
Caiazza Comments on 2025 RGGI Operating Plan Amendment Update  

Introduction 

I am submitting these comments on the New York Research & Development Authority 

(NYSERDA)  Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI) Operating Plan Amendment 

(“Amendment”) for 2025 because the Plan needs to be re-focused with more emphasis on 

programs that directly, indirectly, or potentially reduce carbon dioxide (CO2) from the electric 

generating units affected by RGGI.  There are multiple programs in the amendment that do not 

fulfill that need.  Failure to fully support emission reductions at RGGI-affected sources 

threatens the ability to achieve the emission reduction mandates of RGGI and the Climate 

Leadership & Community Protection Act (Climate Act). 

 

I have been involved in the RGGI program process since it was first proposed prior to 2008.  I 

follow and write about the details of the RGGI program because its implementation affects 

whether I will be able to continue to live in New York.   I have extensive experience with air 

pollution control theory, implementation, and evaluation having worked on every cap-and-

trade program affecting electric generating facilities in New York including the Acid Rain 

Program, Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI) and several Nitrogen Oxide programs.  The 

opinions expressed in these comments do not reflect the position of any of my previous 

employers or any other organization I have been associated with, these comments are mine 

alone. 

 

Summary 

NYSERDA has never acknowledged there is a disconnect between RGGI emission reduction 

requirements and its Operating Plan investments.   Future emission reductions in the electric 

sector affected by RGGI cannot rely on fuel-switching emission reductions and retirements that 

have been responsible for most of the historic reductions.  Instead, fossil-fueled generation 

must be displaced by zero-emissions generation.  That obligation must receive adequate 

funding, or it will be impossible to meet the RGGI reduction requirements forcing affected 

sources to reduce operations or shut down.  I have also included a discussion of the stakeholder 

process because I have raised these issues in the past. 

 

NYSERDA Operating Plan 

NYSERDA designed and implemented a process to develop and annually update an Operating 

Plan which summarizes and describes the initiatives to be supported by RGGI auction proceeds.  

The latest Draft RGGI Operating Plan Amendment explains that  

New York State invests RGGI proceeds to support comprehensive strategies that best 

achieve the RGGI greenhouse gas emissions reduction goals pursuant to 21 NYCRR Part 507.  

https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/-/media/Project/Nyserda/Files/EE/RGGI/2025-RGGI-Op-Plan-Amendment_DRAFT.pdf
https://wp.me/P8hgeb-45
https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/Researchers-and-Policymakers/Regional-Greenhouse-Gas-Initiative/Auction-Proceeds
https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/Researchers-and-Policymakers/Regional-Greenhouse-Gas-Initiative/Auction-Proceeds
https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/-/media/Project/Nyserda/Files/EE/RGGI/2025-RGGI-Op-Plan-Amendment_DRAFT.pdf


The programs in the portfolio of initiatives are designed to support the pursuit of the State’s 

greenhouse gas emissions reduction goals by: 

• Deploying commercially available energy efficiency and renewable energy 

technologies; 

• Building the State’s capacity for long-term carbon reduction; 

• Empowering New York communities to reduce carbon pollution, and transition to 

cleaner energy; 

• Stimulating entrepreneurship and growth of clean energy and carbon abatement 

companies in New York; and 

• Creating innovative financing to increase adoption of clean energy and carbon 

abatement in the State. 

 

NYSERDA Operating Plan Amendment Stakeholder Process 

On an annual basis, the Authority “engages stakeholders representing the environmental 

community, the electric generation community, consumer benefit organizations and interested 

members of the general public to assist with the development of an annual amendment to the 

Operating Plan.”  Based on results, however, this engagement is in name only.  NYSERDA’s 

treatment of the stakeholder requirement is that it is simply an obligation and not an 

opportunity.   

 

For example, I participated in the Advisory Stakeholder meeting  held on December 5, 2024.  

The meeting exemplified the obligatory approach because when NYSERDA staff responded to 

questions there was no suggestion of any interest in the reason for the question. 

