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Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources Advancing the Clean Energy Future
Attn: John Wassam

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 1020

Boston, MA 02114

--- submitted electronically via doer.rps@mass.gov ---

Re: RPS Class | and RPS Class Il Rulemaking - 225 CMR 14.00 and 225 CMR 15.00 - Joint Stakeholder
Comments

Dear Mr. Wassam:

Acadia Center appreciates the opportunity to provide you with the following comments on behalf of
ourselves and 25 other entities regarding the Department of Energy Resources (the Department) draft
regulations 225 CMR (Renewable Energy Portfolio Standard — Class I) and 225 CMR 15 (Renewable
Energy Portfolio Standard — Class Il). The focus of the comments contained in this letter are the proposed
modifications to the delivery rules for energy and attributes from adjacent control areas. The following
organizations submitting these comments (Commenting Organizations) represent organizations,
individuals and community groups committed to protecting the environment and public health while
addressing the climate crisis.

Acadia Center; 350 Massachusetts; Appalachian Mountain Club; Berkshire Environmental Action Team;
Berkshire Environmental Action Team; Boston Clean Energy Coalition; Canton Residents for a
Sustainable, Equitable Future; Clean Water Action; Climate XChange; Elders Climate Action; Energy
Justice Network; Energy Management, Inc.; Environment Massachusetts; Environmental League of
Massachusetts; Gary Farner, Wellesley; Green Energy Consumers Alliance; Heath Care Without Harm;
Massachusetts Climate Action Network; No Fracked Gas in Mass; No Sharon Gas Pipeline | Clean
Energy Now; Partnership for Policy Integrity; Pipe Line Awareness Network for the Northeast; Progressive
Democrats of Massachusetts; Self-Reliance Corp.; Sustainable Middleborough; Sustainable Wellesley

Background

The ability of the Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) to cost-effectively achieve the policy goals
established by the RPS’ enabling statute, codified in regulations, implemented by the Department, and
supported by obligated load serving entities (LSE) and market participants hinges on a well-functioning
Renewable Energy Certificate (REC) market. REC and other certificate markets in New England rely on a
common currency based on attribute certificates issued through the New England Power Pool (NEPOOL)
Generation Information System (GIS). The NEPOOL GIS is a reliable 3rd party platform that collects
consistent, high-quality information about all electric generators’ production and characteristics and
issues tradeable certificates. NEPOOL GIS RECs are eligible for use by LSEs for compliance with the
Massachusetts RPS, other MA programs such as the Clean Energy Standard and the new Clean Peak
Standard, and clean energy policies in other states. Many communities participating municipal
aggregation also rely on high-integrity RECs from the NEPOOL GIS to back their clean energy
commitments.

One of the market innovations enabled by the NEPOOL GIS and other similar tracking platforms is the
ability for the sellers and buyers of RECs to transact those RECs separately from the transactions
associated with the energy itself. This dynamic lowers RPS program costs because it adds fluidity to the
market by allowing the “unbundling” of attribute transactions from energy deliveries. Further, the NEPOOL
GIS enables comprehensive tracking of energy and REC transactions necessary to prevent double
counting or leakage of attributes, which are major threats to REC market integrity.
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The NEPOOL GIS operates under a set of rules purposely reflective of the combined requirements of all
6 New England states’ policies that rely on generation attribute certificates for compliance. The GIS
Operating Rules have been developed through a regional consensus-based process, including the
delivery requirements for imported attributes in place since 2002. Currently, the operating rules governing
the NEPOOL GIS are governed by market participants through the NEPOOL GIS Working group, and any
changes are ultimately approved through a voting process within the NEPOOL Markets Committee.

Section 225 CMR 14.05(5)(a), which the Department proposes to delete, requires that imported attributes
be accompanied by: 1) physical energy deliveries under contracts supported by transmission rights, and
2) fully documented settlement in the New England energy market. This is most necessary when imports
are generated in an adjacent control area without an attribute tracking system that is equivalent to and
compatible with the NEPOOL GIS. The requirement in Section 225 CMR 14.05(5)(a) ensures that the
attributes associated with all imported RECs used for compliance with the MA RPS are not counted
elsewhere or do not simply enter the region as part of a greenwashing scheme. Double counting or
greenwashing would negate the intended benefits of the RECs, effectively render imported RECs
meaningless, most particularly relative to the characteristics of RECs from generators within New
England. Put another way, the import requirements in Section 225 CMR 14.05(5)(a) create a level playing
field between RECs generated within New England and those generated in adjacent markets.

