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TESTIMONY OF THE NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
Mark C. Szybist, Senior Attorney
Concerning Pennsylvania Participation in
the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative
Before the House Democratic Policy Committee

Havertown, Pennsylvania
November 1, 2019

Chairman Sturla, Representative Vitali, members of the Committee: thank you for inviting me to
comment on the prospect of Pennsylvania’s developing a regulation to limit carbon pollution
from power plants and participate in the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative, or RGGI.

My name is Mark Szybist and I am a senior attorney for the Natural Resources Defense Council
(NRDC), a member-based non-profit environmental organization with more than 90,000
members and activists in Pennsylvania. NRDC works in the U.S. and internationally to protect
the air, water, and land that support human health and long-term economic growth. My job is to
advocate for Pennsylvania laws and policies that reduce emissions of greenhouse gases and other
air pollutants and create an equitable, sustainable, and prosperous clean energy economy.

The following testimony:

•

First, by way of background, will explain how Pennsylvania’s power sector was
restructured, or “deregulated” under the Electricity Generation Customer Choice and
Competition Act of 1996 (“Competition Act”).1 Because of the Act, the regulation of
Pennsylvania’s power sector occurs largely through the operation of wholesale power
markets designed and administered by the PJM Interconnection. These markets do not
price carbon dioxide, its climate impacts notwithstanding; that begs the need for
Pennsylvania and other PJM states to price and limit carbon.

•

Second, will provide a brief explanation of how RGGI works to cap emissions of carbon
dioxide and invest proceeds from the sale of carbon allowances, thereby creating a more
level playing field for renewables and nuclear power, creating thousands of jobs,
generating funds for investment in energy efficiency and other consumer benefit
programs, and adding billions of dollars of value to the participating states’ economies.

1

66 Pa.C.S.A. § 2801 et seq.
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•

Third, will explain how power sector modeling by NRDC shows that carbon limits are
critical to ensuring reductions of carbon pollution from Pennsylvania power plants in the
near term, but that such limits must be accompanied by an increase in renewable energy
and energy efficiency goals to cut carbon in a way that maximizes health and jobs
benefits and builds a solid foundation for longer-term cuts.

Pennsylvania’s Competition Act and the problem with PJM’s competitive power markets

The Competition Act is arguably Pennsylvania’s most important energy law. Enacted in 1996, it
“restructured” Pennsylvania’s electric power industry by dividing the generation and distribution
of electricity into separate businesses. The Act was part of a wave of regulatory reform in the
1990s that sought to introduce competition in various utility functions, following the economic
deregulation – seen then as successful – of many other industries, from airlines to
telecommunications.2

Before the Competition Act, Pennsylvania’s electric utilities were “vertically integrated,”
meaning that they both built and operated power plants and distributed electricity to homes,
businesses, and factories. Utilities had a monopoly on both functions, subject to PUC oversight.

The Competition Act was based on the premise that while building and operating poles, wires,
and substations for electricity distribution is a “natural monopoly” that can be performed most
efficiently by one company under PUC supervision, the generation of electricity could be

Borenstein and Bushnell, “The U.S. Electricity Industry After 20 Years of Restructuring,” National Bureau of
Economic Research (April, 2015), available at https://www.nber.org/papers/w21113.pdf
2
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provided to customers more efficiently (i.e., with lower cost to customers) through a competitive
market. Accordingly, the Act made three major changes to Pennsylvania’s electricity system.

First, the Act forced utilities out of the generation business, requiring them to spin off their
power plants and become “electricity distribution companies,” or EDCs. Today, the job of
Pennsylvania’s EDCs is to maintain distribution infrastructure, design distribution rates, manage
bills, run efficiency programs under Act 129, and offer customer assistance programs to
Pennsylvania’s many poor customers. All of these functions are supervised by the PUC.

Second, the Competition Act created a “retail” electricity market where customers can choose to
buy electricity generation from qualified “electric generation suppliers” (EGS), including both
companies that own power plants and marketers that buy power and re-sell it to customers,
which market different generation “products” to customers. When customers do not shop,
Pennsylvania’s EDCs buy electricity for them as “default suppliers” under PUC rules that are
supposed to ensure fair prices.

