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1. Executive Summary

The Inflation Reduction Act of 2022 (IRA) was built, sold, and attacked as the largest climate
investment in U.S. history. It enacted an extensive suite of clean energy tax credits and included
hundreds of billions of dollars in grant and loan programs, reestablishing the United States as a
climate leader. The One Big Beautiful Bill Act of 2025 (OBBBA) rescinded the vast majority of the
IRA’s grant and loan programs and restructured the clean energy tax credit framework by phasing
out the wind and solar tax credits and adding restrictions to the others. The second Trump
administration has attempted to repeal Biden-era regulations, impound obligated IRA funds, and
undo the Endangerment Finding, the legal foundation for federal greenhouse gas regulation.

Many clean energy advocates saw these changes as the death of the IRA and warned of dire
consequences for the American energy transition. Indeed, removing and restricting energy tax
credits will contribute to higher energy prices, project cancellations, job losses, and less energy
added to the grid at a time when power demand is surging. These effects are already apparent.
But despite Republicans’ effort to reshape the IRA, the majority” of the tax credits — the largest
driver of emissions reductions in the landmark law — remain in place.

Policymakers designing the next wave of decarbonization policy need to start with a clear-eyed
understanding of how the current environment shapes the energy transition. This report
provides one for the power sector, the backbone of that transition. It assesses how much the
current policy environment preserves the benefits of the prior policy environment, situates those
modeled results within the real-world forces shaping delivery, and draws out what the findings
imply for future policy priorities and public spending. The report uses Energy Innovation's Energy
Policy Simulator (EPS) to compare two modeled scenarios of the U.S. power sector: a current
scenario defined by the OBBBA without the Biden-era Environmental Protection Agency



regulations ("OBBBA scenario”) and a prior trajectory defined by the IRA with those regulations
intact ("IRA trajectory”). The analysis focuses on the 2025-2035 window, when the gap between
the scenarios grows fastest and today’s policy decisions can most directly shape the outcome.

The answer, in short, is that the Glass is more than Half Full: across the three dimensions of
power-sector decarbonization — clean electricity, fossil electricity, and emissions reductions —
the substantial majority of the IRA trajectory’s benefits remain under the OBBBA scenario
(Table 1). The OBBBA scenario preserves 74% of new clean energy capacity, 71% of new clean
generation, and 67% of emissions reductions that the IRA trajectory would have delivered relative
to 2021 over 2025-2035. Fossil capacity barely diverges between scenarios (OBBBA scenario 4%
above IRA trajectory), while fossil generation is 19% higher.

The clean shortfall concentrates in a few mature technologies, with onshore wind comprising
the majority of it and being the sole metric that fails the Glass Half Full test. In both scenarios,
wind, solar, and storage account for all of the new clean capacity — and therefore all of the
shortfall — because the model registers essentially zero new nuclear, geothermal, or hydropower
under its cost and performance assumptions.

The OBBBA scenario’s larger emissions come from higher fossil utilization and a dirtier fleet
composition, not new fossil buildout: the clean gap is filled by running the existing fossil fleet
more. Coal retires more slowly than it would have under the IRA trajectory’s regulations, while gas
capacity is actually 3% higher under the IRA trajectory.

These modeled results sit adjacent to real-world context that falls outside the model’s scope.
Even if the IRA trajectory had continued unaltered, transmission and other supply-side barriers
made its projections unlikely to be fully realized. In the near term, a coordinated set of
executive-branch actions — permitting freezes, stop-work orders, investigations, tariffs, and
impoundments — pushes real deployment below the OBBBA scenario. The model does not fully
capture the structural forces shaping the transition — demand growth, clean energy's cost
competitiveness, a resilient industry, and hyperscalers’ accelerating clean firm commercialization
— which are tailwinds that reinforce the Glass Half Full reading over the medium-to-long term.

The Glass Half Full result matters because it suggests that the next era of policy should seek to
be additive to existing policy, not rebuild what was lost. It shows the policy shift slows the clean
energy transition without reversing it. The energy transition's direction is set by technology costs
and demand growth, while policy shapes its pace and scale.

The analysis directs policymakers’ attention to two goals. The first is to unleash clean energy
supply. The OBBBA-IRA gap is inherently limited: both scenarios have the same ceiling on how
fast clean energy can be permitted, sited, built, and interconnected. Alleviating supply-side
barriers — primarily through permitting reform and transmission buildout — would lift that ceiling,
rapidly increasing deployment speed and lowering costs. Restoring the wind and solar tax credits
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would only recover about 2.5 years of lost solar and storage deployment each year, moving
deployment toward its existing ceiling rather than raising it.

The second goal is to close the emissions gap. Deploying clean energy is not the same as
displacing fossil capacity or emissions. Variable wind and solar cannot replace the on-demand —
or “firm” or “dispatchable” — capacity the grid relies on to operate reliably, such as gas. Closing
the emissions gap occurs on two tracks: managing the near-term gas bridge while
commercializing and deploying the clean firm energy that ultimately displaces it.

Both goals share a single answer: build. The clean gap closes by building more renewables and
storage, which compose the entire modeled shortfall. The emissions gap closes by building the
clean firm capacity that the fossil fleet's eventual retirement requires. Because the fossil fleet's size
is sticky and its output highly flexible, the only path to decarbonization is to build the clean
generation that runs it less and the clean firm that lets it retire.

Table 1. OBBBA Scenario as a Share of the IRA Trajectory
Summary of Averages (2025-2035)

Glass Half Empty @ Glass Half Full

For clean energy and emissions, greener = more of the IRA trajectory preserved.
For fossil fuels the scale is inverted: greener = a smaller increase over the IRA trajectory.

Metric Capacity | Generation
Power Sector Emissions (preserved)

IRA Trajectory's Power Sector Emission Reductions

Preserved in OBBBA Scenario o CLE

Clean Energy (preserved)

Total Clean 74% 71%
Solar PV 80% 82%
Distributed Solar 95% 95%
Onshore Wind 47% 52%
Offshore Wind 100% 100%
Battery Storage 83% —

Fossil Fuels (OBBBA scenario as a % increase over IRA trajectory)

Total Fossil +4% +19%
Coal (aggregate) _ +91%*
Gas (aggregate) -3% +10%

* Coal averages exclude 2035, when the IRA trajectory’s coal generation and capacity reach near-zero.

Technologies omitted from this table add negligible new capacity or generation in both scenarios — and therefore
have no divergence between scenarios.

Source: Energy Innovation modeling; Lily Bermel calculation



2. Methodology

This analysis compares two policy scenarios modeled by Energy Innovation's Energy Policy
Simulator® (EPS): the current policy environment is defined by the One Big Beautiful Bill Act and the
repeal of Biden-era Environmental Protection Agency regulations ("the OBBBA scenario”) and the
prior policy trajectory is determined by the Inflation Reduction Act with those regulations intact
("the IRA trajectory”). These shorthands should not be misunderstood as narrow analysis of two
laws. The analysis measures policy effect, but not exclusively so. The relevant regulations repealed
under the OBBBA scenario include the Mercury and Air Toxics Standards, Effluent Limitations
Guidelines, and the Section 111 power plant rules.

