete Fin. Incentives Yes | Complete
Washington WCI RPS None EERS Complete| RFS + Fin. Incentives | Yes | Complete
West Virginia None AEPS None None None No None
Wisconsin MGGRA RPS R+E Funds| EERS Pending Fin. Incentives No | Complete
Wyoming WCI Observer None None None Fin. Incentives No None

Note: WCI is the Western Climate Initiative; RGGI is the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative; MGGRA is the Midwestern
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Accord. RPS and AEPS stand for renewable portfolio standards and alternative energy portfolio
standards, respectively. EE funds are energy-efficiency funds; R+E funds are renewable and efficiency funds. RFS is a renewable

fuel standard.
Source: Pew Center on Global Climate Change and Pew Center on the States (2009).
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Table C2: Per capita carbon dioxide emissions adjus  ted for electricity trade, 2005 (mT CO »)

2 5
fEE |$ELS5|/P836|PE8E|/Ps8E|FEE £
Alabama 7.8 0.6 4.7 13.2 3.7 10.3 27.2
Aaska 29.2 2.8 228 34.3 6.3 36.0 76.5
Arizona 6.5 0.4 2.9 9.8 3.0 2.0 14.7
Arkansas 7.6 0.8 3.9 12.3 3.4 8.2 23.9
California 6.7 0.8 11 8.5 1.9 2.8 13.2
Colorado 6.6 1.7 3.2 115 4.8 54 21.7
Connecticut 55 2.7 1.7 9.9 2.8 15 14.2
Delaware 6.4 15 4.9 12.7 53 8.5 26.6
Dist. Columbia 3.2 18 29 7.9 16.6 0.5 25.1
Florida 6.6 0.1 45 111 3.8 15 16.4
Georgia 7.8 0.9 4.4 131 4.1 51 22.3
Hawaii 10.3 0.1 22 12.6 2.7 4.3 19.6
Idaho 6.2 11 2.7 10.0 2.6 5.8 18.5
lllinois 6.3 2.0 2.2 10.6 3.3 5.5 19.3
Indiana 7.5 15 5.7 14.8 5.0 17.3 37.1
lowa 7.4 1.6 4.7 13.8 5.2 11.8 30.7
Kansas 6.7 15 4.6 12.8 5.6 8.3 26.7
Kentucky 8.4 0.9 6.8 16.1 55 15.9 37.5
Louisiana 11.6 0.6 45 16.6 3.8 235 439
Maine 7.3 3.7 15 12,5 2.8 35 18.8
Maryland 6.0 13 3.8 111 3.3 4.1 18.4
Massachusetts 5.6 24 2.2 10.2 3.9 1.8 15.9
Michigan 5.7 2.4 2.6 10.7 4.0 5.1 19.8
Minnesota 7.5 18 35 12.8 4.7 6.6 24.1
Mississippi 8.9 0.6 4.0 13.6 33 6.9 23.8
Missouri 7.5 12 5.9 14.7 5.9 4.9 25.5
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Table C2: (continued)

g ©
< Y < T
5 5 2 1% K] %) ;§ T 9 \g 3 %) 1% > 1%
fEF |$ELS5|P836|PE8E|/Ps8E|FEE £

Montana 9.1 1.8 3.6 145 5.0 10.6 30.0
Nebraska 7.2 14 4.2 12.9 5.0 7.4 25.3
Nevada 7.1 1.0 3.3 11.4 3.3 5.0 19.7
New Hampshire 5.8 25 13 9.6 2.8 1.4 13.9
New Jersey 8.2 2.0 18 12.0 3.7 2.6 18.3
New Mexico 8.1 1.2 3.2 125 55 7.7 25.8
New York 4.0 21 13 7.5 3.6 13 12.3
North Carolina 6.3 0.8 4.2 114 4.0 4.2 19.7
North Dakota 104 20 7.1 195 93 26.2 55.0
Ohio 6.5 18 4.4 12.7 4.8 8.2 25.7
Oklahoma 9.0 11 5.2 15.2 4.9 9.8 30.0
Oregon 6.6 0.8 12 8.5 15 2.6 12.6
Pennsylvania 6.1 2.0 2.9 11.0 35 6.7 21.3
Rhode Island 4.3 2.7 1.8 8.7 31 11 12.9
South Carolina 7.4 0.6 31 111 2.6 6.2 19.9
South Dakota 8.3 14 34 131 4.4 4.5 22.0
Tennessee 7.9 0.8 4.9 13.6 4.1 7.0 24.7
Texas 8.7 0.5 41 13.4 4.1 11.2 28.6
Utah 6.9 14 3.2 11.6 5.0 7.1 23.6
Vermont 6.4 2.8 0.4 9.5 14 13 12.2
Virginia 7.6 12 43 131 5.0 45 22.6
Washington 7.1 0.8 0.9 8.8 1.3 3.4 13.5
West Virginia 7.1 1.2 6.4 14.7 5.2 135 334
Wisconsin 5.8 1.8 3.9 115 5.0 7.4 23.9
Wyoming 16.8 1.7 5.3 238 10.0 37.1 70.8