Eliminating Section 225 CMR 14.05(5)(a) Creates Significant Concerns and Weakens REC Market
Integrity

The Commenting Organizations strongly object to the proposed elimination of the delivery requirements
in Section 225 CMR 14.05(5)(a) for the following reasons.

o If delivery requirements are removed, the MA RPS would operate under a set of requirements
that conflict with the current NEPOOL GIS operating rules.

e If removed, external generators in a position to benefit from the change would re-initiate efforts to
weaken the delivery requirements the NEPOOL GIS operating rules through the NEPOOL
Markets Committee.

¢ Removal of the delivery requirements would conflict with the legislative intent of the RPS as
confirmed by the Green Communities Act.

e The remaining provisions, which require importers from adjacent control areas without a
compatible GIS to make attestations about double counting and shuffling, are unverifiable and
therefore grossly insufficient to be fully relied upon.

e Generators importing energy from control areas without a compatible GIS would not be subject to
the same data-driven documentation as generators in the Northeast, giving them an unfair
advantage.

e The relaxation of delivery requirements is likely to artificially increase REC supply. This in turn
would undermine the value of fully verified, legitimate RE generation and devalue the attributes
created by generators within New England and those generators located in New York whose
attributes are fully documented through a compatible tracking system.

We are also concerned about the elimination of the capacity commitment obligation

The Commenting Organizations also object to the removal of the provisions that require non-intermittent
units to make a commitment of their capacity in the New England wholesale market in Section 225 CMR
14.05(1)(e). Section 105(c) of the Green Communities Act of 2008 requires that non-intermittent importing
units make a commitment to the ISO-NE’s forward capacity market in order to be RPS eligible. Removal
of those provisions as proposed by the Department is in conflict that statutory requirements. At a
minimum, the Department must justify its proposal by describing what practical reason it has for this
change and demonstrate quantitatively that this change would not undermine the integrity of the attribute
markets in Massachusetts and the region.

Boston, MA e Hartford, CT ¢ New York, NY e Providence, RI ¢ Rockport, ME



Current proposals to import vast amounts of hydro energy into the region to meet the MA 83D statute are
controversial, in large part over concerns about a level playing field, a lack of an historical import
baseline, and the absence of either an equivalent system to the GIS in Quebec or some other form of
adequate monitoring and verification. Accordingly, the undersigned organizations are highly concerned
about the consequences of removing the Forward Capacity Market obligation, particularly as changes to
Class | requirements will be reflected in the Clean Energy Standard, Clean Peak Standard, and future
clean energy procurements. Further discussion about these concerns is presented in Appendix A, Acadia
Center’s Reply Brief; submitted to the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities under Dockets 18-64,
18-85, and 18-66.

Conclusion

The Commenting Organizations urge the Department to refrain from relaxing requirements on renewable
energy imports. The Department’s proposed removal of Sections 225 CMR 14.05(5)(a) and 14.05(1)(e)
threaten to cause significant market uncertainty and disrupt the market at a time when we need to
incentivize development of renewable energy that actually lowers carbon emissions. Generators should
not be rewarded for playing a shell game enabled by lax rules. At a minimum, the Department should
withdraw its proposed changes and convene a stakeholder discussion where these concerns can be fully
addressed and includes input from the Department of Environmental Protection staff, NEPOOL counsel
overseeing the NEPOOL GIS Working Group. and staff from the GIS administrator. Given what is at
stake, the Department must assure stakeholders and market participants that any modifications to
delivery requirements or capacity commitment along the lines proposed here will not provide an opening
for Operating Rule changes that would undermine the REC market.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you or your staff have any questions regarding the comments
provided here.

Respectfully submitted,

WW

Deborah Donovan
Massachusetts Director
Acadia Center
ddonovan@acadiacenter.org
617-742-0054, ext 103

Commenting Organizations:

Craig Altemose, Senior Advisor, 350 Massachusetts

Heather Clish, Director of Conservation & Recreation, Appalachian Mountain Club

Jane Winn, Executive Director, Berkshire Environmental Action Team

Jane Winn, Executive Director, Berkshire Environmental Action Team (BEAT)

James Michel, co-Founder, Boston Clean Energy Coalition

Jennifer Wexler, President, Canton Residents for a Sustainable, Equitable Future
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Cindy Luppi, New England Director, Clean Water Action

Marc Breslow, Ph.D., Policy & Research Director, Climate XChange

Elders Climate Action

Michael Ewall, Esq., Executive Director, Energy Justice Network

Dennis J. Duffy V.P. Energy Management, Inc.