The report centers on the power system — the backbone of electrification and the energy
transition across sectors — and covers clean electricity capacity and generation, fossil electricity
capacity and generation, and emissions reductions. The findings are presented as an average
over the 2025-2035 window, the near-term window that current policy decisions directly shape.

The analysis represents the OBBBA scenario by what it preserves rather than what it loses: clean
electricity and emissions reduction calculations ask how much of the new gain survives, while
fossil electricity calculations ask how much worse the outcome is. The Glass is Half Full when the
OBBBA scenario stays within 50% of the IRA trajectory: preserving at least 50% of the IRA
trajectory’s clean electricity gains and emissions reductions, and yielding no more than 50%
worse fossil outcomes.

For clean electricity and emissions reduction, the scenarios are compared as the OBBBA
scenario's share of IRA trajectory levels (%), indexed to a 2021 baseline. A higher percentage
means more of the IRA trajectory-driven gain is preserved under the OBBBA scenario. Fossil
comparisons instead measure the percentage by which the OBBBA scenario’s outcome exceeds
the IRA trajectory's each year (% growth). A lower percentage reflects a "less worse" outcome. This
alternative formula avoids the double negatives of comparing two declining fossil trajectories.

A 2021 baseline is used for clean electricity and emissions reductions to remove the pre-existing
clean energy fleet and emissions level that both scenarios identically inherit, focusing the analysis
on new deployment and emissions reductions since then. 2021 is the EPS model's start year and
the beginning of the Biden policy era. While some post-2021 clean buildout and emissions
reductions will occur independent of federal policy — under state policies, corporate procurement,
and falling technology costs — the ratio between the two scenarios better isolates what the shift
from the IRA trajectory to the OBBBA scenario gives up. Indexing to a 2025 baseline instead would
lower the preserved shares, but exclude the full window of the prior policy environment.

This report does not estimate what either policy scenario delivered relative to a “pre-IRA” scenario,
for several reasons. There is no “pre-IRA” scenario where the full set of power plant regulations
were issued before the full set of IRA tax credits, as that was never a real moment in time.
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Isolated-policy modeling cannot provide point estimates given how the two levers interact, only
directional findings. The pre-2021 scenario for the December 2020 / January 2021 policy
environment was modeled on different demand assumptions, so it can at best serve as a
directional counterfactual rather than a basis for direct comparison.

Limitations

As with any modeling, several limitations shape what this work can and cannot reveal, and
uncertainty is baked in. Principally, the analysis projects outcomes from EPS’ assumptions, without
real-world dynamics such as recent executive branch actions to preserve fossil generation or limit
clean energy deployment. Its technology cost and performance assumptions determine whether
innovative technologies like geothermal and small modular reactors appear in the output,
regardless of whether they mature faster than the model assumes.

Second, modeled demand in both scenarios does not reflect the current surge in U.S. electricity
demand from data center buildout, electrification, and manufacturing. The analysis therefore
focuses on ratios between the two scenarios rather than raw output. Section 4 discusses the
implications of real-world energy demand on the findings.

Third, the EPS is a single-node model and does not explicitly represent transmission or
interconnection constraints; it proxies these limits with a buildout cap on annual additions and
discounted capacity factors for regionally clustered resources.

Fourth, the model's input databases do not reflect two fast-moving developments. It does not yet
capture the behind-the-meter assets such as gas and diesel contracted directly by large loads
like data centers, per the Annual Energy Outlook's commercial and industrial fuel-use projections.
Second, it does not capture the announced restarts of retired nuclear reactors now underway,
because the Environmental Protection Agency capacity inventories it draws on as inputs to the
model do not yet reflect them. Neither omission is driven by the policy difference between the
scenarios nor do they affect the ratio comparison at the center of this analysis.

Fifth, this national-level model does not decompose state findings (EPS has separate 48-state
models) — though it does include state clean energy procurement, renewable portfolio standards,
corporate purchasing, and other subnational policies.

This focus also bounds the report's claim. The analysis measures power-sector outcomes, not the
broader economy-wide strategy a durable transition also requires: building clean energy
manufacturing capacity, easing household energy burdens, and strengthening the resilience of
fossil fuel-reliant coommunities. Much of that strategy has since been rolled back, making the U.S.
economy less resilient to the decline of fossil fuels and the broader strategy harder to recommit to
later.* That dismantling also reduces the effectiveness and efficiency of the policy that remains,
particularly the clean energy tax credits.



3. Analytical Findings: The Glass is More than Half Full

This section compares the OBBBA and IRA scenarios across three metrics of power-sector
decarbonization — clean electricity, fossil electricity, and emissions reductions. The analysis is
framed around a Glass Half Full threshold: the OBBBA scenario when it retains at least half of the
IRA trajectory's clean electricity gains and emissions reductions, and when its growth in fossil
electricity is no more than 50% worse. Across all three metrics, on average over 2025-2035 and
relative to 2021, the Glass is Half Full:

e Clean electricity: The OBBBA scenario preserves 74% of the clean capacity and 71% of the
clean generation of the IRA trajectory. The shortfall is approximately half due to onshore
wind and the other half from utility-scale solar and battery storage. The rest of the clean
fleet sees negligible change between scenarios, as the model essentially adds no new
nuclear, geothermal, or hydropower in either.

e Fossil electricity: The OBBBA scenario’s fossil capacity grows 4% above the IRA trajectory,
and fossil generation 19% above, as a slower-to-retire fossil fleet runs more often rather
than growing in size.

e Emissions reductions: The OBBBA scenario preserves 67% of the power sector emissions
reductions the IRA trajectory would have delivered. The gap traces to higher fossil
utilization and a more coal-intensive fossil fleet filling the clean energy gap.

Clean Electricity

Across 2025-2035, the OBBBA scenario preserves a substantial majority of the clean electricity
gains of the IRA trajectory: 74% of clean capacity and 71% of clean generation (Figure 1). Both
metrics remain above the 50% Glass Half Full threshold through 2050. In absolute terms, the U.S.
clean fleet grows roughly 2.4x by 2035 under OBBBA versus 3.3x under IRA.

Figure 1. Clean Electricity Capacity
OBBBA Scenario as a Share of IRA Trajectory (2021 Baseline)
Glass Half Full at >50% of IRA trajectory preserved wmmm 2025-2035 Avg: 74%
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Source: Energy Innovation modeling; Lily Bermel calculation



At the technology level, the picture is bimodal: a few technologies carry the entire shortfall
while the rest barely move. In both scenarios, wind, solar, and storage account for all of the new
clean capacity — and therefore all of the shortfall, which concentrates in onshore wind,
utility-scale solar, and battery storage. The remaining clean technologies show negligible or no
divergence, because the model does not register new deployment from them at all.

