November 29, 2021
Submitted via email to info@rggi.org
Re: Comments on RGGI Program Review Topics for Public Consideration
Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) strongly supports the continued leadership of the RGGI states in
placing binding limits on carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions from electricity generation. EDF is an
international environmental advocacy organization with 2.5 million members nationwide, including
nearly 750,000 members in the 11 RGGI member states, and we are dedicated to finding innovative
approaches to solving our most difficult environmental challenges. EDF has extensive experience with
carbon market design: we appreciate the challenges and benefits of a regional framework for reducing
carbon pollution through a market-based program, and we respectfully offer the following comments
and recommendations for consideration on RGGI Program Review priorities.
Throughout the review process, EDF will be focused on the following key priorities to improve the RGGI
program:
1) An updated cap in line with the ambition necessary from the power sector over the upcoming
decade in order to meet the United States’ economy-wide greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction
commitments
2) An adjustment to the Cost Containment Reserve (CCR) mechanism to ensure carbon dioxide
emissions do not exceed the established budget
3) Measures that ensure equitable program benefits and protections for disproportionately impacted
communities; and
4) Policies that reduce emissions leakage and maximize the environmental integrity of the program
RGGI is a growing, internationally significant carbon market whose states make up more than one sixth
of the total U.S. population. The diversity of states that have joined or are in the process of joining
underscore the importance of the program serving as a leader in demonstrating cost-effective, nearterm carbon reductions while prioritizing equity.

Strengthen the Emissions Cap
RGGI states should update the emission cap to achieve at least an 80% reduction in carbon dioxide
emissions from 2005 levels by 2030, in line with what is required from the power sector to facilitate
the emission reductions needed across the economy to avert the worst impacts of climate change.
Reducing emissions from the electricity sector will play a critical role in the effort to achieve GHG
emission targets across the economy – particularly in the upcoming decade. Not only is the power sector
the second largest source of GHG emissions in the country,1 but the sector presents many of our most
cost-effective and readily accessible reduction opportunities. Moreover, low-carbon electricity will
accelerate emission reductions across other sectors like transportation, buildings, and industry by
allowing these sectors to increasingly rely on clean electricity instead of burning fossil fuels.
The latest IPCC report2 makes it clear that we must quickly ramp up efforts to cut both CO2 and non-CO2
GHG emissions to avoid the worst impacts of climate change. The IPCC’s previously modeled emission
pathways limiting warming to 1.5°C show CO2 emission reductions of 50% below 2010 levels by 2030 on
average, with emissions continuing to decline dramatically and reaching net zero around 2050.3 The
majority of warming today is caused by the buildup of CO2 in the atmosphere over time, and much of
the carbon pollution we are emitting today will linger in the atmosphere for hundreds of years, so fast
and sustained reductions are urgently needed.
Consistent with emission reduction pathways likely needed to limit warming to 1.5°C, 4 President Biden
announced a Nationally Determined Contribution under the Paris Agreement to reduce U.S. GHG
emissions by 50-52% below 2005 levels by 2030 – a target aligned with the science and necessary to
secure a safer climate. Analyses have shown that reducing emissions from electricity generation by at
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least 80% by 2030 is critical to achieving the Biden administration’s commitment to a 50-52%
reduction in emissions across the economy by 2030.5
Reducing emissions from electricity generation by 80% from 2005 levels by 2030 is both technically and
economically feasible across the United States, according to a study released in 2020 by researchers at
UC Berkeley and several independent NGOs.6 The same study found that we can achieve these
reductions without increasing customer costs associated with generating and delivering electricity and
without compromising reliability.
In a letter7 to the Biden administration, 13 power providers from across the country, including multiple
energy companies operating in the RGGI market including Calpine, National Grid, New York Power
Authority, and Exelon, outlined how ensuring emissions decline 80% from 2005 by 2030 is not only
necessary, but feasible. A dozen8 individual power companies have committed to slash pollution by 80%
by 2030 themselves. These include:
•
•
•
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National Grid, which operates in several RGGI states, has committed to reducing emissions by
80% from a 1990 baseline by 20309
Eversource Energy, which operates in Connecticut, New Hampshire, and Massachusetts, has
committed to carbon neutrality by 203010
Green Mountain Power, which operates in Vermont, has committed to achieving 100% carbon
free energy by 2025 and 100% renewable energy by 203011

Multiple independent analyses conducted before President Biden’s announcement of the U.S. emissions target
for 2030 scoped a path to a bold U.S. Nationally Determined Contribution (NDC), from a range of groups including
Environmental Defense Fund, Natural Resources Defense Council, America is All In, the University of Maryland and
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Several states within RGGI have set their own targets for economy-wide GHG reductions – including
Virginia’s commitment to net zero emissions by 2045,12 New York’s commitment to a 40% reduction in
GHG emissions below 1990 levels by 2030 and net zero by 2050 through the Climate Leadership and
Community Protection Act (CLCPA),13 and Massachusetts’s commitment to reducing emissions by 50%
from 1990 levels by 2030 and 75% by 2040.14
RGGI states also have their own power sector requirements, including Maine’s requirement that 80% of
retail electricity sales come from renewable energy by 2030,15 the CLCPA’s requirement of a zeroemissions electric grid by 2040 for New York with 70% renewable energy by 2030, and Vermont’s
Renewable Energy Standard requiring 75% renewable electricity by 2032.16
States outside of RGGI, like Colorado17 and Oregon,18 have already adopted policies to reduce emissions
from the electricity sector 80% below 2005 levels by 2030.