Source: Stanton et al. (2010).
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Table C3: ACEEE 2009 Energy Efficiency Scores

(&)
S 2 /s & /3§ i §
s, e, |8 ¢ B, Eolag /§ < g
iz S

Sgad £ |4 Se [685 |25 R £ 5L

Alabama 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 2.0 0.0 3.0 48 1
Alaska 0.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.0 6.0 45 -8
Arizona 6.5 4.0 0.5 1.0 2.0 1.0 15.0 29 -1
Arkansas 1.0 0.0 4.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 7.0 41 -3
California 18.5 6.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 3.0 44.5 1 0
Colorado 11.0 1.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 0.0 21.0 16 8
Connecticut 17.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 45 2.0 37.5 3 0
Delaware 4.5 3.0 5.0 3.0 3.0 0.0 18.5 20 12
Dist. Columbia 15 4.0 6.0 4.0 20 1.0 18.5 20 10
Florida 4.0 1.0 5.5 3.0 3.0 0.0 16.5 23 -4
Georgia 15 1.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.5 44 -8
Hawaii 115 1.0 15 3.0 2.0 0.0 19.0 19 -4
Idaho 8.5 0.0 5.0 2.0 3.0 0.0 18.5 20 -7
llinois 4.0 0.0 35 5.0 35 0.0 16.0 26 -7
Indiana 35 0.0 15 4.0 3.0 0.0 12.0 32 6
lowa 13.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 20.0 18 -4
Kansas 2.0 0.0 15 1.0 3.0 0.0 7.5 39 -1
Kentucky 4.5 0.0 4.0 1.0 2.0 0.0 11.5 33 -2
Louisiana 0.0 1.0 3.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 7.0 41 -6
Maine 8.5 4.0 55 4.0 4.0 0.0 26.0 10 9
Maryland 55 5.0 55 3.0 3.0 2.0 24.0 11 1
Massachusetts 17.0 4.0 7.0 4.0 5.0 2.0 39.0 2 5
Michigan 25 0.0 35 2.0 2.0 0.0 10.0 34 4
Minnesota 16.5 2.0 5.0 3.0 4.0 0.0 30.5 8 -1
Mississippi 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 2.0 49 -2
Missouri 15 0.0 1.0 2.0 25 0.0 7.0 41 4
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Table C3: (continued)

0 -
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Montana 6.5 0.0 3.0 1.0 3.0 0.0 13.5 31 -4
Nebraska 0.5 0.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 45 47 -9
Nevada 11.0 0.0 4.0 2.0 3.0 1.0 210 16 -1
New Hampshire 10.5 0.0 55 2.0 4.0 1.0 23.0 13 5
New Jersey 9.5 5.0 35 4.0 1.0 0.0 23.0 13 -3
New Mexico 5.0 2.0 35 2.0 2.0 0.0 14.5 30 -5
New York 14.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 5.0 1.0 34.5 5 0
North Carolina 4.5 0.0 4.5 3.0 4.0 0.0 16.0 26 2
North Dakota 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 49 0
Ohio 5.0 0.0 3.5 5.0 2.0 0.0 15.5 28 -9
Oklahoma 15 1.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 0.0 7.5 39 4
Oregon 14.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 4.5 2.0 36.5 4 -2
Pennsylvania 3.0 4.0 6.0 4.0 5.0 0.0 22.0 15 0
Rhode Island 13.0 4.0 55 1.0 2.0 2.0 27.5 9 2
South Carolina 25 1.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 8.5 37 -3
South Dakota 45 0.0 0.0 3.0 15 0.0 9.0 36 11
Tennessee 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 0.0 8.0 38 8
Texas 55 0.0 3.0 5.0 3.0 0.0 16.5 23 -4
Utah 9.5 0.0 4.0 1.0 2.0 0.0 16.5 23 2
Vermont 19.0 4.0 3.5 2.0 4.0 1.0 33.5 6 -2
Virginia 15 1.0 4.5 0.0 3.0 0.0 10.0 34 -2
Washington 14.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 33.0 7 -1
West Virginia 0.0 0.0 3.0 1.0 2.0 0.0 6.0 45 -2
Wisconsin 11.0 1.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 0.0 24.0 11 -2
Wyoming 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 51 0

Source: ACEEE (2009), Table 23: Summary of Overall State Scoring of Energy Efficiency.
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Table C4: Electricity consumption, imports, exports

, and generation for U.S. states, 2008

~ > o
58/85/25/58/8a/8a/8 5 |7 |5 [mo/8 [S&/2
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cl/w E]EE/OE/OGITSF|S |= % O = 5/a Sa/0