Figure 2. Clean Electricity Capacity by Technology
OBBBA Scenario as a Share of IRA Trajectory (2021 Baseline)
Glass Half Full at >50% of IRA trajectory preserved

Solar PV Distributed Solar [l Onshore Wind Offshore Wind Battery Storage
100%

75%
50%

25%

Share of new deployment since 2021 preserved (%)

0%

2025 2030 2035

Technologies omitted from this figure add negligible new capacity in both scenarios, leaving no divergence to compare.

Source: Energy Innovation modeling; Lily Bermel calculation

Onshore wind sees the largest gap between scenarios, and its capacity preservation is the only
data point that falls below the Glass Half Full measure in this entire analysis (Figure 2). The
OBBBA scenario preserves 52% of the generation and 47% of the capacity that the IRA trajectory
would have added over 2025-2035. This shortfall accounts for 52% of the clean capacity gap and
68% of the generation gap. Onshore wind is the most credit-sensitive of the affected technologies,
as it generally struggles with higher upfront capital costs, longer development timelines, higher
project-finance hurdle rates, other availability constraints, and no expected rapid future cost
declines. Onshore wind's travails are mostly not credit-related and thus not solved by the credit.

Utility-scale solar and battery storage have a more modest setback, with at least 80%
preserved in the OBBBA scenario over 2025-2035 (Figure 2). The former maintains 82% of its
generation and 80% of its capacity. Falling module costs and strong underlying cost
competitiveness absorb most of the policy change shock, suggesting that solar is credit-sensitive
but not credit-dependent. It is the second largest driver of the OBBBA-IRA gap: about 38% of
capacity and 32% of generation. Battery storage retains tax credit access in the OBBBA scenario
and maintains 83% of the IRA trajectory’s capacity buildout as reduced solar deployment shrinks
the market opportunity. Batteries are 8% of the capacity shortfall.



The five technologies with negligible or no divergence between scenarios split into two groups
based on economic viability and tax credit access:

< Offshore wind and distributed solar lose tax credit access but have limited sensitivity to
the credit change, as deployment is driven by other forces such as state procurement
mandates for offshore wind and retail rates, net metering, and rising utility-scale costs for
distributed solar. Offshore wind adds an even but small capacity across scenarios (6 GW).
Distributed solar capacity is 96% preserved in the OBBBA scenario (Figure 2); it accounts for
2% of the clean capacity shortfall and less than that for generation.

< Nuclear, geothermal, and hydropower retain tax credit eligibility, but do not diverge
between scenarios: the model’s cost and performance assumptions see these and other
innovative technologies as uncompetitive through 2035. According to the model,
geothermal adds 0.3 GW through 2035, hydropower stays flat, and nuclear retires 1 GW.

The OBBBA tax credits barely move clean capacity in the model. Given that deployment of clean
firm (i.e. “always on”) energy does not appear in any scenario, the OBBBA scenario is quite similar
to an outdated pre-2021 trajectory that's without regulations and with legacy wind and solar tax
credits, despite a more expansive tax credit set in the OBBBA scenario. This reveals a genuine floor:
a meaningful share of clean deployment is driven by the market and subnational policy and
arrives largely regardless of federal policy changes.

A lag analysis frames the gap as how many years later the OBBBA scenario reaches a given
year's IRA trajectory: an average of 4 years on clean capacity and 5 years on clean generation
each year over 2025-2035 (Table 2). The lag is about 2.5 years for solar and batteries, and the
aggregate average is notably pushed up by onshore wind at 11.5 years. Lags widen and
compound with time. The total years the OBBBA scenario lags behind the IRA trajectory reach
roughly 44 deployment-years of clean capacity and 56 of clean generation by 2035.

Table 2. Clean Capacity and Generation Years of Lag

In a given year, if IRA trajectory would have deployed/generated X GW/TWh of clean electricity, how many years
later would that same deployment/generation level occur under OBBBA scenario?

Metric (years) Capacity i Generation

Average single-year lag (2025-2035)

Aggregate Clean 4.0 5.1
Distributed Solar 1.0 1.0
Solar PV 2.6 23
Battery Storage 25 N/A
Onshore Wind 1.5 10.9

Cumulative lag by 2035

Aggregate Clean 44 56
Distributed Solar 1" 1
Solar PV 29 25
Battery Storage 27 N/A

Onshore Wind 127 120

Source: Energy Innovation modeling; Lily Bermel calculation
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Fossil Electricity

Under OBBBA, fossil capacity barely changes relative to IRA, but the fleet runs much more and
its composition shifts meaningfully toward coal — making it older, dirtier, and slower to retire.
Fossil capacity under OBBBA averages 4% above IRA over 2025-2035 (Figure 3) and fossil
generation averages 19% above IRA over the same window — both within the Glass Half Full
threshold's limit of no more than 50% worse on both counts. The generation gap is meaningfully
larger than the capacity gap for two reasons: fossil makes up a larger share of the energy mix
under the OBBBA scenario, since clean sources occupy less of it, and the fossil capacity that
remains is able to run at a higher capacity factor (i.e. more often) to fill clean capacity shortfalll.

Figure 3. Fossil Electricity Capacity
OBBBA Scenario as a % increase over |IRA Trajectory
Glass Half Full at <50% increase over IRA trajectory 2025-2035 Avg: 4%

50%
40%
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OBBBA scenario as a
% increase over IRA trajectory

10%

0%

2025 2030 2035

Source: Energy Innovation modeling; Lily Bermel calculation

The coal fleet retires in both scenarios, but more slowly under the current policy environment
without power plant regulations (Figure 4). Under the IRA trajectory, these regulations drive
nearly the entire coal fleet into retirement by 2035, from over 200 GW in 2021 to roughly 60 GW by
2030. Under the OBBBA scenario, regulatory rollback keeps coal in service: its capacity remains at
over 100 GW in 2030 and about 80 GW in 2035.



Figure 4. OBBBA Scenario and IRA Trajectory Fossil Capacity
as a Percent of 2021 Baseline
Coal retires more slowly in the OBBBA scenario, while gas stays relatively flat in both

11 Coal — IRA trajectory [l Coal — OBBBA scenario |_; Gas — IRA trajectory [l Gas — OBBBA scenario
120%
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Source: Energy Innovation modeling; Lily Bermel calculation

Gas capacity in the OBBBA scenario, by contrast, does not grow and, in fact, averages 3% below
the IRA trajectory over 2025-2035 (Figure 4). This is partly because the OBBBA scenario assumes
that no additional unplanned gas can be built through 2029 due to ongoing natural gas turbine
shortages. In the OBBBA scenario, rather than there being new gas capacity to meet the clean
energy shortfall, retained coal capacity fills the gap. In the IRA trajectory, new gas capacity is built
to backfill the firm power provided by the rapidly retiring coal.