Ben Hellerstein, State Director, Environment Massachusetts Research & Policy Center

Eric Wilkinson, General Counsel, Environmental League of Massachusetts

Gary Farner, Resident, Wellesley MA

Eugenia T. Gibbons, Policy Director, Green Energy Consumers Alliance

Bill Ravenisi, Heath Care Without Harm

Carol Oldham, Executive Director, Massachusetts Climate Action Netwotk

Rosemary Wessel, Program Director, No Fracked Gas in Mass

No Sharon Gas Pipeline | Clean Energy Now

Mary S. Booth, Ph.D., Director, Partnership for Policy Integrity

Kathryn Eiseman, President & CEO, Pipe Line Awareness Network for the Northeast

Jeanne Krieger Progressive Democrats of Massachusetts (PDM)

Megan Amsler, Executive Director, Self-Reliance Corp.

Kimberly French, Coleader, Sustainable Middleborough

Mary Gard, Leadership Team, Sustainable Wellesley
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES

NSTAR Electric Company d/b/a D.P.U. 18-64

Eversource Energy

Massachusetts Electric Company and
Nantucket Electric Company, each
d/b/a National Grid

D.P.U. 18-65

Fitchburg Gas and Electric Light Company D.P.U. 18-66

d/b/a Unitil
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REPLY BRIEF OF ACADIA CENTER

Acadia Center appreciates the opportunity to file this reply brief concerning the petitions
filed by Fitchburg Gas and Electric Light Company (“Unitil”"), Massachusetts Electric Company
and Nantucket Electric Company (“National Grid”), and NSTAR Electric Company
(“Eversource”) (collectively, “the EDCs”) for approval by the Department of Public Utilities
(“Department”) of long-term contracts related to the New England Clean Energy Connect project
(“NECEC”) pursuant to Section 83D of An Act Relative to Green Communities, St. 2008, c. 169
as amended by St. 2016, c. 188 (“Section 83D”) and 220 CMR §24.00. Specifically, the EDCs
seek approval of power purchase agreements (“Proposed PPAs”) with H.Q. Energy Services (U.S.)
(“HQUS”) and transmission service agreements (“Proposed TSAs”) with Central Maine Power

(GCCMP,’)'

As a regional, non-profit, research and advocacy organization committed to advancing the
clean energy future, Acadia Center has a strong commitment to ensuring both that the ratepayers

of Massachusetts receive the benefits for which they are paying under the Proposed PPAs, and that
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the regional greenhouse gas emissions reductions purportedly resulting from the NECEC project
are transparently and verifiably proven out. As such, although Acadia Center did not file an initial
brief, it wishes to address issues raised by certain parties in their initial briefs. In short, Acadia
Center believes that while the NECEC project has the potential to deliver incremental clean energy
generation and greenhouse gas reductions to the region, the Department must address the
significant issues created by the Proposed PPAs’ lack of provisions to ensure that: a) the full
incremental amounts of hydroelectricity contemplated in the RFP process will be delivered (as
highlighted in the Initial Brief of the Attorney General’s Office); and b) the environmental benefits
in the form of regional greenhouse gas emissions are fully realized and tracked (as highlighted the

Initial Brief of Sierra Club).

Given these issues, if it is to approve the Proposed PPAs, the Department must ensure that the
processes in place will guarantee accountability, independent and transparent monitoring, and
verification of incremental energy and regional greenhouse gas reductions delivered to
Massachusetts ratepayers. Specifically, Acadia Center recommends that the Department direct the
EDCs to work with HQUS to make improvements in the tracking and verification of energy
deliveries and regional greenhouse gas reductions and create, through a public stakeholder process,

a “disclosure label” for the energy under the 83D contract flowing over the NECEC line.

I Principles Underlying Section 83D Solicitations Require Incrementality,
Accountability, and Verifiable Benefits to Massachusetts Ratepayers

At its simplest level, the Section 83D solicitation process was intended to cost-effectively
procure more clean energy for Massachusetts to deliver regional carbon benefits over the next 20
years by using a long-term contract. (See, e.g., Section 83D(e) “the Department... shall approve a

contract only upon a finding that it is a cost-effective mechanism for procuring low cost renewable
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energy on a long term basis...”; Section 83D(j) “a long-term contract... shall... ensure a unit
specific accounting of the delivery of clean energy, to enable the department of environmental
protection... to accurately measure progress in achieving the Commonwealth’s goals under [the
GWSA]”.) As the Proposed PPAs and TSAs stand, the Department is being asked to approve the
purchase of energy and environmental attributes from HQUS at a premium in order to achieve
these long-term regional carbon reduction benefits. It is incumbent on the Department, then, to
not only find that the purported benefits are likely to occur under the contract, but also, to impose
conditions that verify that the incremental deliveries and greenhouse gas reductions actually do

occur.

