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Greening the Grid: Electricity Market Clearing with
Consumer-Based Carbon Cost

Wenqian Jiang and Line Roald

Abstract—To enhance decarbonization efforts in electric power
systems, we propose a novel electricity market clearing model
that internalizes the allocation of emissions from generations to
loads and allows for consideration of consumer-side carbon costs.
Specifically, consumers can not only bid for power but also assign
a cost to the carbon emissions incurred by their electricity use.
These carbon costs provide consumers, ranging from carbon-
agnostic to carbon-sensitive, with a tool to actively manage their
roles in carbon emission mitigation. By incorporating carbon
allocation and consumer-side carbon costs, the market clearing
is influenced not solely by production and demand dynamics
but also by the allocation of carbon emission responsibilities.
To demonstrate the effect of our proposed model, we conduct a
case study comparing market clearing outcomes across various
percentages of carbon-sensitive consumers with differing carbon
costs. Further, we conduct a comparative analysis with two strate-
gies—carbon flow and carbon cost—to evaluate their distinct
impacts on carbon emission reduction. Numerical analyses shed
light on the mechanisms through which carbon costs contribute
to emission reductions and inform the ongoing debate about
different carbon emission reduction mechanism designs in the
electricity sector.

Index Terms—Carbon costs, grid decarbonization, carbon-
aware decision-making

I. INTRODUCTION

Power generation currently stands as the leading contributor
to global carbon emissions, underscoring its pivotal role in
the worldwide transition towards achieving net zero emissions
[1], [2]. To effectively mitigate carbon emissions in power
systems while simultaneously ensuring secure and affordable
access to electricity for consumers, researchers and policy-
makers have considered the introduction of carbon taxes on
electric generators [3], [4], [5]. As generators roll carbon taxes
into their generation costs, this strategy increases the cost of
carbon-heavy generation sources and provides a competitive
advantage to cleaner generators, such as solar and wind power
generators. Since some generators emit more carbon than
others for unit power generation, adding a carbon tax on
generation might change the merit order of the generators
and promote lower carbon generation dispatch solutions [6],
[7], [8]. While this approach is relatively straightforward to
implement, it has proven politically difficult to determine an
adequate carbon tax [9], [10]. Further, it overlooks the crucial
role of consumers in carbon emission reduction. However,
it is the consumption of electricity that drives the need for
power generation and subsequently leads to carbon emissions.

W. Jiang and L. Roald are with Department of Electrical and Computer
Engineering, University of Wisconsin-Madison, Madison, WI 53706 USA (e-
mail: wjiang233@wisc.edu; roald@wisc.edu).

Carbon Flow
Power Flow

Carbon Flow Model Carbon Cost Model

Fig. 1. Comparison between carbon flow model and carbon cost model.

Hence, it is essential to consider the impacts of consumers,
especially as a growing number of them are becoming carbon-
sensitive, including data centers [11], [12], [13], hydrogen pro-
ducers [14], [15] and individual consumers [16], [17]. These
carbon-sensitive consumers are becoming more interested in
understanding the carbon footprints of their electricity usage
to optimize operations and maximize profits, highlighting the
need for innovative and effective carbon emission definitions
on the demand side. Therefore, our paper focuses on exploring
consumer-centric carbon accounting and emission reduction
strategies.

There is significant ongoing debate regarding how to quan-
tify carbon emissions for electricity consumers [18], [19],
[20]. In practice, most companies and individuals compute
their emissions based on the average rate of emissions per
megawatt-hour (MWh) of electricity generated or consumed,
referred to as average emissions rates [21], [22], [23]. The
use of average emissions complies with the Greenhouse Gas
Protocol [24], which lists average emissions as the metric of
choice for location-based accounting methods. One challenge
of average carbon emissions is that this approach assumes a
uniform carbon emission intensity for all consumers within a
given region. Considering the constraints imposed by trans-
mission line limits in real-world power systems, consumers
located at various locations often exert differing, and at
times conflicting, impacts on the overall carbon emission
reductions [25]. Consequently, average emission rates fail
to create the right incentives for customers at various grid
locations to contribute to emission reductions. As a result,
adapting electricity use based on average carbon emissions
can in fact increase total emissions, even when it lowers the
emissions assigned to any individual consumer [26], [27]. To
address these drawbacks, some researchers have advocated
for the use of locational marginal carbon emissions [11],
[26], [28], which provides information about how a change
in the electricity consumption at a given node would impact
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total emissions. While these metrics show significant promise
in effectively guiding load shifting actions by electric loads
[11], [26] and are currently publicly available for at least one
major system operator in the United States, PJM [29], it also
has significant drawbacks. First, the marginal emission only
reflects the emission of the last generator to be dispatched,
which may be higher or lower than other generators that
are currently running. If we use marginal emission rates to
calculate the assigned emissions for all consumers, there are
typically significant differences between the total emissions
from generation and the total emissions assigned to loads,
meaning that marginal emissions can lead to severe over-
or undercounting of emissions. Further, data from PJM also
suggests that the locational marginal emissions have very
high variability, several orders of magnitude more than the
locational marginal prices, indicating that it might be practi-
cally challenging to use this data for load shifting. Given the
drawbacks of these existing carbon emission metrics, recent
research has explored new metrics, such as adjusted locational
marginal emissions [26] or locational average emissions based
on carbon flow [6].