Figure 5. Fossil Electricity Generation
OBBBA Scenario as a % increase over IRA Trajectory
Glass Half Full at <50% increase over IRA trajectory === 2025-2035 Avg: 19%
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OBBBA scenario as a
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10%

0%

2025 2030 2035

Source: Energy Innovation modeling; Lily Bermel calculation

The fossil generation gap is derived from the higher utilization of existing assets rather than
new capacity. Coal generation averages 91% higher in the OBBBA scenario during this time period,
while gas generation averages 10% higher. The fossil fleet is dirtier and more emissions intensive in
the current policy environment. Over 2025-2035, coal averages about 19% of fossil capacity and
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23% of fossil generation under the OBBBA scenario, versus about 12% and 16% under the IRA

trajectory.

Emissions Reductions

The Glass remains more than Half Full on emissions reductions: the OBBBA scenario preserves
67% of the power sector emissions reductions from 2021 levels that the IRA trajectory would
have delivered, on average over 2025-2035 (Figure 6). The cumulative emissions gap impact is
2.8 gigatons of excess CO:e relative to the IRA trajectory through 2035. Emissions can alternatively
be compared as the percentage by which the OBBBA scenario exceeds the IRA trajectory: over
2025-2035, the OBBBA scenario’s emissions average 41% above the IRA trajectory’s, also within the
Glass Half Full measure — but each year sees a sharper increase, from 28% in 2030 to 119% in 2035.

Figure 6. IRA Trajectory’s Power Sector Emission Reductions
Preserved in OBBBA Scenario
OBBBA Scenario as a Share of IRA Trajectory (2021 Baseline)
Glass Half Full at >50% of IRA trajectory preserved === 2025-2035 Avg: 67%
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of IRA trajectory (%)
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OBBBA scenario as a share
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Source: Energy Innovation modeling; Lily Bermel calculation

Two mechanisms explain the OBBBA-IRA divergence on emissions:

1. Tax credits versus regulatory rollback. Two policy levers changed at once: clean tax
credits and regulations. Because they interact, isolated-policy modeling (varying one lever
while holding the other constant) can only be used to inform directional rather than
point-estimate attribution. The pattern is clear and holds across the modeled window: tax
credits shape the clean energy outcome, while regulations shape the fossil fleet's
composition. Weaker credits reduce clean buildout, so the existing fossil fleet runs harder to
cover the forgone clean generation (a utilization effect); little new fossil capacity is built
on-grid to compensate. Regulatory rollback keeps online coal that regulation would have
retired (a composition effect), raising emissions intensity. The IRA trajectory’s deepest
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emissions cuts stemmed from the regulations; therefore, the emissions reductions the
OBBBA scenario relatively forgoes are due to their rollback and the retention of coal and
thus a more emissions-intensive fossil fleet. This dynamic is corroborated by multimodel
analyses of the power-plant standards (Bistline et al,” Luo and Jenkins,® and Resources for
the Future’), in which regulation-driven coal retirements deliver most of the power-sector
reductions. Together, the two levers compound the emissions effect.

2. Shallow versus deep decarbonization. This lever asymmetry is why the clean buildout and
emissions reductions are preserved to different degrees: deploying clean energy and
displacing fossil generation are distinct outcomes. Clean buildout is necessary but not
sufficient for decarbonization: clean capacity can be added to meet new demand while
emissions levels are maintained. Whether new clean megawatt-hours push fossil
megawatt-hours off the grid depends not only on the quantity added but on the fossil
fleet's composition, demand growth, and firm power availability. Clean buildout that adds
capacity that meets new demand or dispatches down the fossil fleet is shallow
decarbonization; clean buildout that supplants the reliability benefits of fossil power, or
enables its retirement, is deep decarbonization. Closing the emissions gap is therefore a
distinct policy problem from closing the clean electricity gap.

The divergence over time

Across the modeled horizon, the annual gap between the scenarios builds through the 2030s,
peaks, and then narrows. The emissions gap peaks in 2035 and the clean capacity gap in 2041.
The metrics inflect in sequence because each turns on a different driver: emissions turn first, as
coal retires on its own deteriorating economics; clean capacity turns next, as falling technology
costs and rising demand pull the OBBBA scenario's buildout back toward the IRA trajectory’s pace.
The OBBBA-IRA divergence is thus a bounded interval that inflects and narrows rather than
compounding indefinitely — though the gaps narrow only partially and remain substantial
through 2050. The window in which the gaps are widening fastest is the same window in which
near-term policy action can change the trajectory.
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4. Implications of real-world context on the findings

The quantitative analysis in this report rests on a model of two scenarios that do not capture
real-world events, but reflect projected outcomes under specific policy and macroeconomic
assumptions. This section relates the modeled outputs to real-world context in three steps. First, it
asks whether the IRA benchmark itself was realistic, suggesting that even a continued IRA
trajectory would have fallen short of its original expectations because of supply-side barriers.
Second, it turns to recent events, reasoning that the current policy environment pushes real-world
outcomes below the modeled OBBBA scenario. Third, it weighs the broader dynamics shaping
delivery through the coming decade — demand growth, clean energy's cost competitiveness, a
resilient industry, and accelerating clean firm commercialization — several of which the model
does not capture and which, on net, are tailwinds for the energy transition. Together, this
assessment supports a Glass Half Full reading over the full coming decade.

Would the IRA trajectory have come to pass?

Unlikely. In the first two years post-enactment, IRA deployment underperformed expectations
even as it set records, according® to Rhodium-MIT CEEPR, the REPEAT Project, and Energy
Innovation. REPEAT estimated® that 80% of IRA's projected 2030 emissions reductions would be lost
if transmission expansion continued at the business-as-usual rate of 1% per year, and 25% lost at
a 1.5% annual rate; yet the last few years of transmission buildout has been the lowest” since 2010.
The EPS model reflects this by imposing a structural limit on the renewables that can be added,
reflecting transmission and siting constraints. Across the modeling literature, later IRA modeling
vintages projected weaker outcomes than' the initial ones, reflecting surging electricity demand,
persistently high interest rates, and differences in assumed technology costs.

Two implications follow. First, the preservation ratios here compare the OBBBA scenario against a
modeled trajectory that the real world was not on track to reach, so OBBBA's share of real-world
IRA outcomes is presumably higher than the ratios suggest. Second, the permitting constraints
that held back real-world IRA results still exist — and are” intensifying" locally'* — preserving likely
the strongest headwind on clean energy in the OBBBA scenario.

Near-term (2025-2028): Will current events push real-world outcomes
above or below the modeled OBBBA scenario?