 

I asked one relevant question: How will NYSERDA address the need to make the necessary 
reductions to meet RGGI goals relative to the proposed investments recommended in the draft 
plan?  Two people responded.  The first explained: 

I'm happy to take this one and provide the best answer as I can.  RGGI itself is the cap-

and-invest program for the power sector.  Proceeds generated from that program are 

then invested across multiple sectors by NYSERDA in order to help us achieve our 

market transformation that we're really trying to get to align with the goals of the 

Climate Act.  We certainly not only seek to invest in programs that are providing those 

really low cost carbon reductions but also pursue the full complement of carbon 

reduction strategies across multiple sectors.  We’re trying to use these funds not only 

through direct investments but also to complement other funding sources that 

NYSERDA has access to and to really just leverage as much as we can to have the biggest 

impact.  We are looking to drive some of those costs down.  NYSERDA does regularly 

post RGGI status reports that offer more information about the carbon benefits 

https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/About/Funding/Regional-Greenhouse-Gas-Initiative/Useful-Documents
https://youtu.be/ud6O4uZQmqs?t=3740


associated with each of these programs and the budgets associated with each.  I point 

anyone who's interested to learn more about those impacts to NYSERDA website and 

the details posted there. 

 

The entire response talks about how RGGI proceeds are invested.  I do not think that there is 

any recognition that RGGI also includes compliance obligations.  In these comments and all my 

earlier comments, I have argued that NYSERDA Operating Plan funding priorities over 

emphasize Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act (Climate Act) initiatives at the 

expense of the electric generating unit RGGI emission compliance requirements.  Another 

individual also responded to my question. 

Just to add on a bit to that with your education program officer here.  I just know that 

RGGI is only one piece of what we do and one of our goals is really to catalyze private 

investments through market animating type of interventions and drive down the cost of 

carbon emission reductions from a variety of technologies.  It's not really our 

assumption that New York State will need to pay for all of the greenhouse gas emission 

reductions to meet our goals.  I just wanted to make that clear. 

 
The reason for this question is my concern about compliance obligations.  These responses do 

not acknowledge that there are any RGGI program considerations other than generating money 

and investing it wisely.  Hopefully, Staff will read these comments to expand their horizons. 

 

NYSERDA emphasizes its use of stakeholder engagement when publicly discussing their work.  

At the December 18, 2024 Assembly Public Hearing on NYSERDA Spending and Program 

Review, John Williams, referred to stakeholder input.  He said: “Our work is informed by 

stakeholder engagement and market research.”  When describing the disposition of $191 

million budget item for RGGI allowance sales, he said: “The investments for those funds are 

informed by a stakeholder process.”    

 

I have participated in this process submitting comments on the Operating Plan since the 2001 

plan and think that it is important to describe your stakeholder engagement.   The reality is that 

NYSERDA goes through the motions of a stakeholder process.  The NYSERDA Board only hears 

what the staff wants them to hear before they rubber stamp the approval of the Operating 

Plan.  I published an article in February 2023 describing the approval process which exemplifies 

the process for every year that I have commented.  I concluded that the only indication that 

someone read my comments is that I pointed out a typographical error that was corrected.  

There is no evidence supporting the John Williams claim to the Board that “The proposal you 

have was you know, does take those public feedback into account”.  The fact is that the 

recommendations of the two written comments were ignored. 

https://nystateassembly.granicus.com/player/clip/8693?view_id=8&redirect=true
https://pragmaticenvironmentalistofnewyork.blog/2023/02/23/response-to-rggi-operating-plan-amendment-comments/


 

I believe there are two missing pieces in the NYSERDA public stakeholder process. A published 

response to comments document like the Department of Environmental Conservation 

regulatory mandate is the first thing needed to instill confidence in the stakeholder process.   

The second piece is to take the stakeholder engagement response to comments seriously.  For 

an example of how stakeholder engagement should be done, the Santa Clara County Rapid 

Transit Development Project includes a master plan for transportation for Silicon Valley.  An 

interview with the founding manager notes: “Part of the plan is a four-year public stakeholder 

review process.  In the reviews, if the public came up with good ideas, the ideas went into the 

plan.  If an idea wasn’t good, we had the responsibility of explaining why.”1   

 

I believe this approach would significantly improve NYSERDA public engagement.  I would add 

one other thing.  There might be issues that need to be resolved by further interaction so there 

should be a process for continued dialogue between NYSERDA and stakeholders.  It may be that 

no resolution is possible for a particular issue.  In that case, the documentation provided to the 

Board should note that the issue was not resolved and explain why.  The Board of Directors 

needs to know if there are any issues of this type to make informed decisions.  

 

Compliance Concern 

In the next sections I will explain why NYSERDA Operating Plan funding priorities need to 

consider electric generating unit RGGI emission compliance requirements.  I describe historical 

electric generating unit emission trends, the historical NYSERDA investments, the investments 

and resulting emission savings claimed in the NYSERDA statis reports, the proposed Operating 

Plan Amendment program investments, and I will summarize the impacts on RGGI compliance. 