Alabama 19.2 | 41.8 | 0.0 0.6 [ 0.0% | 4.2% |26.7%]| 0.0% [ 0.0% |51.1%]15.3%| 0.1% | 2.3% | 0.1%
Alaska 9.2 0.0 0.0 0.6 [ 0.0% |17.3%]| 0.0% | 0.0% [ 0.0% | 9.1% |59.1%| 14.4% | 0.1% | 0.0%
Arizona 11.7 | 314 0.0 0.5 | 0.0% | 6.1% | 24.5%]| 0.0% | 0.0% |36.7%(32.5%| 0.0% | 0.1% | 0.1%
Arkansas 16.2 35 0.0 0.6 [ 0.0% | 8.5% |25.7%| 0.0% [ 0.0% |47.4%]|15.4%| 0.1% | 2.7% | 0.1%
California 7.3 0.0 [-80.6| 0.3 | 6.2% |11.6%(15.6%| 2.6% | 0.3% | 1.1% [57.7%| 0.8% | 2.8% | 1.2%
Colorado 10.6 0.0 -4.0 0.8 | 0.0% | 3.8% | 0.0% | 6.0% | 0.0% |65.2%|25.2%| 0.0% | 0.1% |-0.4%
Connecticut 8.8 0.0 -3.5 0.3 [ 0.0% | 1.8% |50.8%]| 0.0% [ 0.0% |14.4%)|26.5%| 1.7% | 2.4% | 2.4%
Delaware 135 | 0.0 -5.0 09 [ 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% [ 0.0% |70.0%]18.4%| 2.9% | 2.2% | 6.5%
Dist. Columbia 20.0 0.0 | -11.8 0.0% | 0.0% [ 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% |100.0%| 0.0% | 0.0%
Florida 123 | 00 | -281| 0.6 | 0.0% | 0.1% [14.6%| 0.0% | 0.0% |29.5%|47.1%| 5.5% | 2.0% | 1.3%
Georgia 140 | 0.0 |-124| 0.7 | 0.0% | 1.6% |23.3%| 0.0% | 0.0% |62.8%]| 9.9% | 0.5% | 2.0% |-0.1%
Hawaii 8.1 0.0 0.0 0.8 | 21% | 0.7% | 0.0% | 2.1% | 0.0% |14.5%( 0.0% | 76.2% | 2.7% | 1.7%
Idaho 15.7 00 [-131| 0.2 | 0.7% |78.2%| 0.0% | 1.7% | 0.0% | 0.8% (14.2%| 0.0% | 3.8% | 0.6%
lllinois 11.2 | 352 | 0.0 0.5 [ 0.0% | 0.1% |47.7%]| 1.2% | 0.0% |48.4%]| 2.1% | 0.1% | 0.3% | 0.1%
Indiana 16.8 9.8 0.0 1.0 [ 0.0% | 0.3% | 0.0% | 0.2% | 0.0% |94.2%| 2.8% | 0.1% | 0.2% | 2.1%
lowa 15.1 2.4 0.0 0.8 [ 0.0% | 1.5% |10.0%| 7.7% | 0.0% |76.1%]| 4.1% | 0.3% | 0.3% | 0.0%
Kansas 14.1 2.5 0.0 0.8 [ 0.0% | 0.0% |18.2%]| 3.8% | 0.0% |72.9%| 4.8% | 0.3% | 0.0% | 0.0%
Kentucky 21.9 0.0 -5.2 1.0 [ 0.0% | 2.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% |93.6%| 1.0% | 2.9% | 0.5% | 0.0%
Louisiana 178 | 4.6 0.0 0.6 [ 0.0% | 1.2% | 16.6%]| 0.0% [ 0.0% |26.1%]|49.0%| 2.5% | 2.9% | 1.7%
Maine 8.9 3.7 0.0 0.5 | 0.0% |26.1%]| 0.0% | 0.8% | 0.0% | 2.1% [ 43.2%| 3.1% |23.0%| 1.8%
Maryland 11.2 0.0 | -206| 0.6 | 0.0% | 4.2% | 31.0%| 0.0% | 0.0% |57.5%| 3.9% | 0.9% | 1.3% | 1.3%
Massachusetts 8.6 00 [-176| 0.6 | 0.0% | 2.7% [13.8%| 0.0% | 0.0% |25.0%50.6%| 5.0% | 2.9% |[-0.1%
Michigan 10.6 0.0 -2.1 0.7 | 0.0% | 1.2% | 27.4%| 0.1% | 0.0% |60.7%| 8.4% | 0.4% | 2.1% |-0.3%
Minnesota 13.2 00 | -194 | 0.7 [ 0.0% | 1.3% |23.7%| 8.0% | 0.0% |58.0%| 5.2% | 0.4% | 2.7% | 0.6%
Mississippi 16.2 0.0 -4.3 0.6 [ 0.0% | 0.0% | 19.5%]| 0.0% [ 0.0% |34.6%|42.7%| 0.2% | 2.9% | 0.1%
Missouri 14.3 0.0 -2.3 0.9 | 0.0% | 2.2% |10.3%| 0.2% | 0.0% |80.8%| 5.7% | 0.1% | 0.0% | 0.6%
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Emission Reduction, Interstate Equity, and the Price of Carbon