In 2025-2028, headwinds dominate the headlines. A coordinated executive-branch campaign'®
— permitting freezes, slow-walking™ projects,” Section 232 National Security Investigation wind
turbine investigation, Department of Government Efficiency- and Office of Management and
Budget-led' project”® cancellations,”® and more” — is depressing wind and solar deployment.
Tariffs on imported solar cells, batteries, and other equipment have raised costs. This real-world
policy layer is neither captured by the OBBBA model nor easy to quantify. Some estimates exist,
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though they employ different metrics: the American Clean Power Association counts® about 29
GW of wind capacity held up in federal permitting by the Pentagon as of June 2026, while
Columbia Law School® estimated 13 GW of fully permitted projects had been halted or threatened
as of November 2025. The chilling effect also shows in manufacturing data: clean energy
investment fell for a sixth consecutive quarter in Q1-2026 to $8B, the lowest in three years, with
cancellations exceeding new announcements every quarter since Q2-2025.**

Countervailing forces are also at work. Federal courts blocked the broadest actions, vacating®
the July 2025 Interior memo that subjected wind and solar projects on federal land to intense
Secretary-level review, and overturning® the stop-work orders on all five targeted wind projects.
The oil and gas industry is pressuring” the administration to keep permitting technology-neutral
in hopes of a bipartisan deal. And affordability and competitiveness pressure is generating
internal Republican support for solar, with prominent MAGA voices now publicly backing® it, in
addition to 75% of Trump voters.”® State-level action® *" *** remains a substantial and often
overlooked™ offset.

The pre-existing supply-side morass continues to bind, now compounded by a growing
transformer®® shortage and proliferating® local renewable restrictions (roughly one in five U.S.
localities now imposes® some siting restriction). Even so, storage deployment is breaking
records® and pulling® solar with it.

Underpinning these offsets, the near-term deployment pipeline is robust and, in many ways,
locked in: Rhodium Group projects® the same clean capacity additions through 2030 across its
low, middle, and high emissions scenarios. This is in part due to the tax credit eligibility of
safe-harbored® wind and solar projects through 2030 and for other technologies through 2037. At
a macro level, the grid operates like light years:* what is deployed today reflects permitting and
construction decisions set years ago. Though executive actions halting already-permitted
projects prove a permit does not insulate a project without new certainty legislation.

On balance, the near-term headwinds outweigh the tailwinds, so real-world deployment
through 2028 will likely materialize below the modeled OBBBA scenario. Most importantly,
today's chilling environment will bleed into the medium-term. Frozen permits, cancelled
investments, and new tax credit restrictions barely register in this year's deployment figures — but
their impact surfaces three to five years out, when those projects would have come online.

Medium-term (2029 onward): How will broader dynamics move
real-world outcomes relative to the modeled scenario?

From 2029 onward, how closely reality will hew to the modeled OBBBA scenario is more
ambiguous. OBBBA's legislative constraints — the tax credit rollback and related restrictions — will
broadly continue, though tweaks are likely, including® tax* parity® for clean firm (e.g. aligning
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with the tax treatment of oil and gas, advanced manufacturing, and storage). Administrative
pressure against renewables is at or near its zenith but could linger or vacillate. Against this
backdrop, four broader trends the model does not capture — not always favorable, but on
balance tailwinds — will shape how far real-world outcomes diverge from the modeled OBBBA
scenario.

First, realized demand growth pushes real-world emissions above the modeled OBBBA
scenario. The added load is met both by clean energy and existing fossil capacity flexibly
generating more. Neither scenario fully captures the current surge,* the fastest since World War Il.

Second, new-build economics favor*’ clean energy in the narrow context*® when a system
already has sufficient dispatchable capacity to meet reliability needs, has low renewables
penetration, and does not suffer from significant transmission congestion. In these moments,
unsubsidized utility-scale solar and onshore wind have been the cheapest new generation for a
decade, below combined-cycle gas and peakers. Yet the oft-cited “clean is always cheapest”
claim ignores total system costs like grid infrastructure and resource adequacy, and new clean
additions typically lose against marginal dispatch from existing gas. Still, clean technology costs
will continue to fall.*® To the extent real-world cost declines outrun the model's assumptions,
deployment will edge above the modeled scenario.

On speed-to-power, the picture is mixed. The binding constraint is permitting and the
interconnection queue more than fuel type: Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory found®® a
median queue-to-operation time of 41 months for gas against 48—54 for solar and wind, rising
across the board, and varying by region. Once interconnection is secured,” storage, solar, and gas
(projects that secured a turbine amid the shortage) can match a two-year data center build
cycle; wind, coal, geothermal, gas without procured turbines, and nuclear face one-to-four-year
delays. The sharpest gap is between configurations® — projects that bypass the bulk grid versus
those that depend on it — rather than between fuels. By industry estimates,” behind-the-meter
gas can reach power in roughly 18 months, against the multi-year on-grid queue. As a result, the
current Al buildout operates overwhelmingly on gas, increasingly via behind-the-meter projects
that sidestep the turbine backlog with off-the-shelf and refurbished equipment or diesel
generators. With Al revenue at stake, hyperscalers are insensitive to fuel and capital costs but
acutely sensitive to speed and scale: the gas tilt reflects what can deploy at the pace and
gigawatt scale the largest loads demand, and within land-use constraints and engineering
simplicity, rather than confidence in gas economics. Because the model selects on cost rather
than speed-to-power and willingness to pay, it does not capture this tilt: in the real-world, more
load is met by gas than the modeled scenario reflects.

Additionally, behind-the-meter projects are not captured in the EPS model. Cleanview®* counts
roughly 90 GW of announced behind-the-meter capacity — about 30% of planned U.S. data
center capacity — but only about 2 GW operates today. Because this gas responds to load growth,
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speed-to-power, and permitting rather than to tax credits or power-plant regulations, it falls
outside what the model represents — adding real-world emissions that the modeled OBBBA
scenario never registers.

Third, cleantech is a capital-intensive and cyclical sector, and emerges from busts with
stronger, more cost-competitive incumbents. Its recent downturn began well before the 2024
election, driven by a confluence of forces largely outside U.S. federal policy: rising capital costs,
outflows from ESG funds holding clean equities, and global solar oversupply. As the Solar Energy
Industries Association’s then-CEO Abigail Ross Hopper put it:** "A lot of our CEOs are pretty
comfortable with the idea that after a period of transition it will be okay. We have certainly lived in
a boom-or-bust cycle for a long time.’

Fourth, the EPS model assumes no advanced clean firm power at commercial scale before 2035,
yet its commercialization is underway: the data center-driven demand surge is sharpening®
hyperscalers’ willingness to pay a premium for always-available clean generation. This set of
technologies includes geothermal, nuclear fission and fusion, hydrogen, and carbon capture.
Together, they are pulling that timeline forward, most visibly in next-generation geothermal and
small modular reactor orders. The model's cost-optimization logic did not expect the deals®” from
Microsoft, Google, Amazon, and Meta, supporting more than 20 GW of contracted nuclear — or the
success behind geothermal developer Fervo Energy's IPO,*® including their non-brinding
framework agreement with Google to support the development of up to 3 GW of geothermal
capacity through 2033.*° Additionally, the model doesn't track upcoming restarts®® of retired
nuclear reactors — Palisades, Crane, and Duane Arnold — which add roughly 2 GW of proven clean
firm capacity, nor other plans® to add 5 GW of nuclear uprates by 2030. And relevant state policies
supporting these new technologies have generally held as the federal landscape shifted.