The Greenhouse Gas Protocol outlines a second option for
carbon accounting of electricity, referred to as market-based
accounting. In this method, consumers can purchase renewable
energy certificates (RECs) [30], [31], [32], [33], often coupled
with power purchase agreements (PPAs) [34], [35], to claim
that they are carbon-free. This method decouples physical
electricity consumption from carbon emissions accounting,
as consumers may utilize carbon-intensive electricity without
punishment as long as they procure a comparable amount
of RECs. Clearly, this approach, which currently is based
on yearly consumption, cannot provide real-time signals for
consumers to optimize their electricity consumption patterns
and reduce carbon emissions. Developing regulations in the
United States [30] and Europe [36] seek to establish new
systems where RECs or comparable certificates are issued
on an hourly basis. To claim that their electricity is green,
consumers will have to match their hourly consumption with
concurrently generated renewable energy in the same region
where they are located. This promises to tie the carbon
accounting more closely to physical electricity use, though
some challenges will persist. In particular, in both current
location-based and market-based carbon accounting, the ac-
counting step is separate from the market clearing. As a result,
consumers only get to know the values of the carbon metrics,
or amount of available RECs, after they have consumed their
energy. This requires consumers to accurately predict carbon
emissions and RECs availability ahead of time, which can be
a challenging task. A more appealing and efficient option is
to internalize carbon emissions in the market clearing. In their
recent work, [6], [37] leveraged the carbon flow method to
assign carbon emissions to consumers and defined a market
clearing mechanism where consumers can place explicit limits
on the carbon emissions they are willing to incur. The core
concept of carbon flow is that the carbon emissions are
virtually attached to the power flowing from generators to
loads. To enable the tracing of the power flow from source
to sink, the carbon flow method makes the assumption that

power flowing into a node is split between the outgoing
power flows according to the proportional sharing principle
[21], [38], as depicted in Fig. 1. Based on this assumption
about power tracing, the carbon intensity for each node where
consumers are located can be calculated and, as is done
in [6], explicitly limited. One challenge of the carbon flow
method is that it is not clear that the proportional sharing
principle is the “right” definition of the carbon flow tracing.
Furthermore, it can be very challenging for consumers or
the independent system operator (ISO) to define what the
values of the carbon emission cap should be. Despite the
latter issue of defining carbon limits, other researchers have
also explored this direction [39], [40]. Imposing carbon limits
on the load requires that consumers curtail their electricity
consumption once predefined emission levels are exceeded.
Even if consumers are good at setting the carbon emission
cap, they still lack strong incentives to adhere to it for emission
reduction purposes.

In this paper, we propose a new market clearing method
that allocates carbon emissions from generation to consumers
by optimally allocating specific amounts of power from each
generator to each load. This allows us to “trace” power in an
optimal way, without making restrictive assumptions that are
grounded in physics. Further, we propose that it is more natural
for consumers to assign a cost to carbon emissions, rather than
defining carbon emission limits. Our method therefore assumes
that consumers have the opportunity to submit non-negative
carbon cost information along with their bids to consume
electricity. Our market clearing formulation draws inspiration
from practices related to renewable energy certificates and
the idea behind multi-commodity network flow problems, as
illustrated in the carbon cost model in Fig. 1.

The major contributions of this paper are twofold. First,
we propose a novel electricity market clearing model with
consumer-based carbon cost, which optimally allocates gen-
eration from different generators to different consumers. This
novel formulation provides a new perspective to both account
for carbon emissions of end-users and reduce carbon emis-
sions of the power system. To the best of our knowledge,
this is the first paper that investigates carbon footprints and
carbon reductions in power systems by involving carbon costs
submitted by consumers. Second, we demonstrate how the
proposed model impacts market clearing outcomes across a
range of different scenarios and against a variety of different
benchmarks. Our extensive numerical study includes results
both for the simplified three-bus system and the real-world
IEEE RTS-GMLC system. We first compare our proposed
model with benchmark models with or without considering the
impact of carbon emissions. We then investigate how different
percentages of carbon-sensitive consumers and varying carbon
costs impact the generation dispatch, consumption level, and
emissions.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section
II describes our proposed market clearing model, while Section
III provides details of our benchmark formulations. In Section
IV, we show results and conclusions from our numerical study,
while Section V summarizes and concludes.
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II. MARKET CLEARING WITH PRICE AND CARBON
INFORMATION