 

Historical Emissions 

My concern about future emission reductions is rooted in the observed trend of New York 

electric utility emissions.  EPA’s Clean Air Markets Division maintains a database of all the 

emissions data collected by every power plant in the United States since the mid-1990’s.  I used 

that data to show the emissions trend.   

 

The EPA database includes information such as the primary fuel type of each generating unit. 

Table 1 lists the total annual CO2 data from all New York units that are required to report to 

EPA for any air pollution control program by fuel type.  In 2000, New York EGU emissions were 

57,114,439 tons and in 2023 they were 28,889,913 tons, a decrease of 49%.  Figure 1 plots 

these data.   

 
1 “California’s High-Speed Rail Visionary” Bill Buchanan, Trains, Volume 85, No. 1, January 2025, pages 30-37. 
 

https://campd.epa.gov/


 

Table 1: New York Clean Air Markets Division Emissions Data for All Regulatory Programs 

 
Figure 1: New York State Emissions by Fuel Type 

 



Table 2 lists the reductions in New York since the start of RGGI.  I calculated a pre-RGGI baseline 

by averaging annual data from 2006-2008.  NYS 2023 CO2 emissions are 38% lower than RGGI 

baseline emissions.  Note that the reduction percentage peaked in 2019 before Indian Point 

shut down and emissions increased.  The most important feature of these tables is that coal 

and oil emission reductions are the primary drivers of the total emission reductions.  Natural 

gas has increased to cover the generation from those fuels but because it has lower CO2 

emission rates the New York emissions have gone down. 

 

Table 2: New York State Emission Reductions 

 
 

NYSERDA RGGI Funding Emission Savings 

The estimated emission savings from NYSERDA investments are described in the Semi-Annual 

Status Report through December 2023.  The description states that: 

This report is prepared pursuant to the State’s RGGI Investment Plan (2022 Operating 

Plan) and provides an update on the progress of programs through the quarter ending 

December 31, 2023. It contains an accounting of program spending; an estimate of 

program benefits; and a summary description of program activities, implementation, 

https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/-/media/Project/Nyserda/Files/Publications/Energy-Analysis/RGGI/2023-Q4-RGGI-Status-Report.pdf
https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/-/media/Project/Nyserda/Files/Publications/Energy-Analysis/RGGI/2023-Q4-RGGI-Status-Report.pdf


and evaluation. An amendment providing updated program descriptions and funding 

levels for the 2022 version of the Operating Plan was approved by NYSERDA’s Board in 

January 2023. 

 

Table 3 is a copy of Table 1 in the latest Semi-Annual Status Report summarizes the 

effectiveness of the NYSERDA investments and lists expected cumulative portfolio benefits 

including emissions savings.  This report notes that NYSERDA “begins tracking program benefits 

once project installation is complete and provides estimated benefits for projects under 

contract that are not yet operational (pipeline benefits).”  There is an important distinction 

between the cumulative annual committed savings and the expected lifetime total benefits.  

For the purposes of this analysis, I did not use “lifetime” savings data because I am trying to 

compare the RGGI program benefits emission savings reductions to the RGGI compliance metric 

of an annual emission cap.  Lifetime reductions are clearly irrelevant to that metric.  Note that the 

Climate Act emission reduction metrics are annual emissions relative to a 1990 baseline so 

expected lifetime benefits are irrelevant. 

 

Table 3. Summary of Expected Cumulative Portfolio Benefits through December 31, 2023 

 

 
 

Comparison of NYSERDA Cumulative Emissions Savings to Observed Emission Reductions 

Table 4 presents the relevant data to compare the observed reductions and NYSERDA RGGI 

investment emission savings.  I list the last five years of data starting in 2019 when the emissions 



went up because of the closure of Indian Point.  Reductions from the 2006-2008 average baseline 

are listed.  The emissions savings listed are cumulative annual emissions.  If the RGGI proceeds 

were invested, then the total emissions would be higher by the amount of the savings.  The total 

cumulative annual emission savings through the end of 2023 is only 1,976,101 tons and that 

represents a reduction of 4.2% from the pre-RGGI baseline.  Emission reductions by fuel type 

clearly show that fuel switching is the primary cause of reductions. 