~ 2 o

Qcég 2 i 5{7)5 T § r%b ) i 2] § § )

7 85/55/55/sC/se/ee/ |5 |5 |2 S5 [2&/s

S5/85/85/56/88/R&/S /& |5 /S |F8/F sS/S

Cl/w E/EE/OE/OGFITG|E |S o O /2 5/a Sa/0
Montana 158 | 11.4 | 0.0 | 0.7 | 0.4% |33.7%| 0.0% | 2.0% | 0.0% [61.9%| 0.2% | 1.4% | 0.4% | 0.0%
Nebraska 162 | 0.4 | 00 | 06 |0.0% | 1.1% [29.3%| 0.7% | 0.0% [66.3%| 2.3% | 0.1% | 0.2% | 0.0%
Nevada 135 | 0.0 | -36 | 05 |3.9% | 5.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.4% |22.3%|68.3%| 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0%
New Hampshire | 83 | 9.6 | 0.0 | 0.4 | 0.0% | 7.1% |40.9%| 0.0% | 0.0% |15.1%|30.9%| 0.6% | 5.1% | 0.3%
New Jersey 93 | 00 |-231| 03 |0.0% | 0.0% |50.6%| 0.0% | 0.0% |14.2%|32.6%| 0.5% | 1.4% | 0.7%
New Mexico 111 | 113 | 0.0 | 0.9 |0.0% | 0.8% | 0.0% | 4.4% | 0.0% |73.0%|21.5%| 0.1% | 0.1% | 0.0%
New York 74 | 00 |-175| 04 | 0.0% |19.0%|30.8%| 0.9% | 0.0% |13.7%|31.3%| 2.7% | 1.5% | 0.2%
North Carolina | 14.1 | 00 |-17.1| 0.6 | 0.0% | 2.4% |31.8%| 0.0% | 0.0% |60.5%| 3.3% | 0.3% | 1.5% | 0.2%
North Dakota 194 [ 171 | 00 | 1.0 | 0.0% | 3.8% | 0.0% | 5.2% | 0.0% [90.6%| 0.0% | 0.1% | 0.0% | 0.2%
Ohio 139 | 0.0 |-21.1| 08 |0.0% | 0.3% |11.4%| 0.0% | 0.0% [85.2%| 1.6% | 0.9% | 0.4% | 0.2%
Oklahoma 155 | 125 | 0.0 | 0.7 |0.0% | 5.0% | 0.0% | 3.1% | 0.0% |47.6%|44.2%| 0.0% | 0.3% |-0.2%
Oregon 130 | 38 | 0.0 | 0.2 |0.0% |57.6%| 0.0% | 4.4% | 0.0% | 6.9% |29.6%| 0.0% | 1.4% | 0.1%
Pennsylvania 121 [ 501 | 0.0 | 0.6 |0.0% | 1.1% |35.4%| 0.3% | 0.0% |52.9%| 8.4% | 0.4% | 0.9% | 0.5%
Rhode Island 74 | 00 | -12 | 04 |0.0%|0.1% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% |97.4%| 0.4% | 2.1% | 0.0%
South Carolina | 18.0 | 104 | 00 | 0.4 | 0.0% | 1.1% |51.3%| 0.0% | 0.0% |41.1%]| 5.7% | 0.2% | 1.8% |-1.2%
South Dakota | 136 | 0.0 | -46 | 05 | 0.0% |42.3%| 0.0% | 2.0% | 0.0% [51.7%]| 3.2% | 0.3% | 0.0% | 0.4%
Tennessee 168 | 0.0 |-224| 06 |0.0% | 6.2% |29.8%| 0.1% | 0.0% |62.9%| 0.5% | 0.2% | 1.0% |-0.8%
Texas 143 [ 179 | 00 | 0.6 |0.0% | 0.3% [10.1%| 4.0% | 0.0% |36.3%|47.7%| 0.3% | 0.3% | 1.0%
Utah 103 | 138 | 0.0 | 0.9 |05% | 1.4% | 0.0% | 0.1% | 0.0% |81.6%|15.8%| 0.1% | 0.1% | 0.4%
Vermont 92 | 04 | 00 | 01 |0.0% |21.9%|71.8%| 0.2% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.1% | 6.1% | 0.0%
Virginia 142 | 0.0 |-446| 05 | 0.0% | 1.4% |38.4%| 0.0% | 0.0% |43.7%|12.8%| 1.6% | 3.7% |-1.7%
Washington 133 [ 126 | 0.0 | 0.1 |0.0% |70.1%| 8.4% | 3.3% | 0.0% | 7.9% | 8.9% | 0.0% | 1.2% | 0.3%
West Virginia 189 | 479 | 0.0 | 0.9 |0.0% | 1.4% | 0.0% | 0.4% | 0.0% |97.8%| 0.2% | 0.2% | 0.0% | 0.1%
Wisconsin 125 | 0.0 |-12.9| 0.7 | 0.0% | 2.5% [19.1%| 0.8% | 0.0% |65.7%| 8.3% | 1.5% | 2.0% | 0.1%
Wyoming 313|252 | 00 | 1.0 | 0.0% | 1.8% | 0.0% | 2.1% | 0.0% |94.2%| 1.1% | 0.1% | 0.0% | 0.8%