Mass deployment of clean firm energy will not arrive in the near-term. The REPEAT Project
projects® upwards of 30 GW over the coming decade. The prior paragraph outlined 10 GW of
expected clean firm coming online, with potentially a few more gigawatts to be expected, with the
rest of the contracted pipeline arriving later. Because the EPS model builds essentially no clean
firm before 2035, any deployment is real-world progress the modeled OBBBA scenario does not
register: it lifts the real OBBBA decarbonization path above the modeled one. But 10-30 GW is a
small fraction of the fossil fleet it may one day replace — evidence that commercialization is
being pulled forward, but that scaled deployment remains a task for the 2030s.

Net takeaway: The three steps discussed above act on different horizons and, on balance,
reinforce the Glass Half Full finding over the full decade. The modeled gap and its near-term
losses are real. The real IRA results suggest the gap between scenarios likely overstates what was
truly lost. In the near term, executive-branch headwinds depress real-world deployment — while
medium-term structural forces net act as a tailwind. Read over the full decade rather than its first
years, the Glass is Half Full.
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5. Recommendations

The 2025-2035 window is when the gap between OBBBA and IRA policy scenarios is the largest
and when today'’s policy choices can most directly shape the outcome. This section translates
the analysis — which shows that the OBBBA scenario preserves 67-74% of the IRA trajectory's
benefits — into recommendations, with a focus on federal action; state and local levers (e.g. siting,
local ordinances, clean firm procurement) are impactful in their own right but lie beyond what a
national model can inform. The question at hand is how to close the gaps, and eventually do
better. The analysis points to two goals: unleash clean energy supply and close the emissions gap.

These goals share the same imperative: build an abundance of clean energy. Closing the clean
gap means building more of the renewables and storage that define it. Closing the emissions gap
means building the clean firm capacity that eventually enables fossil capacity to retire. The
binding constraint on mitigation is the pace and scale of clean buildout, not how much fossil
supply is generated, restricted, or blocked. Given that the fossil fleet’s size is sticky and only its
utilization moves, out-building the need for its utilization is the only way to fully decarbonize.

The recommendations build on three observations about the current landscape. First, the
remaining clean energy tax credits survived two party-line votes, representing a policy floor that
can be built on. This suggests that further adjustments to the suite of tax credits would require a
party-line vote — one the opposing party would move to reverse at its next opportunity. Second,
the OBBBA-IRA clean electricity gap derives entirely from the three mature technologies —
onshore wind, utility-scale solar, and battery storage — while the clean firm resources the 2030s
require remain uncommercialized in both scenarios. Third, the clean shortfall primarily accrues to
existing fossil capacity running at a higher capacity factor, rather than new fossil construction.
More clean capacity would let the fossil plants operate less often, but would not retire them. Thus,
mitigating the emissions from that fossil generation requires separate levers aimed at retiring the
capacity, rather than only adding clean alongside it.

The American energy transition now operates in a different macroeconomic and political
environment than the one that shaped climate policy debates in the late 2010s and early 2020s.
The fastest decarbonization is the one that is politically viable and durable. Effective policy should
be designed with a clear-eyed read of the current policy environment rather than modeling alone.
As the preceding section showed, the real-world gap differs from the model’s.

The IRA was not pressure-tested for today's political and economic conditions. It was built, sold,
and attacked as a climate bill. It was the product of a Democratic trifecta and a world of cheap
money, low deficit anxiety, jobs prioritized over costs, and little room for climate bipartisanship.
That context has given way to cost-of-living politics, structural demand growth from data centers
and electrification, intensified competition over clean energy supply chains, and an exhausted
federal fiscal envelope.
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This context sheds light on other policy priorities — affordability, reliability, security, and fiscal
realism — that can be understood as preconditions climate policy needs to meet in order to be
durable, rather than as priorities traded off against decarbonization. Climate policy that fails on
those fronts presumably will be politically and economically rejected, whatever its climate merit.
Underneath both goals lies a single fiscal logic: redirect public capital away from deploying
generation the market will build on its own toward what private capital currently underbuilds.
Restoring the prior policy environment would not accomplish many of these priorities in the new
macro environment, as discussed below.

Goal I: Unleash clean energy supply with permitting reform

The clean electricity gap between OBBBA and IRA scenarios is inherently limited: supply-side
constraints — how fast projects can get permits, secure transmission, and clear the
interconnection queue — limit how fast clean energy can be deployed under both policy regimes.
The model makes this explicit in both models, capping renewable additions identically regardless
of tax credit policy in the absence of federal permitting reform. Within this bounded system, two
federal levers do different work. Permitting reform raises the ceiling: it improves speed-to-power
and builds the infrastructure that increases how much clean energy can connect to the grid at all.
Transmission, in particular, determines not just how much clean energy connects but where —
whether renewable energy is confined to sites where strong resources and existing load already
coincide. Because permitting delays accrue carrying costs® that kill projects or pass through to
ratepayers, shortening timelines lowers costs as a byproduct.®* Tax credits may somewhat offset
those carrying costs, but in no way alleviate any of the building timelines associated with
permitting burdens. The surviving clean energy tax credits hold the floor: defending them
preserves the deployment already in motion and drives it toward the ceiling. Action on either lever
requires sustained Congressional focus. The interconnection and transmission-planning reforms
this implies sit largely with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, distinct from the fiscal and
permitting levers recommended here; they are decisive enough to merit a standalone report.

Permitting reform is perhaps the single best policy action that can be taken to accelerate the
energy transition and power economic growth and opportunity. Rather than re-argue why
permitting reform is needed, this report takes that literature as given® °%°7" 686970772 78,7475 qng
builds on an established finding: supply-side barriers are the biggest obstacle to deploying
already-commercialized clean energy, and permitting reform — including subnational action
— is the solution. Permitting will require strong bipartisan compromise with reform across the
National Environmental Policy Act, Clean Water Act Section 401, Federal Power Act and related
processes, National Historic Preservation Act, judicial review,”® and permit certainty.” Permitting
reform is technology-neutral, an "all of the above” lever that speeds gas alongside transmission
and clean energy. Its effect is nonetheless net clean, because clean energy is more
permitting-exposed — more land per unit of energy, more dependent on new transmission, and
built largely from scratch while fossil extends existing infrastructure — and makes up about 95%°°

76,77
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of the interconnection queue. Permitting reform stands apart for having near-zero fiscal cost and
lowering energy project costs —.

By contrast, restoring the wind and solar tax credits would not address these supply-side
constraints. The lag analysis in Section 3 reveals how little deployment the full clean energy tax
credits actually buy: under the OBBBA scenario, solar and battery deployment reaches
IRA-equivalent levels with an average lag of roughly 2.5 years each year over 2025-2035 (Table
2). The most that restoring those credits could do for solar and storage is eliminate that lag, while
leaving the ceiling untouched. As onshore wind is heavily credit sensitive, restoring its credit(s)
would recover a meaningful share of the wind shortfall. But wind’s other constraints —
interconnection, transmission, and local siting restrictions — are structural and vast, and would be
left unaddressed by tax credit restoration alone.