Third, the Competition Act effectively outsourced planning for Pennsylvania’s electricity
generation sector to the markets designed and run by the PJM Interconnection, LLC. PJM is a
public utility authorized under the Federal Power Act to act as a “regional transmission
organization” for the MidAtlantic United States. Essentially, PJM’s job is to manage, in a quasiregulatory fashion, the construction of power plants and high-voltage transmission lines and
ensures the system’s reliability. PJM does this in part by creating and designing “wholesale”
power markets where electricity is sold as a commodity. PJM’s “energy market”
determines what power plants are generating electricity at any given time, as well as the price of
that electricity, and PJM’s “capacity market” pays power plants to be available to generate
electricity three years in the future.
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The restructuring of Pennsylvania’s power sector is sometimes described as “deregulation,” but
it is more accurate to call it “reregulation.” Before the Competition Act, Pennsylvania’s power
sector was regulated entirely by the PUC; now it is regulated through PJM market structures that
are approved by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). PJM designs the rules for
its markets based on input from its members, most of which are companies that participate in the
markets. (The members of an LLC are roughly equivalent to shareholders of a corporation). The
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is not a member of PJM, and the General Assembly has no
voice in the design of PJM’s markets. Pennsylvania’s formal engagement is through the Office
of Consumer Advocate, which is a PJM member, and through the PUC’s participation in the
Organization of PJM States (OPSI), a PJM “stakeholder.”

There are a number of serious problems with PJM’s markets,3 but the most fundamental is that
they do not account for the climate impacts of carbon pollution from power plants that burn coal
and gas. Practically, the effect of failing the price this “externality” is to subsidize coal- and gasfired power plants. It has been argued that PJM itself has the legal authority to price carbon;
however, while PJM is currently studying carbon pricing, it has stated that it has no intention of
establishing a PJM price. Rather, the point of PJM’s study is to understand the potential impacts
of carbon pricing by PJM states in order to inform decisions by policymakers in those states.4 It
is therefore a propitious time for Pennsylvania to be establishing a legal mechanism to limit and
price carbon.

RGGI: A Market-Based Approach to Help Fix Pennsylvania’s Power Sector

For an extensive discussion of the problems with PJM’s capacity market, and how its design has contributed to a
massive build-out of gas-fired power plants, see Miles Farmer and Amanda Levin, “Comparing America's grid
operators on clean energy progress: PJM is headed for a climate disaster,” available at
https://www.utilitydive.com/news/comparing-americas-grid-operators-on-clean-energy-progress-pjm-isheaded/557994/
4
PJM is especially focused on “leakage,” i.e., the increase of emissions in a jurisdiction that does not limit and price
a pollutant, after a neighboring jurisdiction adopts limits and pricing.
3
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RGGI is a market-based "cap and invest" initiative to cut carbon pollution from power plants in
the Northeastern and MidAtlantic United States. Currently, nine states participate in RGGI:
Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New York, Rhode
Island, and Vermont. New Jersey is set to join the program on January 1, 2020, and Virginia has
finalized a regulation that will allow it to participate in RGGI starting on January 1, 2021.

RGGI's emissions cap, or "budget," is a declining limit on the total amount of carbon dioxide
pollution that can be emitted from the power plants in the RGGI states. The 2019 cap is 80.2
million tons (by way of context, Pennsylvania's power sector alone emitted almost 82 million
tons of carbon pollution in 2018), and the cap is scheduled to tighten by 2.5 percent next year,
and then 3 percent per year between 2021 and 2030. When a new state wants to join RGGI, it
must negotiate a new cap with the existing states, and the new cap must be comparable in
stringency to the old cap, taking into account the new state's current and projected emissions.
New Jersey recently negotiated to enter RGGI in 2020 with an 18-million ton increase to the
overall RGGI cap. (The total 2020 cap will be 96.2 million tons).