A. Motivation

To enhance carbon emission reduction efforts in power
systems, we propose a novel electricity market clearing model
that (i) incorporates the allocation of carbon emissions from
electricity generation to loads into the market clearing itself
and (ii) allows for consideration of consumer-side carbon
costs. There are two main reasons that motivated us to design
this new model. First, current location-based and market-based
demand-side carbon accounting separate carbon emission al-
location from the electricity market clearing (ususlly after
generation dispatch decisions are being made), which brings
challenges for both the ISO and consumers as discussed above.
In contrast, we propose that the carbon emission responsi-
bilities for each consumer can be allocated internally in the
electricity market. This provides a new perspective on utilizing
market clearing to achieve fair and equitable carbon allocation.
Second, it is clear that not all consumers are inclined to
shoulder the responsibility for reducing carbon emissions. On
the one hand, carbon-agnostic consumers lack the incentive to
participate in emission reduction efforts. On the other hand,
an increasing number of carbon-sensitive entities, such as
data centers and hydrogen generation facilities, have strong
incentives to ensure that their electricity consumption is as
environmentally friendly as possible. Considering the diverse
attitudes of consumers towards carbon reduction, we introduce
a novel mechanism by which consumers can submit informa-
tion about their cost of carbon emissions from electricity use.
This mechanism is compatible with the established bidding
mechanisms for power in traditional electricity markets, as
consumers are not required to submit carbon costs, but can
choose to do so.

B. Problem Formulation

We consider an electric power network with the set of nodes,
consumers, transmission lines, and generators denoted by N ,
D, L and G, respectively. Let Gi ⊂ G and Di ⊂ D be
the subset of generators and loads connected to node i, and
(i, j) ∈ L denote the transmission line from node i to node
j. Prior to the market clearing, each generator submits their
generation costs cg,m, and maximum and minimum generation
capacities Pmax

g,m and Pmin
g,m . Each consumer submits their bids

for consumption ud,n, reflecting the utility (or revenue) they
derive from consuming electricity, and information about their
maximum and minimum demand Pmax

d,n and Pmin
d,n . Moreover,

each consumer also submits information about their carbon
cost cco2,n, given in units of [$/tons CO2]. This cost may
be directly tied to concrete costs such as carbon emission
penalties from carbon taxes or cap-and-trade schemes, or could
be an internally set “carbon cost”, reflecting how much revenue
the consumer is willing to forgo to avoid carbon emissions.
An interesting attribute of the proposed scheme is that the
carbon costs are determined directly by the consumers, and
would be likely to vary between different groups of customers.
Importantly, carbon-agonostic consumers can choose to set
their carbon cost to zero, i.e. cco2,n = 0, and would not have to

provide any additional information beyond what is submitted
to the current market clearing.

Once bids for generation, consumption, and carbon are
known, the ISO solves the market clearing problem. This
problem is a modified version of the optimal power flow
(OPF) problem, where we have adapted the objective function
to consider consumers’ carbon cost and added constraints to
assign generated power (and associated emissions) from each
generator to each load. The problem can be formulated as the
following optimization problem:

max
Pg,Pd,θ,π,Ed

u⊺
dPd − c⊺co2Ed − c⊺gPg (1)

s.t.
∑
n∈Di

Pd,n +
∑

j:(i,j)∈L

βij(θi − θj) =
∑
m∈Gi

Pg,m,

∀i ∈ N , (1a)

− F lim
ij ≤ βij(θi − θj) ≤ F lim

ij , ∀(i, j) ∈ L,
(1b)

Pmin
g,m ≤ Pg,m ≤ Pmax

g,m , ∀m ∈ G, (1c)

Pmin
d,n ≤ Pd,n ≤ Pmax

d,n , ∀n ∈ D, (1d)

θref = 0, (1e)∑
n∈D

πm,n = Pg,m, ∀m ∈ G, (1f)∑
m∈G

πm,n = Pd,n, ∀n ∈ D, (1g)∑
m∈G

eg,mπm,n = Ed,n, ∀n ∈ D, (1h)

πm,n ≥ 0, ∀m ∈ G, ∀n ∈ D. (1i)

Here, the optimization variables are the generation dispatch
Pg = {Pg,m : m ∈ G}, the voltage angle θ = {θi : i ∈ N},
the flexible load Pd = {Pd,n : n ∈ D}, the generation-load
allocation matrix π = {πm,n : m ∈ G, n ∈ D} reflecting the
amount of power assigned from each generator to each load,
and the total carbon emission for each consumer Ed = {Ed,n :
n ∈ D}. The objective function (1) maximizes social welfare
considering cost of generation cg , consumer utility derived
from electricity consumption ud, and consumer carbon costs
cco2 .

The constraints (1a)-(1e) are similar to those of a standard
DC OPF. Constraint (1a) ensures that nodal power balance
constraints are met, with βij ∈ R denoting the susceptance
value of the transmission line (i, j) from node i to node j.
Constraints (1b) are the transmission line limits, where F lim

ij

represents the transmission capacity (which we assume is the
same in both directions). Constraints (1c) and (1d) ensure
that limits on generation capacity and demand flexibility are
enforced, while constraint (1e) sets the voltage angle at the
reference node to zero.