The RGGI states should evaluate cap levels that are, at a minimum, consistent with these state goals
to maintain their position as national leaders in decarbonizing electricity generation.
An EDF analysis19 released last year found that states with gubernatorial and/or statutory commitments
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, which includes all RGGI states, were collectively not on track to
meet their targets and need to secure additional reductions through more ambitious policies. A stronger
emissions cap under RGGI can be a powerful tool to help states achieve their targets and reduce
emissions in line pathways likely to limit warming to 1.5°C.
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Climate change is already devastating local communities and economies, and without strong action to
reduce emissions, those costs will continue to rise.20 By pairing an enforceable limit with a price on
pollution, RGGI can deliver tremendous environmental benefits. By accelerating near-term reductions
and providing a clear price signal that incentivizes clean investments, RGGI can enable greater
ambition – but only if the cap is sufficiently strong to secure the level of reductions needed.
We also encourage the states to evaluate cap levels beyond 2030 that put the states on track to achieve
fully decarbonized electricity generation as quickly as possible. As noted above, many individual states
within RGGI have already established GHG reduction targets beyond 2030, and RGGI should ensure its
cap is consistent with these targets. It is important for states to begin considering emission limits after
2030 now so that resource planning decisions being made today are aligned with longer term climate
goals, in particular by prioritizing investments to enable a resilient, carbon-free grid.

Adjust the Emissions Budget to Account for Allowances from the Cost Containment Reserve
Effective deployment of stability mechanisms such as the Cost Containment Reserve help maintain an
effective program, but these mechanisms should be crafted in a way that does not undermine the
efficacy of the program in achieving stated emission reduction targets. The states should consider
adjusting the allowance budget to account for allowances added from triggering the CCR. While the
maintenance of a CCR can mitigate significant fluctuations in allowance prices, this price containment
mechanism must not compromise the ability of RGGI to reduce emissions in line with the established
CO2 emissions budget. To ensure necessary reductions, states should consider deducting at least as
many allowances as are released under the CCR from future years’ emissions caps like the approach
California has adopted for the cost containment mechanism under that state’s cap-and-invest
program.21 Deducting CCR allowances from future cap levels would ease unanticipated market
constraints while ensuring achievement of the RGGI states’ commitment to long-term pollution
reduction goals. To ease fluctuations in cap levels resulting from these deductions in any given year, the
states should consider spreading out the deductions over multiple years.
Additionally, the minimum reserve price and CCR trigger prices should be set high enough to ensure
allowance prices provide strong market signals to reduce emissions and invest in clean electricity. We
recommend that the RGGI states explore the benefits of higher price triggers as part of the review
process and use the results of that analysis to determine appropriate price levels.
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Ensure Equitable Program Benefits
EDF strongly encourages RGGI states to convene, listen to, and incorporate feedback from communitybased and environmental justice organizations, labor, and other frontline communities to develop
measures that ensure the benefits of the program are distributed equitably. EDF is not offering specific
policy or programmatic recommendations at this time because we are not an environmental justice or
frontline organization.
Environmental justice and equity-focused organizations as well as frontline communities most
affected by pollution from electricity generation must be meaningfully involved in the Program
Review, have access to the necessary resources to participate, and have their input substantively
shape program design and implementation.
EDF acknowledges that many environmental justice-focused groups consider market-based policies like
RGGI to be a “false solution.”22 While EDF continues to believe that market-based policies like RGGI play
a critical role in the climate policy portfolio, we are simultaneously seeking to respect, understand, and
cede space for the deep-seated concerns of many advocates and communities.
Equity must be central in the process of the Program Review as well as the outcomes of that review.
Environmental justice advocates should be consulted, and their recommendations seriously considered
at every step of the process; the final product of the Program Review must elevate outcomes that
provide direct benefits to and not add burden to disproportionately impacted communities.
Additionally, in EDF’s experience there is a range of diverse perspectives on market-based policies
among environmental justice and equity advocates. It will be critical to create a space that can represent
this diversity and bring organizations to the table for constructive and forward-looking conversation,
including by addressing substantive concerns related to RGGI specifically and market-based solutions
generally. These stakeholders should be assured that their participation is intended to improve equity
outcomes within RGGI but in no way undermines their ability to continue opposing market-based
policies generally, consistent with their values.