The "invest" part of RGGI is an extension of the "polluter pays" principle. Under RGGI, power
plants must buy one “allowance” for every ton of carbon dioxide they emit. Most allowances are
purchased at quarterly auctions held by RGGI, Inc., a non-profit corporation that administers the
RGGI market; in addition, allowances can be bought and sold on secondary trading markets.
(This makes RGGI a “cap and trade” program as well as “cap and invest” program). Auction
proceeds are then returned to states for them to invest in ways that benefit consumers, including
energy efficiency, renewable energy projects, and bill rebates for consumers. A Memorandum of
Understanding signed by the current RGGI states provides for at least 25 percent of proceeds to
be invested in consumer benefits,

6

Numerous studies have documented RGGI’s benefits to the region. For example, independent
economic experts at the Analysis Group have shown that since 2009, RGGI has created 45,000
job-years of work (a job-year equals one year’s worth of full-time employment for one person)
and added $4.3 billion in economic value in the region.5 Another analysis found that, by cleaning
up the air, RGGI has helped prevent asthma attacks, respiratory diseases, and other health
conditions, with health benefits valued at $5.7 billion.6

Most recently, a report released last month by RGGI, Inc. shows that in 2017, the RGGI states’
investments of allowance proceeds exceeded the 25% consumer-benefit threshold, with 51% of
the investments going to energy efficiency, 28% to clean and renewable energy and greenhouse
gas abatement, and 16% to direct bill assistance for consumers.7 Thanks to these investments,
RGGI helped save households and businesses $128 million on their energy bills in 2017. Overall,
the investments are expected to save $1.4 billion because the measures states have invested in
will continue to provide benefits in future years. All told, looking at RGGI’s investments from
previous years as well, the program has saved residents at least $1 billion on their energy bills,
with $10 billion expected over the lifetime of RGGI-funded measures.

The RGGI states have also outperformed states outside the program both environmentally and
economically. In a recent report, the Acadia Center found that over the last decade power plant
carbon pollution in the RGGI region has fallen nearly twice as fast compared to other states. At
the same time, the RGGI states’ economies have grown 31 percent faster than non-RGGI states
and electricity prices in the RGGI region have fallen by an average of 5.7 percent, even as prices

The Analysis Group, “The Economic Impacts of the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative on Nine Northeastern and
MidAtlantic States,” April 17, 2018, available at
https://www.analysisgroup.com/globalassets/uploadedfiles/content/insights/publishing/analysis_group_rggi_report_
april_2018.pdf
6
ABT Associates, “Analysis of the Public Health Impacts of the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative,” January 11,
2017, available at https://www.abtassociates.com/insights/publications/report/analysis-of-the-public-health-impactsof-the-regional-greenhouse-gas
7
The Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative, Inc., “The Investment of RGGI Proceeds in 2017,” October, 2019,
available at https://www.rggi.org/sites/default/files/Uploads/Proceeds/RGGI_Proceeds_Report_2017.pdf
5
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have risen by 8.6 percent in other states.8 In 2018, retail electricity rates (measured on a centsper-kilowatt basis) were higher in Pennsylvania than in the RGGI states, but the average monthly
electricity bills paid by residential customers in New York, New Jersey, Vermont, Maine were
actually lower than the bills paid by Pennsylvania residential consumers, in large part due to
better energy efficiency in those states. Moreover, in Delaware, Rhode Island, and New
Hampshire, the average bills paid by residential consumers were less than two dollars per year
more than average Pennsylvania bills.

Over the last 125 years, Pennsylvania has developed or embraced a number of innovative
policies to solve environmental problems. For example, in 1901, after clear-cutting of much of
the state’s vast forests led to a succession of catastrophic floods and fires,9 the General Assembly
created the Department of Forestry (now the Department of Conservation and Natural
Resources), to bring the land back to productive use and protect watersheds. Today, due largely
to the Department’s work, the total estimated annual expenditures associated with visits to state
forests alone (i.e., not also state parks) are nearly $400 million.10

The Acadia Center, “The Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative: Ten Years in Review,” 2019, available at
https://acadiacenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Acadia-Center_RGGI_10-Years-in-Review_201909-17.pdf
8

“For this industrial progress [brought by the lumber trade], the commonwealth paid an exorbitant and ruinous
price. In their wake, the loggers left vast acreages of devastation. All cutover land, strewn with waste tree limbs,
bark, and unwanted logs, was dry and inflammable. Fires swept over the mountains, destroying timber, creating soil
erosion, silting streams, and causing incredible destruction to what we today recognize as the ecosystem. So
ravaging were these forces of cutting and burning that millions of acres of once productive and beautiful sylvan
landscape became acres of desolation. Joseph Trimble Rothrock called this area ‘the Pennsylvania Desert.’” Henry
Clepper, “Forest Conservation in Pennsylvania: the Pioneer Period, from Rothrock to Pinchot,” available at
https://journals.psu.edu/phj/article/viewFile/24211/23980
9