The remaining constraints (1f)-(1i) represent the mechanism
for allocating carbon emissions from generation to loads. This
mechanism assigns a fraction of the power from each generator
to each load, and then computes the total load emissions
Ed based on emission intensity and the amount of power
obtained from each generator. To facilitate the allocation of
electricity from each generator to each consumer, we introduce
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the generation-load allocation pair matrix, denoted by π.
Constraint (1f) ensures that the total amount of power allocated
from the generator m to all the loads n ∈ D equals the
actual power dispatched from this generator. Constraint (1g)
similarly enforces that the sum of all allocations of power to
a given load is equal to the total load power consumption.
Constraint (1h) calculates the carbon emissions Ed,n for each
consumer, where eg,m denotes the carbon emission intensity
of generator m. Constraint (1i) ensures that all load allocations
are non-negative, which ensures that all loads will have non-
negative emissions, assuming non-negative generator emission
intensities.

Remark 1: The consumer-based carbon cost in Problem (1)
provides freedom for consumers to choose if they are willing
to pay for carbon emissions or not. That is, if a consumer
n is unconcerned about carbon emissions, they may submit
a carbon bid cco2 = 0, resulting in a higher carbon emission
allocation for that consumer. Otherwise, if the consumer is
carbon-sensitive, submitting higher carbon costs will lead to
lower assigned carbon emissions.

Note that we do not necessarily envision the term c⊺co2Ed

in the objective function to be associated with any payment
from the ISO to the load. The carbon cost c⊺co2Ed is intended
to reflect how a consumer’s utility of consuming electricity is
reduced when the consumed electricity comes from carbon-
emitting sources. However, consumers are expected to pay
for electricity according to their provided consumption bids
ud, even if a non-zero carbon cost is incurred. The benefit of
submitting a non-zero carbon cost to the electricity market is
that the market clearing with constraints (1f)-(1i) will allocate
more low-carbon power to the consumers with the highest
carbon costs. However, if a limited amount of low-carbon
power is available, the consumers with the high carbon cost
may also be the first to be dispatched at reduced consumption,
as their carbon costs will start competing with the utility of
consuming electricity.

III. BENCHMARK FORMULATIONS

In this section, we present three benchmark models for
comparative analysis. These models comprise two carbon-
agnostic frameworks, with and without consideration of de-
mand flexibility, alongside one carbon-aware formulation, the
carbon flow model.

A. Standard (Carbon-Agnostic) Formulations

1) Market Clearing with Fixed Demands: The traditional
electricity market solves the market clearing problem given
a fixed demand (e.g., day-ahead market). For simplicity, we
assume that the demand of each consumer is fixed at their
maximum values. Mathematically, the problem is defined as

min
Pg,θ

c⊺gPg (2)

s.t.
∑
n∈Di

Pmax
d,n +

∑
j:(i,j)∈L

βij(θi − θj) =
∑
m∈Gi

Pg,m,

∀i ∈ N , (2a)
Constraints (1b), (1c), (1e).

2) Market Clearing with Demand Flexibility: We next
consider the case in which consumers have flexibility in their
electricity consumption, similar to what we assumed in our
proposed model, but do not have the ability to submit infor-
mation about their carbon costs. In this case, the optimization
problem can be defined as follows:

max
Pg,Pd,θ

u⊺
dPd − c⊺gPg (3)

s.t. Constraints (1a)− (1e).

We note that this model is equivalent to a version of the
proposed market clearing model (1) where all loads submit
carbon costs cco2 = 0. This is because there will always exist
a feasible allocation of generation to loads, and if all loads
have zero carbon costs, the emission allocation would have
no impact on the market clearing outcome.

B. Carbon Flow Model

This model formulation is based on the concept of carbon
emission flow proposed in [37], [6]. There are two critical
fundamental principles of this model: 1) Similar to the nodal
power balance constraint, the total carbon inflows equal the
total carbon outflows at each node, i.e., the nodal carbon mass
is preserved; 2) The allocation of total carbon inflows to the
different carbon outflows is proportional to their power flow
values at each node. This principle of sharing power (and
associated emissions) is referred to as the proportional sharing
principle [21]. The original carbon flow model adopts carbon
emission limit settings for emission reductions. To make it
more comparable to our proposed model, we use a model
that incorporates carbon costs and the carbon flow constraints,
giving rise to the following optimization problem:

max
Pg,Pd,θ,λe

u⊺
dPd − c⊺co2Ed − c⊺gPg (4)

s.t. λe,i ·

 ∑
n∈Di

Pd,n +
∑

j,(i,j)∈L

βi,j(θi − θj)


=

∑
m∈Gi

eg,mPg,m +
∑

j,(i,j)∈L

λe,j · βi,j(θj − θi),

∀i ∈ N , (4a)
λe,i · Pd,n = Ed,n, ∀i ∈ N , ∀n ∈ Di, (4b)
Constraints (1a)− (1e).

Here, λe,i is the carbon intensity for the node i and the
constraint (4b) calculates carbon emissions for each consumer.
We note that this problem has bilinear terms in the constraint
(4a), where both λe and θ or Pd are variables. Thus Problem
(4) is a non-convex problem, and there is a chance that any
optimal solution is only locally optimal rather than global
optimal.

A comparison with our proposed model is appropriate.
First, the carbon flow-based formulation (4) is a non-convex
problem, whereas the proposed model (1) is linear and convex.
Second, problem (4) imposes specific constraints on how
emissions from generators are allocated to loads. Our proposed
model has more flexibility in how generation and carbon
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TABLE I
PARAMETERS OF GENERATORS AND CONSUMERS.

