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demand, retrofit, and retirement in flexible time slices. Reference Case Scenario Policies « Both GHG scenarios are able to reduce /ncluded Instate contributing 107 TWh, 110 TWh and 221 TWh, respectively.
« Model covers all sectors of the California energy system (not emissions below 1990 levels by 74.6% falling just short (5.4%) - The carbon intensity of the Reference scenario declines to
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+ Current transportation fuel taxes consistent with the state’s treatment of emissions categories.
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variety of important and innovative policies (including AB32, « Renewable portfolio standard (33% by 2020 and remains until
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* the lower VMT in the GHG-Step scenario relative to the BAU
scenario leads to reduced investments in vehicle purchases
and negative costs associated with the transportation sector.

« Annual cost differences are relatively low (initially negative but
within a range of +/- $20 billion/year, undiscounted) until 2045

* Understanding the long-term future is challenging because of
the uncertainty that exists about options, resources and

technologies that will be available and used to meet the deep Greenhouse Gas Scenarios

reductions in GHG emissions needed by 2050 and beyond to
address the worst impacts from climate change. * GHG scenarios include all policies that are represented in the
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- Sensitivity on battery and fuel cell costs Battery and fuel cell powered vehicles are important and make

- Sensitivity on oil and natural gas prices  The scenarios with CCS (GHG-S-CCS and GHG-S-NucCCS) up between 50% and 90% of light-duty vehicles in 2050.
. Elastic demand use negative emissions from bioCCS to offset emissions from . If CCS is available, biofuels production with CCS can provide
» Increased biomass production continued use of petroleum for Instate travel. ’

_ _ _ significant negative emissions and offset petroleum usage.
« The average carbon intensity (Cl) of transportation fuels Cumorm s AR

declines below 55 g/ MJ in all of the GHG scenarios in 2050 Acknowledgement: The research is funded by California Air Resources —
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