Ran, Hafer, et al. “An Economic Evaluation of the State Forest System” (December, 2018), available at
http://www.rural.palegislature.us/documents/reports/State-Forest-Economic-Eval-2018-print.pdf
10
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More recently, during the 1980s Pennsylvania had the worst acid rain in the U.S.11 because of
sulfur dioxide pollution from coal-fired power plants – a problem for human health, as well as
the state’s ecosystems, e.g., the trout population of its streams. President George H.W. Bush
proposed the nation’s first major market-based environmental law, a cap-and-trade program, and
Pennsylvania embraced this program. It was a huge success, cutting emissions faster and cheaper
than expected. 12

The acid rain program is just one example of how, when legally binding, declining limits are
placed on pollution and environmental costs are priced into markets, the markets work to reduce
emissions. In short, send a strong and clear signal to a sector that it should move in a direction
and the market responds through innovation to get there. Do nothing, and the unsustainable
status quo will persist.

The critical importance of carbon limits in Pennsylvania – and of higher targets for
renewable energy and energy efficiency, and equitable program design
Power sector modeling13 conducted by consulting firm ICF for NRDC shows the critical
importance of carbon limits for Pennsylvania. In short, the analysis – which is explained in detail
below – finds that if Pennsylvania does not establish limits on carbon pollution, emissions of
carbon dioxide will increase over the next two decades (reversing the decline that has occurred

New York Times, “Rain in Pennsylvania Found Most Acidic” (January 3, 1989), available at
https://www.nytimes.com/1989/01/03/science/rain-in-pennsylvania-found-most-acidic.html
12
Joe Goffman, “What Environmental Protection Owes to George H.W. Bush,” available at
https://eelp.law.harvard.edu/2018/12/what-environmental-protection-owes-george-h-w-bush/
13
In the power sector world, computer models are used to help forecast and understand the environmental and
economic effects of different energy policies. To model the effects of carbon limits and other clean energy policies
in Pennsylvania, NRDC asked ICF to model three different policy scenarios using ICF’s Integrated Planning Model
(IPM®). IPM is a detailed power sector model commonly used by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), utilities, and state regulators. IPM integrates extensive real-world information about the power sector with
projections of electricity demand, fuel costs, and other information to determine the most cost-effective way for the
power system to meet customers' electricity needs under different energy policy scenarios. IPM can build new
power plants, close existing plants, and ramp generation up and down to meet demand at least-cost.
11
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over the last few years, mostly due to coal-to-gas switching) because gas plants will start to
replace nuclear plants, as well as coal plants.

Carbon limits would ensure that the decline of recent years continues; however, NRDC’s
analysis also finds that unless such limits are accompanied by stronger incentives for renewables,
emission reductions would be achieved over the next decade almost entirely by accelerating the
ongoing coal-to-gas switching and reducing electricity exports. To drive growth in in-state
renewables— thereby realizing the job-growth benefits of renewables development and setting
the stage for continuing declines in emissions in the long term —Pennsylvania must also increase
the renewable energy goals in the state's Alternative Energy Portfolio Standards Act (AEPS). If
the Commonwealth does both of these things, and also establishes stronger efficiency goals,
Pennsylvanians would see lower electricity bills as well as improved health and well-being.

By way of more further explanation, our analysis started with a request to ICF to model three
policy scenarios:

1. A "business-as-usual" (BAU) scenario in which Pennsylvania's energy policies remain
unchanged between now and 2040. This means that the AEPS goal for renewables and
other "Tier I" resources levels off at 8 percent in 2021. No carbon limits are adopted, nor
are any changes made to Act 129, Pennsylvania’s energy efficiency standard.
2. A “RGGI-only” scenario in which Pennsylvania joins RGGI in 2021, initially capping
the state’s pollution at the state’s expected emissions in 2020 (91.7 million tons).The cap
then declines by 3 percent per year through 2030. The AEPS and Act 129 are unchanged.
3. A “RGGI + Clean Energy” scenario in which Pennsylvania not only joins RGGI (with
all the same detail as above), but also raises the Tier I (renewables) goal in the AEPS to 30
percent in 2030, with 10 percent from in-state solar projects (as proposed by Senate Bill
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600 and House Bill 1195) and increases energy efficiency savings to 1.5 percent per year,
as Senate Bill 232 could do.