 

Table 4: NY Electric Generating Unit Emissions, NYSERDA GHG Emission Savings from RGGI 

Investments, and Emissions by Fuel Type 

 
 

State agencies have never acknowledged the findings that show RGGI has had very little to do 

with the observed emission reductions.  For example, at the NYSERDA RGGI Stakeholder 

meeting on 5 December 2024, Jon Binder from the New York Department of Environmental 

Conservation said: 

Together, we have cut New York's power sector emissions of carbon dioxide by more 

than 50 %. And we've done this by establishing regulations that set limits on pollution 

while also making investments through this operating plan process in parallel with so 

many other critical policies at the state level and commitments to implement the 

Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act. 

These results have also been ignored in the 2025 Operating Plan Amendment. 

 

New York RGGI Program Investment Reductions 

Another finding that has been ignored is the poor emission reduction cost effectiveness of 

NYSERDA investments.  Table 5 lists data from Semi-Annual Status Report through December 

2023’s  Table 2: Summary of Total Expected Cumulative Annual Program Benefits including the 

https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/-/media/Project/Nyserda/Files/EE/RGGI/Agenda-for-RGGI-NYS-Stakeholder-Meeting_2024-12-05.pdf
https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/-/media/Project/Nyserda/Files/EE/RGGI/Agenda-for-RGGI-NYS-Stakeholder-Meeting_2024-12-05.pdf
https://youtu.be/ud6O4uZQmqs?t=295
https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/-/media/Project/Nyserda/Files/Publications/Energy-Analysis/RGGI/2023-Q4-RGGI-Status-Report.pdf
https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/-/media/Project/Nyserda/Files/Publications/Energy-Analysis/RGGI/2023-Q4-RGGI-Status-Report.pdf


cumulative annual costs of investment programs and annual tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 

(CO2e) saved by the investments.. The report notes that: “NYSERDA begins tracking program 

benefits once project installation is complete and provides estimated benefits for projects 

under contract that are not yet operational (pipeline benefits).“   The report presents “expected 

quantifiable benefits related to carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) reductions, energy savings, and 

participant energy bill savings with expended and encumbered funds” but I only consider the CO2e 

reductions.  Note that the emission savings evaluated in the report include carbon dioxide, 

methane, and nitrous oxide.  In the original table “lifetime” savings are included.  I did not use 

“lifetime” savings data because I am trying to compare the RGGI program benefits emission 

savings reductions to the RGGI compliance metric of an annual emission cap.  Lifetime reductions 

are clearly irrelevant.  The observed cost per ton of emissions savings is $582. 

 

Table 5: RGGI Funding Status Report Table 2: Summary of Total Expected Cumulative Annual 

Program Benefits 

 
 

NYSERDA RGGI proceed investments can produce CO2 emission savings from RGGI-affected 

electric generating units in two ways: directly by displacing natural gas generation by deploying 

zero-emissions resources or indirectly by reducing the amount of load that the affected units 

must provide.  I assumed that the indirect investments reduced load that directly offset RGGI-

affected sources.  This has been a good assumption because load growth has been stalled but 

with electrification of buildings and transportation and the addition of data centers and large load 

centers, the presumption that indirect NYSERDA investments will reduce emissions will become 

weak.   

 

NYSERDA Historical RGGI Funding Priorities 

Table 5 overestimates relevant savings because of RGGI funding program priorities.  The Semi-

Annual Status Report through December 2023  describes the funding priorities for the auction 

proceeds: 

The State invests RGGI proceeds to support comprehensive strategies that best achieve 

the RGGI CO2 emission reduction goals. These strategies aim to reduce global climate 

change and pollution through energy efficiency, renewable energy, and carbon 

abatement technology. Deploying commercially available renewable energy and energy 

efficiency technologies help to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from both 

https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/-/media/Project/Nyserda/Files/Publications/Energy-Analysis/RGGI/2023-Q4-RGGI-Status-Report.pdf
https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/-/media/Project/Nyserda/Files/Publications/Energy-Analysis/RGGI/2023-Q4-RGGI-Status-Report.pdf


electricity and other energy sources in the short term. To move the State toward the goals 

enacted by the Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act (Climate Act) and a 

more sustainable future, RGGI funds are used to empower communities to make 

decisions that prompt the use of cleaner and more energy-efficient technologies that lead 

to both lower carbon emissions as well as economic and societal co-benefits. RGGI helps 

to build capacity for long-term carbon reduction by training workers and partnering with 

industry. Using innovative financing, RGGI supports the pursuit of cleaner, more efficient 

energy systems and encourages investment to stimulate entrepreneurial growth of clean 

energy companies. All these activities use funds in ways that accelerate the uptake of low- 

to zero-emitting technologies. 

