
Pragmatic Environmentalist of New York Summary Update 6/6/22 – 6/19/22 

 

This is an update of my recent posts at Pragmatic Environmentalist of New York and elsewhere.  If you 

do not want to be on this mailing list then let me know.  Previous updates are also available.    

 

Reconcile NYISO and Integration Analysis Electric Generation Projections Comment June 7, 2022 
This article describes the comments I submitted to the Climate Action Council describing the differences 

between the projections for future electricity generation by the New York Independent System Operator 

(NYISO) and those in the Draft Scoping Plan.  As far as I can tell the fact that there are differences 

between what the experts responsible for keeping the lights on project for future electric generation 

requirements and what the Integration Analysis projects is not a Council priority. 

 

The point of my comment was that although the total generation capacity is pretty close between the 

analyses, the Climate Action Council and the NYISO have to reconcile four significant differences in the 

projections.  The NYISO analysis projects dispatchable emissions-free resources capacity on the order 

twice as much as the three Integration Analysis mitigation scenarios.  The NYISO analysis projects land-

based wind capacity development about three times larger than the three Integration Analysis 

mitigation scenarios.    The NYISO analysis projects off-shore wind capacity about 50% less than the 

three Integration Analysis mitigation scenarios.     The NYISO analysis projects that solar will provide 

about one tenth the projected capacity of the three Integration Analysis mitigation scenarios. 

 

The NYISO presentation notes that their study should be finalized this summer: “July 2022: Seek Board 

of Directors review and approval”.  I believe that it is important that when the NYISO report and 

projections are finalized the differences between the Integration Analysis and this report are reconciled.  

 

Draft Scoping Plan Carbon Pricing Strategies Comment June 9, 2022 
This article describes the comments I submitted to the Climate Action Council on Chapter 17: Economy-

Wide Strategies which covers policies that effectively price GHG emissions.  I prepared this comment 

because my extensive experience with the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative has shown that there is a 

major disconnect between the theory of a carbon pricing program and reality of existing and proposed 

programs. 

 

Based on the format of Section 17, it was written to address specific issues raised by the Climate Action 

Council.  As a result, it gets bogged down into details about specific issues raised by council members 

rather than looking at the big picture.  In theory, a price on carbon is a great idea.  The Council has not 

considered the theory relative to their perceptions of a such a program.   

 

My overview comments explain why I believe carbon pricing will always be a regressive tax based on a 

post I did on carbon pricing.  I also think that there are a number of practical reasons that carbon pricing 

will not work as theorized.  Because a global program is impractical, leakage is always going to be a 

problem.  All carbon pricing proposals need to address the problem that as carbon emissions go down 

revenues go down relative to the fact that reductions get more difficult and expensive as control 
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efficiency increases.  Based on observed results I think that indirect market signals are going to lead to 

less cost-effective reductions in the time frame necessary for the aggressive reduction rules.  To date, 

carbon pricing for the electric sector only considers generation costs which leads to cost shifting the 

additional costs to supply electricity when and where it is needed to be covered outside the carbon 

pricing framework.  Finally, there are many logistical issues associated with implementing any carbon 

price scheme that could significantly reduce the value of a program. 

 

In addition to my practical concerns “A Practical Guide to the Economics of Carbon Pricing by Ross 

McKitrick defines how carbon pricing is supposed to work in theory.  He explains that “First and 

foremost, carbon pricing only works in the absence of any other emission regulations.” He also notes 

that: “it needs to be remembered that carbon pricing works because it is a market-based policy: it works 

with market forces, not against them. He concludes: “There may be many reasons to recommend 

carbon pricing as climate policy, but if it is implemented without diligently abiding by the principles that 

make it work, it will not work as planned, and the harm to the Canadian economy could well outweigh 

the benefits created by reducing our country’s already negligible level of global CO2 emissions.” 

 

My comments include revenue estimates based on current (2019) emissions coupled with the New York 

value of carbon and show very high revenues ranging from $49 billion per year for all emissions down to 

$2.9 billion just for the electric sector.  Rather than getting bogged down in implementation issues, the 

Climate Action Council and the Climate Justice Working Group should address what is affordable.  That 

recommendation is going to drive the specifications for any carbon pricing approach that subject matter 

experts suggest. 

 

Draft Scoping Plan EV Cost Comment June 12, 2022 

I was recently interviewed for a segment on the electric vehicle component of the Climate Act on 
Spectrum Cable’s Capital Tonight program hosted by Susan Arbetter. During the interview I suggested 
that one of the questions about electric vehicle costs she asked was appropriate for a comment. This 
article describes the comments I submitted on the issue raised in the interview. 

The bottom line for my specific comment is that the Integration Analysis does a terrible job dealing with 
the costs of zero-emissions vehicles.  For a topic that is one of the primary interests of New Yorkers the 
overly simplistic approach is unacceptable.  The Integration Analysis only considers one vehicle class and 
should be revised to consider multiple vehicle category costs to improve the results and give the public a 
better idea what implementation of the Climate Act will mean to them personally.  There is no 
consideration of used vehicles which ignores the reality for low and middle-income New Yorkers who 
cannot afford a new car.  I also commented that the optimistic projections for future cost reductions 
needed to be documented better to be credible. 