For all of these scenarios, NRDC used assumptions about fuel costs, electricity demand, and
technology performance and costs based on the latest projections by the U.S. Department of
Energy’s Energy Information Administration (EIA) and National Labs.

NRDC’s modeling forecasts that, under “business-as-usual,” generation from gas power plants
rises to almost 70 percent of all in-state generation in 2030 (double its market share today)—as
persistently cheap natural gas squeezes coal’s generation share to just 12 percent and nuclear’s
share to 13 percent. At the same time, generation from renewables rises slightly, from 3 to 5
percent.
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In this scenario—i.e., under Pennsylvania's current power sector policies—carbon dioxide
emissions from the state's power sector increase, from about 81 million tons in 2018 to more than
83 million tons in 2030 and 94 million tons in 2040.

By contrast, participating in RGGI would ensure emissions reductions of 3 percent per year
between the year that Pennsylvania enters the framework (2021 in the NRDC analysis) and 2030,
when the RGGI states will implement a new phase of emissions reductions, In our modeling,
when only those RGGI limits are imposed (with no strengthening of complementary clean
energy policies or investment of carbon auction proceeds into clean energy programs), these
emissions reductions are achieved mainly by accelerating a transition away from dirtier coal
generation. This results in pollution reductions large enough to offset a large increase in gas
generation and a small decrease in non-emitting nuclear generation. In-state renewable
generation sees little to no change from “business-as-usual,” with just the same slight renewable
growth.
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The model shows essentially the same reductions in carbon pollution when, in addition to joining
RGGI, Pennsylvania increases its renewable energy goals in the AEPS to 30 percent and
increases energy efficiency savings to 1.5 percent per year. (Currently, the efficiency programs
run by Pennsylvania's electric distribution utilities under Act 129 achieve reductions of less than
1 percent annually.) This is because, due to cheap natural gas prices in Pennsylvania, a RGGIonly approach is likely to cut emissions in the near-term more by increasing generation from gas
than from building out renewables to create a stronger clean energy system in the long run.

However, increasing the renewables goals in the AEPS has other benefits besides reducing
carbon pollution. With respect to public health, the model shows that a strong AEPS achieves
greater cuts of in-state sulfur dioxide (SO2) and nitrogen oxide (NO2) emissions—pollutants that
contribute to local smog issues and worsen respiratory issues like asthma—than RGGI
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alone. This means fewer childhood asthma attacks, ER emergencies, and lost work days, and
helps mitigate the general health impacts of climate change in Pennsylvania.

Combining RGGI and the AEPS also leads to sustained, measurable climate benefits on a
national basis, because investing in non-emitting power in tandem with reducing the use of the
dirtiest power plants, minimizes emissions “leakage,” where pollution merely shifts to states
without carbon limits. In a RGGI-only approach, some emissions leak to nearby states.

And as we know from the Clean Jobs Pennsylvania reports issued annually by Environmental
Entrepreneurs (E2), Keystone Energy Efficiency Alliance (KEEA), Green Building Alliance,
Sustainable Pittsburgh and Sustainable Business Network of Greater Philadelphia, growing
renewable energy and energy efficiency creates good-paying jobs and boosts economic
development and local tax bases (including in more rural areas of the state). When states
establish strong renewable energy goals—signaling to businesses an openness and interest in
clean energy—they create more renewable energy jobs and a stronger clean energy
economy. Modeling for the Pennsylvania DEP's Finding Pennsylvania Solar Future project
showed that 10 percent in-state solar goal would result in 60,000 to 100,000 jobs and result in a
net benefit of over $1.6 billion annually from 2018 to 2030 from energy savings and
infrastructure investments.