 

Table 5 is misleading in the context of RGGI compliance obligations because not all the savings 

will affect RGGI emission sources.  There is a significant fraction of RGGI funds that goes to 

programs that increase rather than decrease electric generating unit emissions.   

 

In Table 6, I categorized programs relative to RGGI compliance obligations based on the Status 

Report.  The table breaks down the program allocations and expected annualized CO2 savings for 

three categories: direct reductions to RGGI sources, indirect reductions, and those programs that 

will actually increase electric generating emissions. For example, Charge NY is NYSERDA’s Clean 

Transportation Program that “has been pursuing five strategies to promote EV adoption by 

consumers and fleets across New York”.   The results in the Funding status reports show that 

since the start of the program NYSERDA has allocated $98.8 million to programs that directly 

reduce utility emissions achieving emission savings of 199,733 tons, $702.7 million for programs 

that indirectly reduce utility emissions savings by 1,205,780 tons, and $348.1 million for programs 

that will increase utility emissions by 678,804 tons.  In the last category, the GHG emission savings 

listed are the benefits for programs that facilitate switching from gasoline and diesel to electric 

vehicles.   When those savings that do not affect RGGI source emissions are removed, total 

savings are 1,297,297 and the emissions from RGGI sources in New York would have been only 

2.8% higher if the NYSERDA program investments did not occur. 

 

  



Table 6: Summary of Expected Cumulative Annualized Program Benefits through 31 December 

2023 for Programs that Directly, Indirectly, or Do Not Affect RGGI CO2 Emissions 

 

 
 

RGGI Compliance and Draft Operating Plan Amendments  

NYSERDA’s five investment goals “support the pursuit of the State’s greenhouse gas emissions reduction 

goals” but only one addresses emission reductions.  The others are vague cover language to justify the 

use of RGGI auction proceeds to bury administrative expenses, force ratepayers to cover costs related to 

Climate Act implementation and provide funding for politically favored projects at the expense of 

programs that affect CO2 emissions from RGGI affected sources.  This section determines how much 

funding is allocated to reducing emissions in the 2025 Draft Amendment. 

 

Table 1 from the 2025 Draft RGGI Operating Plan Amendment lists all the proposed programs.  The 

original table highlights programs that “indicate newly funded programs or additional funding to existing 

programs”.  The notes to the table also explain that “Totals may not sum exactly due to rounding and 

that the fiscal years begin on April 1st and end on March 31st.  The Draft Amendment document 

provides brief descriptions of the proposed programs in most instances, but not all the programs have 

descriptions. 

 

  



Table 7: Draft RGGI Operating Plan Amendment Table 1: Funding Allocations with Totals for 

this Planning Period 

 
 

In my previous comments, I evaluated programs in the Operating Amendment relative to their value for 

future EGU emission reductions.   I reviewed each proposed program and classified each program 

relative to six categories of potential RGGI source emission reductions.  The first three categories 

covered programs that directly, indirectly or could potentially decrease RGGI-affected source emissions.  

I also included a category for programs that will add load that could potentially increase RGGI source 

emissions such as programs to incentivize electrification.  The two other categories considered programs 

that do not affect emissions and administrative costs respectively. 

 

Table 8 presents the results of my interpretation of the potential for RGGI EGU emission reductions for 

the programs in the proposed amendment for the 2025 Draft Amendment.  The five programs without 

documentation are highlighted in yellow.  The orange highlighted programs will be discussed later.  The 

first three categories cover programs that directly, indirectly, or could potentially decrease RGGI-

affected source emissions which only for 22% of the investments.  Programs that will add load that could 

potentially increase RGGI source emissions and whose emissions savings are unrelated to the electric 



sector total 37% of the investments.  Programs that do not affect emissions are funded with 29% of the 

proceeds and administrative costs total another 8%.  Clearly there is no preference for reducing 

emissions. 

 

Table 8: Potential for RGGI Reductions for Funding Allocations for 2025 Operating Plan Amendments  

  
 

RGGI Compliance Summary 

Given my decades-long background in the electric sector, it is not surprising that I have 

compliance concerns.  NYSERDA in general and the 2025 Draft Amendment funding priorities 

do not recognize the implications of the observed emission trends.  Figure 2 shows that no 

further fuel switching emission reductions are available.  Affected sources have no remaining 

options to comply with RGGI mandates other than limiting operations.  Future emission 



reductions are only possible if zero-emission resources displace the generation of RGGI-affected 

sources.   