Other jurisdictions within the U.S. have wrestled with incorporating equity principles into carbon pricing
and a number of policy solutions have been adopted or proposed. RGGI should consider lessons from
other jurisdictions and EDF would welcome the opportunity to draw on our experience across the
country to offer topics for discussion regarding how to center equity in RGGI’s Program Review process.
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It is broadly accepted and well documented that pollution from power generation disproportionately
impacts communities with lower incomes and communities of color.23,24 The NAACP found that these
communities experience the highest mortality burden from coal plant pollution and that a small number
of coal plants are responsible for a large portion of the health impacts in these communities.25
RGGI presents an opportunity, if designed with equity as a priority, to simultaneously reduce pollution
and create clean energy jobs in the communities that need it most. Analysis has shown that reduced air
pollution resulting from the RGGI program has improved the health of residents in the Northeast who
are now experiencing fewer premature deaths, heart attacks, and respiratory illnesses.26 By including
critical equity design and investment provisions in the RGGI model rule, the states can ensure these
benefits flow to those communities who have suffered the most from polluted air. And by including
equity provisions in states’ RGGI investment guidelines, the states can ensure those communities most
in need of new services and quality jobs stand to benefit from revenues generated by the program.
The states must incorporate feedback from environmental justice and equity-focused groups and
frontline communities into the RGGI program design and build safeguards into the program that ensure
air quality improvements in overburdened communities. We also strongly encourage the states to direct
value from allowance sales to benefit these communities. It is imperative that any climate investment
program reserve a significant percentage of investments for disproportionately impacted
communities.27 28 Those communities should play a central role in directing such investments, which
could for example include expanding air quality monitoring focused on areas with the greatest risks from
air pollution, programs that advance just transition and workforce development, increased clean
transportation options, and many others.
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Finally, states must seek input from environmental justice and community groups on what analysis is
necessary to advance local priorities, and the states should commit to using that input to inform a
comprehensive environmental justice analysis of the program.

Adopt Measures to Reduce Emissions Leakage
Emissions leakage has the potential to undermine maximum effectiveness of state and regional
policies to reduce carbon pollution. A limit on carbon that applies to a state or group of states presents
a concern that emissions will “leak” to emitting sources that are not covered under the program,
especially in states served by a multi-state wholesale electricity market.29 For instance, analysis by EDF
and M.J. Bradley & Associates30 shows that imports from neighboring states not currently covered under
RGGI contributed an additional 15 million tons of CO2 relative to what they would have emitted were
those electricity imports covered under the cap. This analysis shows that the program delivers
significant CO2 reductions even under the status quo without leakage mitigation, but the program
would be even more effective in achieving environmental outcomes with policies in place to reduce
emissions leakage.
Several policy options are available to mitigate the impacts of emissions leakage and enhance the
environmental benefits of RGGI, while also increasing investment in in-state clean energy generation
and saving consumers on their energy bills. Rapidly scaling up in-state deployment of clean energy
resources and energy efficiency measures in the region can help reduce leakage by decreasing reliance
on imports. Continued collaboration between the RGGI states and prospective state partners to expand
the program’s footprint and bring in new participants can also reduce leakage by ensuring RGGI’s carbon
price is applied to additional electricity sources.
We also encourage the states to develop Model Rule language that would cover emissions associated
with electricity from non-RGGI states to serve load in RGGI states under the overall emissions cap.
This policy change could drive 75 percent more pollution reduction in the Eastern Interconnect in 2030
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compared to a policy with no leakage mitigation measures.31 By putting emissions associated with
imports under the cap, RGGI states can ensure that any emissions associated with generation
dispatched to serve electric load within their borders will be covered, eliminating the economic
incentive for generating units from non-RGGI states serve their load and in turn undermining climate
and clean energy commitments and targets. In addition, accounting for carbon emissions associated
with imported electricity under the cap could help drive new in-state clean energy investments by
reducing the imbalance in operating costs associated with serving their load via facilities not regulated
by RGGI.
One key way to address the issue of emissions leakage is for states that participate in regional electricity
markets, like PJM, to work with these organizations to acquire the information needed to put emissions
associated with imports under the cap. In 2019, PJM convened a Carbon Pricing Senior Task Force that
evaluated options to mitigate leakage occurring under RGGI. Among the options evaluated was an
approach that would adjust state RGGI allowance caps based on emissions from imports.32 We
encourage the states to work together to advocate collectively for PJM to provide the data they would
need to cover emissions from imports under the emissions cap.
We look forward to working with the states to improve the RGGI program and maximize its benefits
through the Program Review process, and we appreciate your consideration of these comments.
Sincerely,
Drew Stilson
Sr. Policy Analyst
Environmental Defense Fund
1875 Connecticut Avenue NW
Washington, D.C. 20009
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