Bus (#) 1 2 3

Consumers
Pmin
d (MW) 4 16 12

Pmax
d (MW) 6 24 18

ud($/MWh) 18 20 21

Generators
Pmin
g (MW) 0 0 0

Pmax
g (MW) 20 10 25

cg($/MWh) 8 10 6
eg(tons/MWh) 0.6 1 0.2

emissions are allocated from generators to loads, and only
enforces power balance for the individual generators and loads.
As a result, any carbon emission allocation that the carbon
flow model proposes would also be a feasible allocation for
our model. However, our model has the ability to choose a
more “optimal” allocation of the carbon emissions, such that
more low-carbon generation is allocated to the loads with the
higher carbon costs.

IV. NUMERICAL STUDIES

This section conducts extensive numerical studies to demon-
strate how our proposed carbon cost model could impact
electricity market clearing. All the tests are performed on a
laptop computer with an Apple M3 Pro CPU and 36GB RAM.
The optimization problem is solved using both GAMs [41] and
Julia [42].

A. Evaluation Metrics

In our case study, we analyze the optimal solutions of
different instances and problem formulations to understand
how different aspects of the market outcome change. Specif-
ically, we consider the following quantities when evaluating
our solutions:

• Generation dispatch (Pg) and demand allocation (Pd);
• Carbon emission responsibility allocation for each con-

sumer (defined as Ed,
∑

m eg,mπm,n, or λe,i · Pd,n,
depending on the formulation);

• Total generation:
∑

m∈G Pg,m;
• Total generation cost:

∑
m∈G cg,mPg,m;

• Total carbon:
∑

m∈G eg,mPg,m;
• Average carbon: Total carbon / Total generation.

B. Simplified Three-bus System

To be able to describe our results in detail, we first consider
a simple three-bus system adapted from Example 6.2.2 in [43].
The network is shown in Fig. 2 which includes three generators
and three consumers, with one generator and consumer located
at each bus. Since the carbon intensity of the generators is
not included in the original three-bus system data, we define
different carbon intensities for all generators. We assume that
the most expensive generator, located at Bus 2, has the highest
carbon intensity, while the cheapest generator, located at Bus
3, has the lowest carbon intensity. The medium cost generator
at Bus 1 has an intermediate carbon intensity. All system
parameters are provided in Table I and Fig. 2.

Bus 1 Bus 2

Bus 3

𝛽12=100 S

𝐹12
𝑙𝑖𝑚 = 5𝑀𝑊

Fig. 2. Illustration of the three-bus system.

Based on the above system parameters, we analyze how dif-
ferent carbon costs cco2 impact optimal solutions of Problem
(1). We consider four different bids, listed in the legend of
Fig. 3. Fig. 3 also shows the results for total generation, total
carbon emissions, electricity consumed by each consumer, and
total emissions allocated to each consumer.

We first compare the case without carbon costs and the case
with carbon costs (red bars and green bars) in Fig. 3. After in-
volving carbon costs, the total generation reduces 28.8% while
the total carbon emission reduces more than half (53.3%),
highlighting significant carbon mitigation performances. An
interesting observation is that although carbon costs drive all
consumers to reduce their demands (all are equal to or close
to minimum load values), the carbon emission allocated to
the consumer 1 actually increases. This unexpected result is
explained by the fact that the carbon emission allocation for
the case with zero bids (red bars) is arbitrarily defined by the
optimization problem, since none of the consumers assign any
cost to the emissions.

We next compare the case with carbon costs (5, 0, 20) and
the case with carbon bids (5, 10, 20) (blue bars and pink bars).
In this case, only the consumer 2 changes the carbon bid from
0 to 10. Although amounts of power consumed at bus 1 and 3
do not change, the carbon emission allocation to those loads
changes a lot, as emissions are shifted from the load at bus 2
(previously the load with the lowest carbon cost) to the load
at bus 1 (now the load with the lowest carbon cost).

C. IEEE RTS-GMLC System

We use the IEEE RTS-GMLC system [44] for further
numerical analysis. This system has 73 buses, 158 generators,
and 120 lines, which are distributed in 3 regions. For generator
fuel types, this system covers natural gas, oil, coal, and
renewable sources (solar, wind, and hydro). The emission
intensities of different generators are assigned according to
the US Department of Energy [45] and are listed in Table II.
For simplicity, we consider each non-zero load in the system
as a consumer, leading to a total of 51 consumers located at

TABLE II
GENERATOR CARBON EMISSION INTENSITIES.

Type Carbon Emission Intensity(tons/MWh)
Natural Gas 0.6042

Oil 0.7434
Coal 0.9606

Wind, Solar, Hydro 0
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(b) System level comparison.

Fig. 3. Results for different carbon costs in the three-bus system.

different buses. According to [46], carbon prices in the world-
wide emission trading markets range from 10 to 100$/tons,
which can be seen from Fig. 4. Based on these statistics, we
assume that consumers will have carbon prices in the range
between [10, 80] in the following experiments. For consumers’
demand flexibility, we use the values in the original system as
the maximum values and 80% of these values as the minimum
values. The statistics of utility values are shown in Fig. 5.