Sources: U.S. Energy Information Administration (2010e), U.S. Census Bureau (2009), and Hodges and Rahmani (2009); see
Stanton et al. (2009) for methodology.
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Table C5: Household non-electricity fuel use and pr
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ice of fuels, 2007

) 3 S ) &
£2_ /2 s /88 /58 /g3 /&3 | 3 /g3 /| 3
So8§5/85 /83 |5 s /ST /80 @ /§o [ga
So=S<s/o S > 2 & < 2 S SIS o S o S E =
\QJ.Q\Q(’Em ~ O s 2 n 9 S .0 -~ .0 o .9 Q.o Q.9
o9& T/c So¢ s5/5 28 - 9 5= W= = S TS o =
T @ L/ = S s 5/ S = S g SIS Q g Q = o £
$8%¢3/s% /5§82 S 3 s /o5 &?é’s =5 /sf /8§
S s5m/0 3 =z % S/a I s 3 g & =8 o & Q & S8
Alabama 11.7 0.0% 69.5% 14.2% 15.9% 27.3 17.8 19.4 25.9 8.6
Alaska 49.9 26.6% 62.2% 1.9% 4.4% 44.5 8.6 18.2 30.1 11.6
Arizona 9.5 0.0% 71.1% 5.4% 23.5% 28.3 16.8 20.4 29.5 11.6
Arkansas 14.9 0.0% 81.1% 12.2% 6.7% 25.6 13.1 19.8 24.4 8.6
California 15.7 0.1% 90.1% 4.9% 4.7% 42.3 114 20.7 29.6 11.6
Colorado 33.8 0.0% 86.3% 6.9% 6.9% 27.1 8.7 19.2 23.0 11.6
Connecticut 38.7 57.8% 34.0% 4.2% 3.5% 56.0 15.9 20.0 29.5 6.9
Delaware 22.6 20.0% 56.2% 15.1% 7.0% 38.6 15.6 18.6 27.1 8.6
Dist. Columbia 30.7 7.6% 86.7% 0.0% 5.7% 32.8 15.3 20.0 29.7 8.6
Florida 1.9 0.9% 50.0% 42.0% 6.7% 329 19.1 18.5 324 8.6
Georgia 15.7 0.1% 83.0% 7.6% 9.1% 26.7 17.1 18.1 25.0 8.6
Hawaii 1.3 0.0% 31.3% 68.8% 0.0% 70.7 32.8 20.1 45.4
Idaho 231 4.3% 74.3% 11.5% 9.6% 18.6 11.2 19.9 25.4 11.6
lllinois 38.8 0.2% 91.0% 3.8% 4.9% 29.7 10.6 19.4 21.0 8.7
Indiana 29.0 1.6% 82.4% 8.3% 7.1% 24.2 11.0 19.5 23.3 8.7
lowa 32.0 1.4% 74.7% 16.3% 6.8% 27.7 11.6 19.3 19.0 8.7
Kansas 29.0 0.0% 83.3% 9.5% 7.3% 24.0 12.7 19.4 20.6 8.7
Kentucky 17.2 2.0% 75.8% 10.3% 10.6% 215 11.7 19.5 24.8 8.6
Louisiana 10.2 0.0% 85.4% 5.2% 9.4% 275 13.7 19.4 28.2 8.6
Maine 45.8 71.8% 2.2% 13.1% 3.7% 48.4 15.0 19.2 30.4 6.9
Maryland 22.3 16.0% 71.1% 5.4% 6.3% 34.9 14.6 20.2 30.5 8.6
Massachusetts 36.6 40.9% | 51.4% 3.3% 3.9% 47.6 16.9 19.5 31.2 6.9
Michigan 40.7 2.0% 83.7% 9.0% 5.1% 29.9 10.8 19.8 23.2 8.7
Minnesota 33.8 5.3% 78.0% 10.3% 6.3% 26.9 10.9 19.9 21.4 8.7
Mississippi 12.2 0.0% 66.3% 19.2% 14.2% 27.4 12.7 20.0 27.7 8.6
Missouri 23.8 0.6% 77.1% 12.7% 9.1% 22.5 13.2 19.2 20.8 8.7
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Table C5: (continued)
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Montana 333 3.6% 66.0% | 23.1% 7.3% 25.7 9.8 18.7 20.7 11.6
Nebraska 28.8 0.6% 79.9% | 12.2% 7.3% 22.3 11.0 19.4 19.2 8.7
Nevada 20.3 1.9% 82.4% 4.5% 11.0% 34.6 135 20.6 29.1 11.6
New Hampshire 34.3 54.2% | 17.2% | 20.4% 4.3% 43.6 16.5 18.3 26.6 6.9
New Jersey 34.3 15.0% | 80.7% 2.0% 2.3% 41.4 14.0 20.6 324 6.9
New Mexico 23.9 0.0% 76.1% 14.4% 9.5% 26.7 11.6 19.6 25.6 11.6
New York 35.3 26.6% 61.7% 2.8% 7.7% 50.1 151 20.1 28.6 6.9
North Carolina 13.2 10.4% | 54.7% | 18.6% | 11.9% 275 15.1 18.1 26.3 8.6
North Dakota 34.6 12.8% 53.1% 25.6% 6.6% 21.4 8.7 19.3 191 8.7
Ohio 33.0 4.0% 84.4% 5.0% 6.2% 28.1 13.0 19.0 25.4 8.7
Oklahoma 22.1 0.3% 83.9% | 11.3% 4.5% 25.2 11.3 19.2 21.9 8.6
Oregon 16.0 5.6% 76.7% 4.0% 13.7% 24.0 14.4 18.0 27.8 11.6
Pennsylvania 315 26.5% | 63.9% 5.1% 2.7% 32.1 14.1 19.2 28.4 6.9
Rhode Island 37.0 45.3% | 48.2% 2.4% 3.9% 41.2 16.0 20.1 35.9 6.9
South Carolina 9.7 2.5% 63.3% 15.2% 16.2% 26.9 16.6 18.4 27.7 8.6
South Dakota 26.5 5.1% 62.6% | 24.2% 8.1% 23.7 10.5 19.1 19.3 8.7
Tennessee 14.5 0.8% 75.0% | 10.0% 12.5% 23.0 12.9 19.7 26.5 8.6
Texas 111 0.0% 83.5% 9.0% 7.5% 36.2 11.6 19.9 26.6 8.6
Utah 29.7 0.3% 89.4% 4.0% 6.3% 23.9 8.9 19.6 24.1 11.6
Vermont 40.0 52.3% 13.3% 24.5% 4.1% 41.5 16.0 20.5 275 6.9
Virginia 18.7 18.5% 61.5% 9.1% 7.7% 25.6 14.8 18.2 28.4 8.6
Washington 17.7 5.9% 75.7% 6.1% 12.2% 21.3 135 22.3 255 11.6
West Virginia 20.8 5.1% 77.2% 7.6% 7.9% 19.7 13.6 18.9 28.6 8.6
Wisconsin 33.0 6.5% 74.9% 12.0% 6.5% 31.8 11.9 19.5 21.1 8.7
Wyoming 36.1 1.1% 72.1% 19.6% 6.7% 22.7 8.5 194 23.6 11.6

Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration (2009c).
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Table C6: Fuel use, population density, share of co
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mmuters using alternative transportation, 2008

7 [22
g 185 12 s /. of
s 58 5 38 sz g J§ 3 e Jp
35 /85 |vo |88 /55 [5 |8 JEE |5 5
Z 8 Qa [@3 S b3 |z iy IS Q =
Alabama 704.7 91.9 0.49% 0.01% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.52% 0.13% 1.26%
Alaska 737.6 1.2 1.50% 0.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.12% 1.68% 0.82% 7.13%
Arizona 533.9 57.2 2.29% 0.01% 0.01% 0.01% 0.00% 2.33% 0.87% 1.90%
Arkansas 696.2 54.8 0.40% 0.02% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.43% 0.13% 2.04%
California 482.8 235.7 3.88% 0.17% 0.80% 0.38% 0.03% 5.26% 0.99% 2.80%
Colorado 531.2 47.6 3.04% 0.04% 0.24% 0.11% 0.01% 3.44% 1.25% 2.73%
Connecticut 502.3 722.7 2.31% 0.01% 0.14% 1.88% 0.00% 4.35% 0.23% 2.86%
Delaware 555.9 446.9 3.17% 0.06% 0.11% 0.48% 0.00% 3.82% 0.30% 2.35%
Dist. Columbia 2155 9639.0 | 15.58% | 0.28% 19.49% 0.33% 0.05% 35.74% 2.33% 12.11%
Florida 512.7 339.9 1.78% 0.01% 0.09% 0.08% 0.00% 1.97% 0.60% 1.51%
Georgia 619.8 167.3 1.85% 0.03% 0.45% 0.08% 0.00% 2.42% 0.20% 1.47%
Hawaii 377.4 200.6 5.79% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.05% 5.85% 0.95% 4.23%
Idaho 561.2 18.4 0.97% 0.00% 0.03% 0.03% 0.00% 1.02% 1.52% 3.17%
Illinois 489.4 232.1 4.06% 0.08% 2.26% 2.29% 0.00% 8.69% 0.54% 2.98%
Indiana 666.8 177.8 0.87% 0.02% 0.03% 0.21% 0.00% 1.13% 0.44% 2.30%
lowa 716.8 53.7 1.20% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 1.21% 0.48% 4.08%
Kansas 616.9 34.2 0.49% 0.01% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.51% 0.39% 2.59%
Kentucky 682.3 107.5 1.18% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.20% 0.19% 2.42%
Louisiana 626.0 101.3 1.21% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 1.32% 0.36% 1.96%
Maine 629.9 42.7 0.65% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.05% 0.73% 0.53% 4.00%
Maryland 561.3 576.4 4.29% 0.09% 3.47% 0.68% 0.01% 8.54% 0.32% 2.35%
Massachusetts 482.5 828.8 2.98% 0.36% 3.96% 1.51% 0.06% 8.87% 0.72% 4.60%
Michigan 529.3 176.1 1.39% 0.01% 0.01% 0.01% 0.01% 1.42% 0.45% 2.19%
Minnesota 603.0 65.6 3.23% 0.02% 0.07% 0.10% 0.00% 3.43% 0.86% 2.95%
Mississippi 754.2 62.6 0.32% 0.01% 0.00% 0.02% 0.01% 0.36% 0.24% 1.75%
Missouri 693.4 85.8 1.48% 0.02% 0.10% 0.03% 0.00% 1.63% 0.21% 2.01%
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Table C6: (continued)