  

Figure 2: New York State Utility Emissions by Fuel Type 
 

 
 

 

In all my comments to NYSERDA on their operating plan amendments I have argued that 

funding priorities over emphasize Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act (Climate 

Act) initiatives at the expense of the electric generating unit RGGI emission goals.  I take the 

simple position that RGGI was promulgated as an emission reduction program for the electric 

generating sector.  Advocates for market-based carbon dioxide trading programs overlook the 

ramifications of the limited compliance options for affected sources.  New York sources can 

only limit operations to reduce emissions at this time.  NYSERDA ignores the fact that their 

investments are necessary to displace generation and emissions at those sources.  NYSERDA 

funding priorities do not acknowledge that the failure of affected sources to comply with the 

RGGI compliance requirements has reliability ramifications. 

 

I conclude that NYSERDA must reassess its program funding priorities to ensure that sufficient 

funding is available for programs that displace electric sector generation to zero-emissions 

sources.  If NYSERDA provided a comprehensive explanation of all the emission reduction 



strategies in the Scoping Plan along with the expected emission reductions, anticipated costs, 

and potential sources of funding for their strategies then it would be possible to determine 

whether NYSERDA has planned for the necessary reductions via other programs.  If NYSERDA 

published documentation of their response to submitted comments on their Operating Plan 

amendments, they could have explained their strategy for RGGI compliance. The lack of 

transparency precludes that reassurance.  

 

Revenue Allocation Tradeoffs 

Danny Cullenward and David Victor’s book Making Climate Policy Work describe one aspect of 

this problem that has not been acknowledged by NYSERDA.  The authors note that the level of 

expenditures needed to implement the net-zero transition vastly exceeds the “funds that can 

be readily appropriated from market mechanisms”.  That observation and the conclusion that 

New York is going to have to fund alternative technologies means that electric system emission 

reduction investments should be a priority for RGGI revenues.   

 

This is my fifth set of comments on the annual operating plan amendment.  Previously I was 

able to say that there has been a comfortable margin between emissions and allowance 

allocations such that costs have stayed below the RGGI Cost Containment Reserve (CCR) 

targets.  That changed in 2024.  In the last auction in 2023 the allowance clearing price was 

$14.88.  In the March 2024 auction the price went up to $16.00, triggering the release of the 

CCR allowances.  The June auction clearing price jumped to $21.03 and went up to $25.75 in 

the September auction before falling to $20.05 in December.  That is still well above the 2025 

CCR price trigger of $17.03 so I expect that CCR allowances will be released next March.  Clearly 

the margin between available allowances and emissions is getting smaller.  This increases the 

importance of adequately funding programs that reduce emissions and the need to prioritize 

those programs that have been proven most effective. 

 

In that context, it is particularly troubling that there is no feasibility analysis available.  The 

sources that are responsible for compliance with RGGI have no remaining options for on-site 

control so must rely on others to make the investments for zero-carbon emitting resources to 

displace their operations to achieve emission reductions.   If we do not know how the electric 

sector is expected to achieve zero emissions by 2040 then we do not know how much money is 

needed and what programs are needed to make the electric sector reductions necessary to 

meet that goal.  A feasibility analysis would provide that information. 

 

Program Priorities 

In addition, it is clear that new technology is needed to achieve the goals so it is unclear 

whether the sector can reach zero emissions reliably and affordably.  As part of the proceeding 

https://www.wiley.com/en-us/Making+Climate+Policy+Work-p-9781509541805


to implement a large-scale renewable program and the Clean Energy Standard (Proceeding 15-

E-0302), the Public Service Commission held a technical conference on December 11 and 12, 

2023 entitled “Zero Emissions by 2040” that included a session titled “Gap Characterization.”  

The Gap Characterization session described the gap between the capabilities of existing 

renewable energy technologies and future system reliability needs.  Speakers acknowledged 

that generation from wind and solar alone could not fill the gap and recognized the need for 

some new resource to be developed to provide electricity to meet demand when wind and 

solar production are low.  They referred to this new, not-yet-existing, hypothetical technology 

as the Dispatchable Emissions-Free Resource, or “DEFR.”  The unacknowledged problem is that 

DEFR may be required sooner to facilitate RGGI compliance requirements. 