To date, much of the discussion within this proceeding and the companion transmission line
approval proceedings in Maine has centered around what is reasonably expected to happen to
energy deliveries and regional carbon emissions once contract deliveries begin. These expectations
are based on statements made by HQUS (and the EDCs) about the current generation fleet, system
plans and operations, as well as predictions developed by retained experts. As testimony in this
docket demonstrates, under reasonable assumptions about the future there is a range of possible
outcomes, including scenarios that would result in both reduced regional carbon reductions or.
(Compare, e.g., DOER-JT at 14 (NECEC project will reduce an estimated 36.61 million metric
tons of carbon dioxide equivalents); AG-DM at 15-16 (regional greenhouse gas emissions could
either increase or decrease, depending on circumstances); NEER-JT at 20-22 (plausible that the
Proposed PPAs will increase global greenhouse gas emissions)). Even regulatory agencies’
conclusions reflect that predictions over a long-term period rely on assumptions that can diverge
from actual events. For instance, the Maine PUC’s Examiners’ Report concludes that the line is

likely to result in incremental energy deliveries and GHG benefits, but acknowledges that those
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benefits could diverge from forecast, in practice. (Maine PUC Docket 2017-00232, No. 622,

Examiners Report, PUC Staff (March 29, 2019) at 114-115.)

The NECEC project is in the public interest if the benefits that have been predicted to result
actually come to pass. HQUS is a rational economic actor with profit motive, working within
PPAs with multiple degrees of economic flexibility. Even if all parties agreed on the likely
outcomes of future forecasts, under certain scenarios, it would be rational to consider that reality
could diverge from predictions over the course of a 20-year contract. Because predictions are not
assurances, to ensure that the Proposed PPAs are in the public interest, and continue to be so, it is

appropriate for the Department to monitor the actual outcomes delivered.

In short, Acadia Center sees two concerns with the Proposed PPAs that, if addressed, would
significantly improve the ability to ensure that the benefits that Massachusetts ratepayers should
receive under the contracts are realized: a) the “incrementality” of the delivery of TWh of
hydroelectricity, compared to historical baselines; and b) the potential for market dynamics to

affect the carbon content of the deliveries, even if the “incrementality” issue is addressed.

As the Department highlighted in its approval of the RFP, there is a risk to ratepayers that
unless the attributes are defined sufficiently strictly, customers could be paying for a net increase
in megawatt-hours per year or greenhouse gas emissions reductions, but not receive the service.
(D.P.U. 17-32 at 33). Given the divergence in forecasts put forth in this docket, as well as the
possibility of shifts in economic behavior over a twenty-year contract, Acadia Center believes the
same risk is present unless verification procedures are sufficiently defined as well. The

Department can address both issues by improving the tracking and verification of energy deliveries
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and regional greenhouse gas reductions and creating, through a public stakeholder process, a

“disclosure label” for the energy delivered under the Proposed PPAs and Proposed TSAs.!

A.  Proposed PPAs Do Not Adequately Require Deliveries to Be Incremental to
Historical HQUS Sales to New England

Acadia Center supports the Attorney General’s conclusion that the Proposed PPAs do not
require deliveries to be incremental to historical HQUS deliveries to New England, in contrast
with the terms solicited by the RFP, offered in the bid, and assumed in evaluation and selection.
(See Br. AGO at 17-26.) It was plainly the intent of the statute, the RFP, and the draft PPA to
procure incremental clean energy — ie. “a net increase in MWh per year of hydroelectric
generation... as compared to the 3-year historical average and/or otherwise expected delivery of
hydroelectric generation... into the New England Control Area.” (Exh. JU-2 at 5). Given that, in
its bid, HQUS indicated that the 3-year historical average of 2014-2016 imports to New England
was 14.8 TWh, and gave no indication that “otherwise expected delivery” in the future would
differ meaningfully from this historical figure, as the Attorney General concluded, a fully
incremental PPA should reflect total deliveries of 24.35 TWh (9.55 TWh of Contract Energy plus
14.8 TWh of Baseline Hydro). (Br. of AGO at 20, citing Exh. NECEC RFP Response

(HRE) Confidential, at 19).