I wanted the article to show by example how to take a particular concern and put it into a 
comment.  Both Ms. Arbetter and I believe that more New Yorkers need to get involved in the Climate 
Act.  The easiest way to do that is to submit comments where you can fill out a form and directly submit 
a 2,000-character comment or attach a file.  If you have technical issues with the form, you can email 
your comment to: scopingplan@nyserda.ny.gov. 
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Climate Action Council Meeting 5/26/22: Perception of Public Hearing Comments June 14, 2022 
The May 26, 2022 Climate Action Council meeting included an agenda item for Council members to 

describe their impressions of comments made at the public hearings  I have prepared an overview 

summary of all the comments made during the Update on Public Hearings and Comments agenda item.  

This article discussed the remarks made by members of the Council relative to the public hearing 

comments. 

 

I have come to the realization that the Climate Action Council leadership has lost the plot for the 

Scoping Plan.  There are four Climate Act mandates for the Council.  Instead of focusing on Council 

membership concerns about specific issues like heat pumps, the Council leadership should be focusing 

on how to address those four mandates in the Council review of the Draft Scoping Plan.   

 

The Climate Act has always been more about political theater than truly trying to address climate 

change while maintaining current standards of affordability, reliability, and environmental protections.  

This extends to the membership of the Climate Action Council.  The political definition for Council 

qualifications, “at large members shall include at all times individuals with expertise in issues relating to 

climate change mitigation and/or adaptation, such as environmental justice, labor, public health and 

regulated industries” gave lip service to expertise but ending up naming at large members mostly by 

affinity group associations.  The Scoping Plan will be used to guide the next Energy Plan for the state and 

only a few council members have relevant energy expertise.  With all due respect to the agency heads 

the technical expertise necessary to meaningfully contribute to the development of the Scoping Plan 

was not a qualification criterion for those positions.  That has led the Climate Action Council astray 

because the Council lacks the expertise and has ignored calls for the responsible experts to get more 

involved.  

 

The Climate Act specifically states that the costs and benefits analysis must: “Evaluate, using the best 

available economic models, emission estimation techniques and other scientific methods, the total 

potential costs and potential economic and non-economic benefits of the plan for reducing greenhouse 

gases, and make such evaluation publicly available.”  The Council has not, but should address this 

requirement by defining what will meet this requirement. In my opinion in order to fulfill this obligation, 

the Final Scoping Plan must describe all control measures, assumptions used, the expected costs for 

those measures and the expected emission reductions for the Reference Case, the Advisory Panel 

scenario and the three mitigation scenarios.   

 

There also is a mandate to consider efforts at other jurisdictions: “The council shall identify existing 

climate change mitigation and adaptation efforts at the federal, state, and local levels and may make 

recommendations regarding how such policies may improve the state's efforts.”  In the past week there 

was an electric grid market issue that may lead to widespread load shedding and blackouts in Australia.  
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The ultimate problem is a hostile environment development for dispatchable power generators has led 

to a shortage when wind and solar resources are low.  The Council should consider how similar energy 

transition programs have affected reliability and affordability so that the Climate Act transition does not 

have similar problems. 

 

Finally, there are members of the Climate Action Council who believe that the energy transition must 

proceed no matter what because the law says so.  However, New York Public Service Law  § 66-p. 

“Establishment of a renewable energy program” includes a safety valve condition:  “(4) The commission 

may temporarily suspend or modify the obligations under such program provided that the commission, 

after conducting a hearing as provided in section twenty of this chapter, makes a finding that the 

program impedes the provision of safe and adequate electric service; the program is likely to impair 

existing obligations and agreements; and/or that there is a significant increase in arrears or service 

disconnections that the commission determines is related to the program”.  The Council should be 

defining the provisions for safe and adequate electric service, impairing existing obligations, and 

increase in arrears or service disconnections.  Those conditions should be established up front, 

implementation plans should be evaluated against those criteria, and then tracked during 

implementation to see if they are being maintained. 

 

Draft Scoping Plan Electric Generating Retirement Assumptions June 16, 2022 
This article describes a comment on the Draft Scoping Plan that I submitted describing my problem with 

the assumptions used for retiring renewable energy generating assets.  In particular, the lifetime 

assumptions for hydro, wind, solar, and storage are listed as indefinite.  While that may be true for 

hydro it is an inappropriate assumption for wind, solar and energy storage.  As far as I can tell that 

assumption was used to project future costs. 

 

I submitted the comment because I could not believe that the Integration Analysis authors would 

apparently ignore all the information that indicates that the lifetimes of wind, solar and battery storage 

are much less than other generating resources.  It appears to me that not including reasonable 

retirement dates is an egregious attempt to reduce the published costs of wind, solar, and battery 

storage.  As a result, units are assumed to remain online throughout the study period and no costs for 

replacements between now and 2050 are included.  However. that is a poor assumption because it is 

totally unreasonable to expect that, for example, the existing land-based wind generating resources will 

still be in operation in 2050. 

 

The simplest way to look at the effective result of excluding these resources is that much more of the 

resource needs to be developed so costs are necessarily higher.    For land-based wind development 

costs could be up to 45% higher than the projections because that much more of the resource needs to 

be developed just to replace turbines that have reached the end of their useful lives.  Off-shore wind 

costs could be up to 38% higher, solar costs could be up to 35% higher, and battery storage could be up 

to 64% higher than projections that exclude reasonable retirement dates.   
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