 

The need for emission reductions, energy savings, and need for new technology should set the 

priorities for the NYSERRDA RGGI Operating Plan in general and this Amendment in particular.  

Adequate funding for zero-emission electric generation is a prerequisite for a successful 

transition.  The transition cannot occur unless new technology necessary for the zero-emissions 

electric grid is developed.  A feasibility analysis is needed as soon as possible to determine how 

much money will be needed for emission reductions consistent with the goals and to determine 

what is needed for new technology development and deployment.  Such an analysis would also 

determine a realistic schedule. 

 

In the meantime, the experience gained with past investments should be considered when 

allocating revenues.  The observed emission reduction effectiveness for existing programs 

should be used to prioritize electric sector programs.   

 

Proposed Program Funding 

In my previous comments on Operating Plan amendments, I have addressed each of the 

proposed funding allocations.  Given the broken stakeholder process I am not going to waste 

my time for a similar effort in these comments.  I am only going to comment on the two 

programs highlighted in orange in Table 8: Climate Action Consumer Awareness & Education 

and Clean Energy Siting and Soft Cost Reduction. 

 

The Climate Action Consumer Awareness & Education program description states: 

The proposed funds aim to increase awareness and understanding of the critical need 

for and benefits of climate action in New York State. This investment will include 

targeted marketing to impact the purchase decisions and actions that are needed to 

support the State’s climate goals. The targeted marketing will address specific barriers 

across critical sectors and encourage adoption of new technologies that will improve 

quality of life and help decarbonize our buildings and economy.  

https://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/MatterManagement/CaseMaster.aspx?Mattercaseno=15-E-0302
https://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/MatterManagement/CaseMaster.aspx?Mattercaseno=15-E-0302
https://youtu.be/H8cDf0bRetQ


 

In my opinion, this is simply propaganda.  NYSERDA is trying to guild the pig and con consumers 

into improving “quality of life”.  If their alternatives are so wonderful, then why the need to 

spend $18.5 billion on convincing New Yorkers that the alternatives really aren’t less 

convenient, resilient, and safe while costing more.  I think investing in programs that reduce 

low- and middle-income consumer costs is a better investment.  The Clean Energy Siting and 

Soft Cost Reduction program is no better. 

This initiative will provide technical support to local governments and communities in 

New York with the education and resources they need to support local clean energy 

development, including solar, wind, energy storage, and other emerging technologies. 

As local governments are the permitting authority for most clean energy projects, it is 

essential that they have the tools they need to support the goals of the Climate Act. This 

initiative will expand the technical support network for communities by funding locally-

based support networks, including forums as required in the SITED act, for community 

members and other stakeholders to learn and exchange information about clean 

energy. It will also provide funding for technical support contractors with subject-matter 

expertise to assist NYSERDA staff in developing new tools, resources, and training. 

Finally, this funding will allow the team to develop new resources for emerging 

technologies, with specific focus on dispatchable emissions free resources. 

 

One could say that providing $4 million to local governments for “the tools they need to 

support the goals of the Climate Act” is a laudable investment but others could say it represents 

payola to further erode local rights. 

 

I do want to make another plea for a stakeholder response to comments document.  Although I 

am concerned about allocating any resources to programs NYSERDA that do not reduce 

emissions, I have previously argued on the need for one program.  I offer my comments on that 

program below.  If there was a response to comments document, then I would know if anybody 

has heard my arguments and rejected them or if something is in the works.    

 

DEFR Gap Feasibility Study 

During the December 5, 2024 Stakeholder meeting I asked if RGGI proceeds would be used to 

fund Dispatchable Emissions-Free Resource (DEFR) technical studies.  The answer was probably 

but I do not know if my DEFR recommendation is under consideration. 

 

I believe that the RGGI Operating Plan should confront the biggest Climate Act problem – 

feasibility.  At this time, the State has not presented any clear plan demonstrating that in the 

early to mid-2030s there will be sufficient reliable electricity generation to meet the demands 



anticipated from both current uses, from the expected addition of new large sources of load 

like chip fabrication plants and data centers, and from the load added as part of electrification 

decarbonization strategies.  Indeed, the State has admitted that, in lieu of a definitive plan, it 

relies instead on a speculative hope for new technologies not yet invented or deployed at scale 

to bridge the large difference in electricity supply that will inevitably arise from the conflicting 

mandates.   