7 [22
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Montana 736.2 6.6 1.09% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.09% 1.45% 5.47%
Nebraska 681.2 23.2 0.70% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.72% 0.47% 3.11%
Nevada 553.0 23.7 3.71% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.71% 0.45% 2.37%
New Hampshire 607.8 146.7 0.62% 0.00% 0.02% 0.13% 0.00% 0.79% 0.32% 3.32%
New Jersey 587.5 1170.6 5.96% 0.06% 1.57% 2.57% 0.18% 10.34% 0.31% 3.33%
New Mexico 687.5 16.4 1.10% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% 0.00% 1.17% 1.02% 2.61%
New York 353.9 412.8 6.57% 0.16% | 17.04% | 2.80% 0.10% | 26.66% | 0.47% 6.33%
North Carolina 606.3 189.3 1.04% 0.01% 0.03% 0.01% 0.02% 1.12% 0.24% 1.72%
North Dakota 835.1 9.3 0.63% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.63% 0.82% 3.71%
Ohio 557.9 280.5 1.84% 0.02% 0.05% 0.02% 0.00% 1.92% 0.34% 2.18%
Oklahoma 733.5 53.0 0.38% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.40% 0.26% 1.98%
Oregon 527.4 39.5 3.79% 0.36% 0.20% 0.16% 0.01% 4.52% 2.09% 3.93%
Pennsylvania 508.7 277.8 3.70% 0.12% 0.65% 0.85% 0.01% 5.33% 0.41% 3.98%
Rhode Island 430.9 1005.6 1.97% 0.07% 0.08% 0.62% 0.00% 2.73% 0.30% 3.06%
South Carolina 708.7 148.8 0.61% 0.02% 0.04% 0.02% 0.00% 0.69% 0.23% 1.84%
South Dakota 747.7 10.6 0.52% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.54% 0.52% 4.64%
Tennessee 636.2 150.8 0.70% 0.01% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.73% 0.16% 1.38%
Texas 653.7 92.9 1.59% 0.02% 0.05% 0.08% 0.00% 1.74% 0.26% 1.73%
Utah 534.5 33.3 1.97% 0.13% 0.08% 0.21% 0.00% 2.40% 0.71% 2.96%
Vermont 617.8 67.2 0.87% 0.00% 0.04% 0.00% 0.02% 0.93% 0.65% 6.35%
Virginia 632.1 196.2 2.26% 0.06% 1.69% 0.28% 0.00% 4.29% 0.40% 2.27%
Washington 492.5 98.4 4.99% 0.04% 0.02% 0.18% 0.27% 5.50% 0.91% 3.56%
West Virginia 571.1 75.4 0.62% 0.00% 0.03% 0.12% 0.00% 0.77% 0.16% 3.10%
Wisconsin 561.2 103.6 1.84% 0.00% 0.01% 0.03% 0.00% 1.89% 0.74% 3.34%
Wyoming 1310.6 55 1.16% 0.04% 0.01% 0.03% 0.00% 1.25% 1.02% 3.85%

Sources: Federal Highway Administration (2009b), U.S. Census Bureau (ND; 2009).
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Table C7: Job gains and losses