Beyond that, tax credits come at notable fiscal cost and consume scarce political capital. It is
definitively not the largest “bang for buck” — fiscally or politically — for generating climate
benefits. If a future administration seeks to reverse just some of the Trump administration policies,
it will bear a fiscal cost on par with® Biden’s initial Build Back Better proposal — and that’s before
any additional spending priorities. The political cost of enacting the IRA tax credits was higher than
expected: many® Republican elites were counter-polarized not only against clean® energy® but
transmission® as well, making the atmospherics® of 2024 permitting reform negotiations even
more challenging. Since the OBBBA's phase down of the wind and solar tax credits, these same®’
Republicans are coming back around to transmission and permitting reform.

Restoring the credits in full may not meet a prioritization threshold, or be worth the scarce fiscal
space allocated to climate and energy. The wind and solar tax credits have been extended on a
bipartisan basis for their entire history. But their current end date was set by a party-line vote;
thus, any future extension would presumably require the other party’s vote in a political
atmosphere that no longer affords these credits bipartisan support. Extending them under an
administration that has prided itself on ideological attacks on those very energy sources may
paint a target on their backs.

Since OBBBA, several developers have argued that extending the wind and solar tax credits
“would not be good for the industry,” as the CEO of Cypress Creek Renewables put it*® at the
American Council on Renewable Energy's 2026 finance conference. These industry representatives
explained that renewables can compete head-to-head with conventional generation, and that
the credits' roll-off — painful as it will be over several years — is ultimately the right answer and a
simpler structure. Developer motivations are notably mixed: frustration with OBBBA's compliance
costs might make extension less attractive than full credits in earlier years would have been, and
public statements signal market confidence in a hostile political climate. While there is no industry
consensus, these public statements carry weight as their position runs against their own
commercial interest. Middle-ground options are also available, such as extending only the
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onshore wind tax credit(s) subject to the restrictions that other credits face, for a limited period of
time; though this should be weighed against the fiscal and political economy trade-offs. But
subsidizing energy to account for permitting burdens carrying costs — or to solve for local
opposition and restrictions — is not an efficient or effective strategy.

Goal 2. Close the emissions gap by managing the near-term gas
bridge and deploying clean firm energy as soon as possible

Eliminating the OBBBA-IRA emissions gap ultimately requires displacing the fossil fleet with
clean firm technologies — and must be done while meeting growing demand, maintaining
reliability, and driving economic growth. Four conditions shape the means. First, deploying clean
energy is not the same as displacing fossil capacity or generation: clean additions usually meet
new demand before supplanting existing fossil supply. Second, the grid needs firm, dispatchable
power to operate reliably; removing fossil supply without a dispatchable replacement erodes
reliability. Therefore, intermittent wind and solar, even with four-hour batteries, are inadequate to
provide reliability. Third, the only new firm power that is cost-competitive at coommercial scale
today is gas, not its clean substitute. Fourth, litigation over the federal government’s authority to
regulate greenhouse gases leaves it uncertain whether coal retirement can be accelerated
through regulation rather than left to slower market forces. The resulting strategy is two-fold:
manage the near-term gas bridge and commercialize and build clean firm as fast as possible.

That begins with an honest view of why gas remains necessary in the near term, including even
in 90% renewable energy scenarios. It underpins grid reliability and is cheap enough to lower the
cost of electrification; and as variable renewables scale, flexible gas is what firms them (outside of
four-hour battery storage), covering the hours when sun and wind fall short so renewables can
still maintain a growing share. Renewables and four-hour battery storage are not a silver bullet:
on their own they cannot provide every reliability service, balance massive seasonal swings, cover
every region, or decarbonize heavy industry.

Where that new gas is built matters most for emissions. On-grid gas is exposed to competition:
cheap renewables erode its utilization over time, and it can be retired as dispatchable clean
energy comes online. Off-grid, behind-the-meter gas contracted to a single load is the opposite
— running at high capacity factor for its full life, insulated from clean competition, and often with a
high emissions profile like diesel. That worse outcome is proliferating now precisely because
on-grid interconnection is so slow. Permitting reform (Goal 1) can help bring grid connection
within the timeline hyperscalers need, but it is not sufficient on its own.

This reframes a tempting response to data center demand. Blocking new large loads to forestall
the gas built to serve them would forgo the demand growth that powers the economy and invests
in the grid and innovation. The key is to connect large loads on-grid to capture their full benefit,
not prevent them wholesale.
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Similarly, the aim should not be to block gas, but rather reduce its generation even as its
capacity rises. Building solar, wind, and batteries reduces gas generation while building clean
firm deployment reduces its capacity. Four further measures that Congress could pass, generally
backed by the oil and gas industry, would lower the carbon footprint of the rest: restoring the
methane rule, expanding the 45Q tax credit, reinstating the Greenhouse Gas Reporting Program,
and establishing product-level carbon-intensity standards.

The energy that can ultimately displace firm fossil generation are the set of “clean firm”
technologies. Clean firm describes the always-available, low-emissions energy generation that
can deliver power whenever it is needed, independent of weather. This category spans
geothermal, nuclear, fossil or biomass generation paired with carbon capture, and, prospectively,
clean hydrogen and fusion.

Clean firm's value is not limited to the clean energy it supplies. Its operating costs are far less
volatile — or not at all — than those of fossil alternatives like gas, which are exposed to fuel-price
swings and global market events. As a domestic, dispatchable resource, it improves energy
security. Even a modest share of firm capacity sharply reduces the renewables, storage, and
transmission a reliable decarbonized grid would otherwise need — shrinking its land footprint,
project count, and total cost. Clean firm is not a substitute for renewables but rather a necessary
complement that makes a decarbonized, renewables-led grid cheaper, easier to build, and more
resilient.

Clean firm faces steep barriers to large-scale deployment: no advanced clean firm technologies
are deployable at commercial scale today, while new and restarted nuclear are commercially
available but constrained by cost and financing. The EPS model expects no commercialization in
either scenario through 2035. Even once commercialized, clean firm must continue to come down
the cost curve to out-compete cheap, plentiful gas. Consequently, building these industries
requires sustained, targeted support across every stage of development. But recent policy — from
OBBBA rescissions and executive branch actions — has removed funding from the innovation and
commercialization ecosystem that the prior administration worked to build.

Deploying clean firm generation should be the central decarbonization investment of the
coming decade, requiring a multi-layered® policy® stack® spanning® research, demonstration,
early deployment, and beyond. Across® roughly five decades of federal support, geothermal has
received less than a tenth of the deployment-stage public funding directed to solar. Regulatory
and siting reforms tailored to clean firm would shorten timelines and reduce cost burdens.