16 STATE AND TRENDS OF CARBON PRICING 2023 WORLDBANK.ORG

2.1 Growth in prices in ETSs and carbon taxes slowed 
following years of steep growth, but showed resilience
in the face of challenging circumstances

Overall, ETSs and carbon taxes have weathered the 2022 global energy
crisis relatively well. Half of these instruments saw prices increase, while
around a third (those with fixed prices) saw prices unchanged.iii Fewer than 
15% of instruments saw prices decrease. The biggest increases were seen 
in the European Union Emissions Trading System (EU ETS) linked with the
Switzerland ETS, with the EU ETS price exceeding EUR 100 (USD 109) for the
very first time in March 2023 (Figure 1).iv Price movements in these markets 
were more volatile in 2022 compared to previous years. However, many ETSs 
saw prices drop—by as much as 35% in the Republic of Korea. 

Only a few countries responded to the political pressures from high 
energy prices by deliberately lowering carbon tax rates or postponing
scheduled increases. Citing surging energy prices, Germany postponed by
a year the planned increase of the price in its national ETS,v which 

Energy prices and the cost-of-living crisis were major factors driving price trends and influencing the design and implementation of carbon taxes and emissions trading
systems (ETSs) over 2022. Despite this, these policies appear to be weathering the challenging political and economic circumstances relatively well. While some countries 
directly intervened to keep carbon tax or ETS prices low, most prices remained relatively stable, and in some jurisdictions, notably in Europe, they increased. Some ETSs 
experienced more volatility in 2022 as a result of fluctuating energy prices and to a lesser extent government responses to the energy crisis. High-income countries still see
the highest direct carbon pricing coverage, prices, and revenues. Yet there is growing interest especially among low- and middle-income countries, especially in light of the
potential for careful design and targeted use of carbon pricing revenue to support development goals.
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Price Evolution in Select ETSs from 2018 - 2022

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

New Zealand ETS

California/Québec ETSs 
RGGI
Republic of Korea ETS 
China National ETS

FIGURE 1
PRICE EVOLUTION IN SELECTED ETSs FROM 2018 TO 2023

(iii) The level of the carbon price represents the strength of the signal to avoid or remove emissions. If prices rise, there is a stronger signal 
to drive further emission reductions. If prices decrease, there is less incentive to act. See, e.g., World Bank Group, “FASTER Principles.”
(iv) The Austria ETS and Germany ETS are not included here, as the prices in these mechanisms will be set by the respective governments 
until 2025.

Note: Based on data from ICAP Allowance Price Explorer. Prices for the RGGI initiative and for California and Québec CaT, come from the primary market, whereas for the other systems the prices reflect 
the secondary market

Fig. 4. Carbon prices in several emission trading markets from 2018 to 2023
[46].

1) Analysis for Different Carbon Costs: We first analyze
the impact of different carbon costs on the market clearing out-
come, while assuming that all consumers submit non-zero car-
bon costs to help reduce carbon emissions. We compare cases
where the carbon costs of consumers are randomly drawn
from a uniform distribution with ranges [10, 20], [10, 40],
[30, 60], and [50, 80], respectively. We also compare against
the carbon-agnostic market clearing models P(2), where all
demands are fixed, and P(3), where we have flexible but
carbon-agnostic consumers (this formulation is equivalent to
our proposed formulation, but with all consumers submitting
zero carbon costs). Table III shows the different components of

Fig. 5. Histrogram showing the utility values ud of all the consumers in the
RTS-GMLC system.

the objective function: total generation, total carbon emissions,
and average carbon emissions. The top rows represent the two
carbon-agnostic formulations, and the average carbon cost of
the consumer bids increases as we go further down in the rows.

We first observe that the carbon-agnostic market clearing
models P(2) and P(3) lead to similar solutions. This indicates
that the utility values ud of the loads are high enough to cause
them to consume at their highest level in the formulation with
load flexibility, but no carbon costs.

Next, we consider the impact of moderate, but non-zero
carbon costs in the ranges [10, 20] or [10, 40] (middle two
rows of Table III). For these carbon costs, we observe a
negligible impact on total power generation, indicating that
the loads are still consuming the same amount of electricity
despite incurring a carbon cost. We observe that the total
generation costs increase and the total and average carbon
emissions decrease, though not by the same percentages. For
the case with carbon costs in the range [10, 40], generation cost
increases by 2.6%, while both total and average emissions are
decreased by 6.5%. We conclude that when carbon costs are
moderate, they can promote the dispatch of cleaner generation
sources, while keeping electricity both clean and cheap enough
to allow loads to consume at the same level as before.