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona 29,548 5.5% 4.6% 0.9% (20) 0.0% 1,330 0.0%
Arkansas 17,732 5.1% 3.8% 1.3% (1,199) -0.1% (1,323) -0.1%
California 174,927 7.2% 6.3% 0.9% 1,328 0.0% 9,434 0.1%
Colorado 28,149 4.9% 3.9% 1.0% (1,356) -0.1% (2,660) -0.1%
Connecticut 16,741 5.7% 4.8% 0.9% 565 0.0% 1,578 0.1%
Delaware 5,726 4.8% 3.5% 1.3% 612 0.1% 911 0.2%
Dist. Columbia 5,514 7.0% 5.3% 1.7% 805 0.2% 1,216 0.4%
Florida 94,725 6.2% 5.2% 1.0% 6,387 0.1% 12,479 0.1%
Georgia 58,816 6.2% 5.0% 1.2% 1,292 0.0% 3,522 0.1%
Hawaii 7,146 3.9% 2.9% 1.0% 931 0.1% 1,294 0.2%
Idaho 8,504 4.9% 3.7% 1.2% 881 0.1% 1,108 0.1%
lllinois 69,624 6.5% 5.4% 1.1% 174 0.0% 2,738 0.0%
Indiana 38,013 5.9% 4.7% 1.2% (2,390) -0.1% (1,216) 0.0%
lowa 18,290 4.1% 3.0% 1.1% (266) 0.0% 622 0.0%
Kansas 17,070 4.4% 3.2% 1.2% (1,424) -0.1% (2,060) -0.1%
Kentucky 25,705 6.4% 5.2% 1.2% (2,920) -0.1% (4,338) -0.2%
Louisiana 29,095 4.6% 3.2% 1.4% (6,475) -0.3% (13,538) -0.7%
Maine 9,957 5.4% 4.0% 1.4% 171 0.0% 554 0.1%
Maryland 26,605 4.4% 3.5% 0.9% 1,331 0.0% 2,945 0.1%
Massachusetts 38,410 5.3% 4.1% 1.2% 1,542 0.0% 3,819 0.1%
Michigan 53,816 8.4% 7.3% 1.1% 14 0.0% 1,890 0.0%
Minnesota 30,263 5.4% 4.4% 1.0% 137 0.0% 1,957 0.1%
Mississippi 19,007 6.9% 5.4% 1.5% (1,031) -0.1% (1,274) -0.1%
Missouri 35,989 6.1% 4.9% 1.2% 167 0.0% 1,495 0.0%
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Table C7: (continued)
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Montana 6,303 4.5%
Nebraska 11,059 3.3% 2.2% 1.1% 1,021 0.1% 1,563 0.2%
Nevada 10,553 6.7% 5.9% 0.8% 514 0.0% 1,513 0.1%
New Hampshire 7,686 3.8% 2.8% 1.0% 79 0.0% 532 0.1%
New Jersey 47,519 5.5% 4.4% 1.1% 1,829 0.0% 4,562 0.1%
New Mexico 11,443 4.2% 3.0% 1.2% (1,294) -0.1% (3,077) -0.3%
New York 109,441 5.4% 4.3% 1.1% 6,716 0.1% 12,301 0.1%
North Carolina 51,210 6.3% 5.2% 1.1% (292) 0.0% 1,907 0.0%
North Dakota 4,257 3.2% 2.0% 1.2% (519) -0.1% (1,191) -0.3%
Ohio 67,356 6.5% 5.4% 1.1% (1,299) 0.0% 1,227 0.0%
Oklahoma 27,684 3.8% 2.2% 1.6% (5,439) -0.3% (11,665) -0.7%
Oregon 20,931 6.4% 5.3% 1.1% 14 0.0% 972 0.1%
Pennsylvania 71,667 5.4% 4.3% 1.1% (1,475) 0.0% (264) 0.0%
Rhode Island 4,540 7.8% 7.0% 0.8% 639 0.1% 976 0.2%
South Carolina 24,757 6.9% 5.8% 1.1% 9 0.0% 1,112 0.1%
South Dakota 5,272 3.0% 1.9% 1.1% 514 0.1% 653 0.1%
Tennessee 39,128 6.4% 5.1% 1.3% (1,150) 0.0% 925 0.0%
Texas 152,760 4.9% 3.6% 1.3% (21,688) -0.2% (44,280) -0.4%
Utah 16,149 3.4% 2.3% 1.1% (1,137) -0.1% (1,450) -0.1%
Vermont 4,270 4.8% 3.6% 1.2% 430 0.1% 611 0.2%
Virginia 44,668 4.0% 2.9% 1.1% 182 0.0% 1,593 0.0%
Washington 33,505 5.3% 4.4% 0.9% 235 0.0% 2,535 0.1%
West Virginia 10,334 4.3% 3.0% 1.3% (3,084) -0.4% (6,168) -0.8%
Wisconsin 35,238 4.7% 3.6% 1.1% (1,093) 0.0% 621 0.0%
Wyoming 3,522 3.1% 1.9% 1.2% (3,177) -1.1% (6,844) -2.4%

Sources: Pollin, Heintz et al. (2009) and authors’ calculations (see text for data sources and methodology).
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