Tax credits, however, are poorly suited to lead this effort: they are blunt instruments that
incentivize technologies whose barrier is financial and the market is mature enough to respond to
a price signal — not those in earlier commercialization phases such as demonstration. Clean
firm's long lead times require revenue certainty that first-of-a-kind projects rarely raise from
conventional finance — and that low-cost debt and loans, known as patient capital, are
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well-positioned to deliver. The more fiscally efficient federal lever is direct procurement, as
California and New York are doing. Procurement signals like these — whether from public or
private buyers — pull demand for clean firm forward, compress commercialization timelines by
years, and generate near-term returns. Hyperscalers’ willingness to pay above-market prices for
24/7 clean power is already accelerating geothermal and nuclear development, just as voluntary
corporate procurement of wind and solar did a decade ago. Policy can sustain and broaden that
signal through technology-neutral clean energy standards, hourly clean energy standards, "bring
your own clean energy” interconnection approaches, and clean transition tariffs that let large
customers procure clean firm and associated transmission directly.

Managing the gas bridge means understanding the valuable role it plays in energy systems
and in supporting decarbonization, while investing in and deploying clean energy to enable
deep decarbonization. Policymakers will need to consider how to support the retirement of fossil
fuels — once its substitute comes online and energy demand is reliably met — but that will not
occur at scale or pace until the grid is in its last decile of decarbonization.®* A policy toolkit needs
to be built to handle stranded assets — such as through accelerated depreciation, shortened
asset lives, or lower allowed utilization — in a way that shields ratepayers from the cost. Having
that plan in place removes the long-term emissions harm of any new fossil infrastructure that
needs to and should be built to meet energy demand, support higher variable renewable energy
penetration, and power economic growth. As discussed, behind-the-meter gas additions can be
avoided through improving speed-to-power and enacting permitting reform. Coal will continue
retiring on economics alone, as cheaper replacement capacity arrives and the Trump
administration’s "“must run” coal orders are repealed or vacated. While greenhouse gas
regulations may not be a viable policy lever in the future, other standards around pollution and
carbon-intensity may serve a similar purpose.

The realistic system that emerges by the mid-2030s has a healthy mix of resources that is
increasingly decarbonized. Solar and storage deploy at maximum pace — driven by economics,
accelerated by permitting reform — and supply the bulk of new energy generation. Gas serves as
the dispatchable bridge: not a permanent fixture, but a managed backstop until clean firm
technologies reach commercial scale. And those technologies receive substantial public and
private investment now, so it can begin displacing gas in the mid-to-late 2030s.

Cross-cutting: A future public investment agenda for the power sector

The public capital agenda this report’s findings support is grounded in one premise and two
pillars: stop subsidizing the deployment of mature generation and redirect that fiscal space to (a)
the delivery system that brings cheap power to load and (b) the commercialization of new clean
energy technologies. Taken together, several priorities stand out:
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1. Building the grid by extending the 45X manufacturing credit to transformers, advanced
conductors, high-voltage direct current equipment, and other power electronics would help
relieve a binding bottleneck. Transmission may also benefit from an investment tax credit.

2. Commercializing the technologies needed to deploy in the 2030s, including long-duration
storage, geothermal, advanced nuclear, carbon capture, fusion. Direct procurement, grants,
and federal loan authority are more direct and efficient than tax credit support alone. The
Department of Energy’s Office of Energy Dominance Financing plays a critical role here.

3. Maintaining the existing tax credits worth keeping, expanding where impactful (e.g.
carbon capture), and making marginal improvements®™ as needed. Tax credit availability
could be based on market maturity®® thresholds rather than arbitrary years.

Box 1. With respect to the grid

Doubling®’ the size of the grid is table stakes to build the renewables and electrified
infrastructure that decarbonization requires — and, more importantly, to fuel economic
growth, competitiveness, and national security. Electricity demand is set to grow faster than it
has in decades, in the near-term by data centers and over the medium-to-long term, notably
by a larger wave of electrification across transport, buildings, and industry.*® Underbuilding risks
blackouts, price volatility, and forgone economic growth, innovation, and productivity.*® Today's
accelerated growth pulls forward challenges that broader electrification would bring within a
decade; but it also brings the means to respond: technology to better utilize the grid we have,
and the capital and urgency to build the rest.

Near-term measures can wring more capacity and reliability from the existing grid. These
include demand response and demand flexibility, virtual power plants, and grid-enhancing
technologies like dynamic line rating and reconductoring. They are among the highest
value-for-cost actions that can be implemented quickly, and could be pursued® immediately.

But they buy time and do not substitute for building a materially bigger grid. Two limits define
them. On scale, the capacity they unlock is modest against the magnitude of demand growth,
so they do not supplant necessary future build. On geography, these tools raise the capacity of
lines that already exist, but they do not assist in bringing new clean energy online where
transmission access lacks.

These measures stay chronically underused — not because they fail technically, but due to
improper incentives. The utility business model generates revenue from capital expenditures
rather than operational efficiency, while regulators and transmission providers often lack the
information and planning practices to recognize where these tools pay off. Addressing these
barriers is a distinct issue out of scope for this report.
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6. Conclusion

This report set out to answer a single question: how much of the prior policy trajectory does the
current policy environment preserve — and what does that imply for future decarbonization
policy? Using Energy Innovation's modeling to compare the OBBBA scenario against the IRA
trajectory across clean electricity, fossil electricity, and emissions reductions, the report finds that
the Glass is more than Half Full. On average over 2025-2035 and relative to 2021, OBBBA preserves
67-74% of the clean energy and emissions reductions benefits the IRA trajectory would have
delivered (Table 1).

The policy shift preserves most of the transition rather than reversing it. The fossil gap is a
matter of utilization and fleet composition rather than new construction, and the divergence is a
bounded interval that inflects and narrows rather than compounding indefinitely. What remains is
not whether the transition continues but how fast. The analysis points to two places where policy
can still move the trajectory: unleashing clean energy supply and closing the emissions gap.
These goals require a single action: building. While it's much easier said than done, the only path
to decarbonization is to build an abundance of clean energy that can eventually retire fossil
capacity, meet new demand, and continually power economic growth.

These are modeled outcomes, but this report assesses that over the full decade, the Glass Half
Full reading holds. As Section 4 details, the benchmark overstates what was lost, near-term
headwinds run real deployment below the model, and structural tailwinds run it above. Future
research can use real-world data — Energy Information Administration for deployment and Clean
Investment Monitor for investment numbers — to test how the power sector evolves against the
modeled projection and whether this report’s arguments hold.

The Glass Half Full reading is limited to what the report measures: the power sector, not the
broader economic-transformation strategy a successful energy transition requires. Without a
broader economy-wide decarbonization strategy, the relevant policy that survives the second
Trump administration is less effective and efficient.

The 2025-2035 window is both the cost of the policy shift and the opportunity to shape what
comes after. It is the period over which the OBBBA-IRA gap is widest and over which policy
decisions made today still bear on the trajectory. Clean energy not built, the fossil generation that
fills the gap, and the associated emissions in the intervening years are not recoverable. But the
scale isn't permanently fixed: the same years over which the gap is widest are also those over
which policy retains the most influence.
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