Further, we consider the case with higher carbon costs
in the ranges [30, 60] or [50, 80] (lower two rows of Table
III). As the carbon costs increase to these levels, the total
generation decreases. This happens because some consumers
are dispatched at a lower consumption than their maximum
values, as their carbon costs adjust the utility through the
term u⊺

dPd − c⊺co2Ed, which becomes too low to support
consumption from carbon-intensive or expensive generators.
As the total generation decreases, the total generation cost
and total carbon emissions decrease even faster. For the highest
carbon cost case, the total generation decreased by 5.6%, while
the total generation cost decreased by 7.5% and emissions by
17.5%. The average carbon emissions for this case are 12.5%
lower than the carbon-agnostic solutions.

In summary, we observe that moderate carbon costs can lead
to changes in the generation dispatch that increase the dispatch
of cleaner generation sources and slightly increase costs,
though without impacting total generation or consumption.
With higher carbon costs, we observe that carbon emission
reductions are achieved both through changes in the generation
dispatch and an overall reduction in the total amount of
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TABLE III
THE IMPACT OF DIFFERENT CARBON COSTS ON GENERATION DISPATCH, SYSTEM EMISSIONS, AND OBJECTIVE FUNCTION COMPONENTS.

Cases Total Generation
[MWh]

Total Generation
Cost [$]

Total Carbon
[tons]

Average Carbon
[tons/MWh] u⊺

dPd [$] c⊺co2Ed [$] Optimal Objective
Values [$]

P(2) 8550 63748 3001.8 0.351 457039 0 393291
P(3) 8550 63748 3001.8 0.351 457039 0 393291

[10, 20] 8550 64723.4 2866.9 0.335 457039 35591.4 356724.2
[10, 40] 8550 65468.5 2804 0.328 457039 50088.7 341481.8
[30, 60] 8263.3 61675.1 2594.6 0.314 448896.9 99168.8 288053
[50, 80] 8063.2 58907 2473.7 0.307 439138.2 143270.5 236960.7

Total Generati-
on(x102MWh)

84

85

Total Generati-
on Cost(x103$)

61

62

63

64

Total Carbon
(x103tons)

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

3

0.31

0.32

0.33

0.34

0.35

Proportions

10-50%
60%
70%
80%
100%

Average Car-
bon(tons/MWh)

Fig. 6. Results for different proportions of carbon-sensitive loads.

electricity demand.
2) Analysis for Different Proportions of Carbon-Sensitive

Loads: We next explore how our results change as the fraction
of carbon-sensitive loads, i.e., the fraction of loads that submit
non-zero carbon bids, changes. To investigate this, we consider
10 different cases, where the fraction of carbon-sensitive
consumers varies from 10% to 100% in increments of 10%.
Once we have fixed the percentage of carbon-sensitive loads,
we randomly generate carbon costs from the higher range
of [30, 60]$/ton. We then define a subset of carbon-sensitive
loads to submit their non-zero carbon costs to the market (we
assume that all other loads submit zero carbon costs cco2 = 0).
The carbon-sensitive loads are chosen by randomly selecting
x% proportions of total consumers. Because of congestion in
the system, the locations of carbon-sensitive consumers will
impact the results. Therefore, we run our experiment 5 times,
each time with a different set of randomly selected carbon-
sensitive loads and carbon costs. This allows us to get a sense
of how the geographical distributions of the carbon-sensitive
loads impact results and makes our analysis less vulnerable to
specific choices.

The results of these experiments are shown in Fig. 6,
where we see the total generated power (left), total generation
cost (middle-left), total carbon emissions (middle-right) and
average carbon emissions (right). Each plot shows results
for a given proportion of carbon-sensitive loads, with higher
proportions further to the right. The dots indicate results from
individual simulations, while the boxes indicate average values
and the quantiles.

From Fig. 6, we can see that increasing fractions of carbon-
sensitive loads are associated with lower total generation,
lower total generation cost, lower total carbon emissions, and
lower average carbon emissions. Notably, when the proportion

of carbon-sensitive loads surpasses 80%, the influence of
load locations on system dynamics becomes less pronounced,
especially for total and average carbon emission values. Con-
versely, when the proportion of carbon-sensitive loads is below
50%, the carbon-sensitive loads have only limited impact on
the generation dispatch, as indicated by the cluster of red
points in the graph. At intermediate 60%, 70% and 80%
proportions of carbon-sensitive loads, the spatial distribution
of these loads significantly impacts market clearing outcomes,
illustrated by the wider quantiles (indicated by a larger box).
In conclusion, our findings suggest that our proposed market
clearing approach requires a critical mass of carbon-sensitive
loads to effectively reduce carbon emissions. Moreover, when
the proportion of carbon-sensitive loads falls within the mid-
range (60%-80% in our study), the spatial distribution of these
loads emerges as a crucial factor influencing the performance
outcomes.

3) Benchmarking against the Carbon Flow Model: We
next seek to compare our results to those achieved if we use
the carbon flow method for tracing power from generator to
load instead of our proposed optimal allocation approach. We
first compare results for the case where all loads are carbon
sensitive, but we vary carbon costs. To do this, we run the
carbon flow model with the same input data as we provided
to the proposed model in Section IV-C1. The results for both
methods are shown in Fig. 7, with red bars indicating results
from the carbon flow model and green bars indicating results
from the proposed carbon cost model.