 

The biggest feasibility challenge is the identified “gap” when wind and solar resources are low 

for long periods.  The existence of this “gap,” and the need to fill it to maintain a reliable 

electrical grid, was acknowledged in the Climate Action Council’s Scoping Plan of December 

2022 and has also been recognized by the responsible New York regulators, particularly the 

Public Service Commission and the New York Independent System Operator.  However, no one 

in the New York State government to date has specified how the gap will be filled by the mid-

2030s. 

 

As one example of appropriate feasibility funding, I recommend analyzing the variability in low 

wind and solar resource availability.  New DEFR technology is needed for these periods.  The 

characteristics of the resource gaps must be quantified not only for New York but also for 

adjoining regional systems presuming that they also transition to an electric system with a 

similar reliance on wind and solar. 

 

The Independent System Operator of New England (ISO-NE) Operational Impact of Extreme 

Weather Events  completed an analysis that addresses this need for New England.  The study 

evaluated 1-, 5-, and 21-day extreme cold and hot events using a database covering 1950 to 

2021. The results illustrate why this information is necessary.  Not surprisingly the system risk 

or “the aggregated unavailable supply plus the exceptional demand” during an event increased 

as the lookback period increased.  If the resource adequacy planning for New England only 

looked at the last ten years, then the system risk would be 8,714 MW, but over the whole 

period of record, the worst system risk was 9,160 MW which represents a resource increase of 

5.1%.   

 

As part of the recently completed NYISO 2023-2042 System & Resource Outlook, DNV modeled 

“long-term hourly simulated weather and generation profiles for representative offshore wind 

(OSW), land-based wind (LBW), and utility- scale solar (UPV) generators”.  The analysis covered 

the period 2000 to 2021 and was limited to the New York Control Area.  At the September 27, 

2024 New York State Reliability Council (NYSRC) Extreme Weather Working Group (EWWG) 

meeting, Thomas Primrose from PSEG Long Island presented his analysis of data from the DNV 

work.  Among other things, his evaluation found that all New York solar, onshore wind, and 

https://pragmaticenvironmentalistofnewyork.blog/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/iso-ne-operational_impact_of_exteme_weather_events_final_report.pdf
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https://www.nysrc.org/committees/extreme-weather-working-group/extreme-weather-working-group-schedule-and-meeting-page/
https://www.nysrc.org/committees/extreme-weather-working-group/extreme-weather-working-group-schedule-and-meeting-page/
https://www.nysrc.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/2030_State_Scenario_Longest_Lulls.pdf


offshore wind capacity averaged less than 10% for 73 hours starting November 23, 2016 at 

1600.  I found that if the renewable resources projected in the Integration Analysis, without any 

fossil-fired resources, were operating at that time that there would have been a cumulative 

generation deficit of up to 103,465 MWh within the lull.  Note that the lull deficiency projection 

length is dependent upon the location of the solar and wind facilities, so this is an 

approximation. 

It is imperative that the Climate Act transition plan address the characteristics of these gaps for 

New York planning.  The frequency, duration, and intensity of wind and solar availability gaps 

must be known to properly plan to provide the generation, storage, and DEFR resources 

necessary to maintain reliable service using weather-dependent intermittent resources.   The 

RGGI Operating Plan Amendments should extend the NYISO analysis to adjoining control areas 

and over a longer analysis period.  Note that at the aforementioned EWWG meeting a draft 

comment for the NYSRC Executive Committee recommending this expanded analysis was 

discussed.  At the last Executive Committee meeting the recommendation was discussed and is 

under active consideration. 

Conclusion 

My primary concern is that RGGI is an electric sector emissions reduction program.  I have 

shown that the observed electric sector emission trends indicate that the observed reductions 

occurred because of fuel switching from coal and oil to natural gas and that there are no more 

fuel switching opportunities. Therefore, programs that materially decrease electric sector 

emissions directly or indirectly through energy use reductions should be a priority because 

affected sources have no other options. There are programs in the amendment that do not 

meet these criteria.  It is only appropriate to fund the non-priority programs if sufficient funding 

has been allocated to make the emission reductions necessary to meet RGGI compliance 

mandates.  Unfortunately, determining those levels is not possible because NYSERDA has not 

provided adequate feasibility analysis documentation. 

I also recommend that the stakeholder engagement process be revised to include response to 

comment documentation.   

Roger Caiazza 

[personal information redacted] 
nypragmaticenvironmentalist@gmail.com 

Pragmatic Environmentalist of New York 
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