In addition to the job-creating benefits of energy efficiency highlighted in Clean Jobs
Pennsylvania, NRDC’s modeling highlights another benefit of efficiency: lower electricity bills.
At least in the short term, implementation of RGGI is likely to cause a small increase in
wholesale electricity rates as power plants first start to internalize the costs of their pollution.
However, Pennsylvanians do not pay rates; they pay bills. And their bills are determined not just
by wholesale rates, but by how much electricity they use. By reducing energy waste—e.g.,
through more efficient heating and cooling systems and better insulation—efficiency can help
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households remain cool in the summer and warm in the winter with lower utility bills than they
pay today—even if rates go up. NRDC’s modeling bears this out, showing that by
complementing RGGI with both a stronger AEPS and greater investment in low-cost energy
efficiency, the average Pennsylvanian’s electricity bill would decrease by about $12 a year in
2030 and about $25 a year in 2040 compared to “business-as-usual.”

The modeling performed by ICF for NRDC confirms what we already know, based on the
first decade of RGGI. Each RGGI state has strengthened its renewable portfolio standard and
energy efficiency programs over this period; they know that carbon limits and technology-based
incentive policies serve different purposes, and have seen the huge benefit of complementary
approaches to direct our energy markets toward the public goods of clean air and climate change
mitigation. This multiple policy approach has also resulted in economic development, job
growth, and billions of dollars of investment into their states as well as savings for their
residents, businesses and communities.

In short, by establishing carbon limits, participating in RGGI’s trading markets, and legislating
stronger commitments to renewable energy and energy efficiency, Pennsylvania can shape its
energy markets so that they produce electricity that is not just affordable and reliable, but also
clean. Pennsylvania should do so, and should ensure that these policies are designed and
implemented in an equitable manner.

Environmental justice organizations, low-income advocates, and other stakeholders have
expressed concerns that RGGI could be executed in Pennsylvania in a way that does not lead to
further the causes of environmental, economic, and social equity. Among other things, there are
concerns that in the absence of plant-specific pollution limits RGGI may not reduce emissions of
carbon dioxide and harmful pollutants in low-income, Black and Brown, and environmental
justice communities; and that proceeds from the sale of carbon allowances could be invested in a
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way that does not reduce the energy burdens of low-income Pennsylvanians or prioritize a just
transition to a clean energy economy for workers affected by the shift away from a fossil
economy.

NRDC cannot speak for these stakeholders, but we agree that equity considerations should be
foremost in the design and implementation of all climate policy in Pennsylvania.14 Moreover, we
also have concerns. For instance, even if the Public Utility Commission’s recent policy statement
directing the expansion of electric utilities’ Customer Assistance Programs is fully
implemented,15 those programs will not alleviate the energy burdens of all of the approximately
1.5 million Pennsylvania households whose total income is below 200% of the federal poverty
level. More investments will be needed, including in energy efficiency measures targeted to lowincome communities.

All climate policies, including RGGI, must be part of a comprehensive approach to reducing
legacy environmental and economic impacts on communities that have borne them, and must be
thoughtfully designed to ensure that they do not impose further risks. As the Equitable and Just
National Climate Platform states, “the national climate policy agenda should be used to reduce
the disproportionate amount of pollution that is often found in EJ communities and that is
associated with cumulative impacts, public health risks, and other persistent challenges.”
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NRDC is a signatory to the Equitable and Just National Climate Platform, available at
https://ajustclimate.org/#platform
15
On September 19, the PUC adopted amendments to its Policy Statement on Customer Assistance Programs
intended to expand the programs and ensure that they serve more low-income Pennsylvanians. Among other things,
the amendments direct reductions in the energy burden that determine whether customers are eligible for the
programs. In addition, the PUC will now require that utilities consider imposing the costs of these programs on all
customers (including commercial and industrial customers), rather than just residential customers. Utilities are now
to update their Universal Service and Energy Conservation Plans accordingly. See

http://www.puc.state.pa.us/about_puc/consolidated_case_view.aspx?Docket=M-2017-2596907
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For all these reasons, we urge the DEP, the Wolf administration, and the General Assembly to
take pains to solicit input from low-income, Black and Brown, and environmental justice
communities while developing Pennsylvania’s carbon limits policy.

Chairman Sturla, Representative Vitali, thank you again for the opportunity to testify on the
prospect of Pennsylvania’s developing a regulation to limit carbon pollution from power plants
and participate in RGGI. I would be happy to answer any questions you may have.
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