In Fig. 7, we first observe that the carbon flow model
leads to consistently lower total generation than the proposed
carbon cost model (top subplot). This indicates that a larger
number of loads are consuming less due to higher carbon costs
in the carbon flow model. The total generation cost (second
subplot) is mostly lower as well, which is probably largely
due to the reduction in load. However, in the case with the
lowest carbon costs [10, 20], the proposed model achieves
lower total generation costs despite serving a larger amount of
load. The total carbon emissions (third subplot) and average
carbon emissions (fourth subplot) are consistently lower for
the carbon flow model as compared with the proposed model.
Interestingly, the solutions of the carbon flow and the proposed
models largely coincide for the highest carbon cost. More
analysis and additional experiments would be needed to assess
whether this is a coincidence or a trend.

Overall, we expect that the objective values will be lower
with the carbon flow model, since this model is more restric-
tive in how it allocates generation to loads. The fact that more
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loads are consuming less energy in the carbon flow model is
likely due to the fact that generation from the lowest carbon
generators cannot directly be allocated to the loads with the
highest carbon cost, e.g., if they are far apart in the network.
The proposed model does not face these restrictions and thus
is able to serve more load, albeit at the expense of higher
generation costs and emissions.

0.29 0.34

P(5) Carbon Flow Model

0.32 0.33

P(1) Carbon Cost Model

7800 8200 8400 8600

[10,20]

[10,40]

[30,60]

[50,80]

8000

[10,20]

[10,40]

[30,60]

[50,80]

Total Generation(MWh)

54000 56000 58000 60000 62000 64000 66000
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[10,40]

[30,60]

[50,80] Total Generation Cost($)
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[50,80] Total Carbon (tons)

Average Carbon(tons/MWh)

C
ar
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n 
C
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ts

0.3 0.31

Fig. 7. Comparison between carbon flow model and carbon cost model
(different carbon costs).

We next compare results from the proposed and carbon flow
models as we change the level of carbon-sensitive loads. We do
this by repeating the experiments from Section IV-C2 with the
carbon flow model, using the same input data. The results are
shown in Fig. 8, with total generation (top), total generation
cost (second), total carbon emissions (third) and average
carbon emissions (fourth). We observe that on average, the
carbon flow model leads to lower total generation, indicating
a more significant reduction in electricity consumption among
carbon-sensitive loads. However, for the 60%, 70% and 80%
cases, the reduction in load is accompanied by an increase in
total generation cost, indicating a significant rise in the average
cost of generating power. We further observe that the carbon
flow model leads to more significant reductions in carbon
emissions. However, we also observe that there is greater
variability in the results of the carbon flow model (indicated by
taller boxes), indicating that the location of carbon-sensitive
loads matters more in the carbon flow model.

V. CONCLUSIONS

This paper proposes a novel electricity market clearing
model that incorporates the allocation of carbon emissions to
consumers and allows consumers to reveal their preferences
for avoiding carbon emissions by submitting information about
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Fig. 8. Comparison between carbon flow model and carbon cost model
(different proportions of carbon-sensitive loads).

their carbon costs. The proposed market clearing formulation
provides a new perspective on how to achieve carbon emis-
sion reductions. By allocating carbon emission responsibility
internally in the market clearing and accounting for consumer
carbon costs as part of the price formation, the optimal
generation dispatch is determined based on both generation
cost, consumer utility, and consumer carbon costs.

Our case study demonstrates that the proposed market clear-
ing formulation can achieve carbon emission reductions in two
ways. First, the introduction of consumer-based carbon costs
can change the optimal generation dispatch to promote the use
of cleaner, low-carbon generation resources without reducing
consumption by carbon-sensitive loads. Second, if the carbon
costs are high enough relative to the consumer utility and
cost of generation, some loads will reduce their consumption,
leading to further reductions in carbon emissions.

Further, our analysis indicates that the carbon cost model
achieves the greatest carbon emission reductions when the
proportion of carbon-sensitive loads in a given system exceeds
a certain threshold. As the proportion of carbon-sensitive, the
carbon reductions achieved by the model are less sensitive to
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the specific locations of carbon-sensitive loads. We also show
that the carbon flow model has a more “strict” definition of
power flow tracking, and thus less flexibility in the allocation
of carbon emissions to loads. As a result, carbon-sensitive
loads are typically allocated a larger amount of carbon emis-
sions and are more likely to reduce their consumption.

The conclusions drawn from Section IV pertain specifically
to the case we study and further work is required to assess the
efficacy of the carbon cost model across broader case studies.
Nonetheless, our results indicate that the carbon bidding model
can be a valuable tool for consumers who would like their
carbon costs to be accounted for in the electricity market
clearing. It is also clear that the proposed market clearing can
achieve carbon reductions not only by reducing or shifting
demand, but also has a direct impact on the generation
dispatch.

In future work, we plan to expand our analysis to consider
additional methods for allocating generation to loads. We also
wish to analyze whether our proposed carbon cost strategy
aligns individual optimality with social optimality, and per-
form more thorough analysis for the reasons of carbon emis-
sion reduction in different models. We also hope to supplement
our analysis with more extensive numerical analysis and more
realistic power system test cases.
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