However, this intent has been frustrated by the Proposed PPAS’ requiring zero per cent (for
Eversource and Unitil) and, at most, 44% (for National Grid) of the contract energy to be above
the historical average. (AG-DM-8.) As such, Acadia Center agrees with the conclusion of the
Attorney General and other parties that the terms of the Minimum Baseline Hydro requirements

in the Proposed PPAs could permit HQUS to decrease its overall imports into New England,

! See, infra, at Section 1l for more details on the proposed disclosure label.
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relative to 2014-2016, while receiving full payment under the Proposed PPAs, and, potentially,
making no use of the NECEC line. ? (See Br. AGO at 20-24; Br. Sierra Club at 10 (concluding that
“the EDCs’ failure to incorporate meaningful safeguards in the contracts to ensure the generation
being procured is truly incremental... denies Massachusetts ratepayers the benefit of the

bargain.”). This is plainly inconsistent with the intent of the statute.

Further, the GHG benefits of the NECEC project are premised on the contract energy being
incremental to historical average deliveries. In its quantitative evaluation, Tabors Caramanis and
Rudkevich (“TCR”) assumed full incrementality in evaluating the bid. See, Tr. Vol. 1, at 180-182.
The evaluation committee relied on the TCR evaluation of GHG reductions in determining that
the bid would deliver on the principles behind the Section 83D requirements. The EDCs continue
to reply on TCR’s modeling to show that the Proposed PPAs will contribute to the goals of the
GWSA. (Br. EDCs at 23). But, given that TCR’s modeling is not actually based on the Proposed
PPAs before the Department, Acadia Center agrees with Sierra Club’s conclusion that any
modeled benefits based on full incrementality should be disregarded. (Br. Sierra Club at 11). As
AGO witness Murphy has demonstrated, and commonsense dictates, GHG reductions for
Massachusetts would be far lower if HQ delivers only what is required under the Proposed PPAs,
instead of the full incrementality that was intended under the statute and sought in the RFP

approved by the Department. (Exh. AG-DM-Rebuttal-1, at 10-11.)

B. Greenhouse Gas Reductions Associated with Deliveries Should be Viewed
Regionally

The EDCs propose to use the New England Power Pool (“NEPOOL”) Generation Information

System (“GIS”) to account for and track energy generation from HQUS hydroelectric plants for

2 Acadia Center does not dispute that HQUS has the potential capacity to provide the full 24.35 TWh of hydro;
however, the Proposed PPAs do not require this full performance and should.
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purposes of reflecting that generation in the MA greenhouse gas emission inventory. (Exh. EDC-
RB-1 at 13). This tracking, when combined with attribute certificate tracking via North American
Renewables Registry (“NAR”) and MA DEP inventory calculations is designed to adequately
ensure that environmental attributes from the clean energy generating units serving the contract
are not double-counted for the limited purpose of the MA GHG emission inventory. Prevention of
double-counting of attributes is essential to preserving the integrity of the contract deliveries’
eligibility to meet the Massachusetts Clean Energy Standard (“CES”) requirements. While these
systems are a reliable means to monitor and achieve the outcome of compliance with
Massachusetts-specific internal inventory requirements, there is more to ensuring that regional
greenhouse gas reductions actually occur.® Acadia Center concurs with Sierra Club’s point that
“there is no environmental benefit to shifting the greenhouse gas emissions of existing generation
from one jurisdiction’s greenhouse gas balance sheet to another” (Br. Sierra Club at 12) and share
NextEra’s concerns over the Proposed PPAs’ and existing tracking system’s ability of to ensure

environmental benefits, due to this potential for leakage. (Br. NextEra at 8-9).

The nature of the interconnected markets in the northeast region of Canada and the US poses
a potential risk of “leakage” of the benefits of clean energy deliveries under the Proposed PPAS
that could erode or erase the expected carbon reductions associated with clean energy deliveries
under certain circumstances. As described by AGO witness Miller, the terms of the Proposed
PPAs are insufficient to account for leakage during the contract’s term. (Exh. AG-DM at 15).

Miller goes on to say this leakage would take the form shifting of energy flows that may occur in

% Acadia Center’s use of the term “regional” here refers to overall emissions reductions within New England, as well
as the interconnected markets to which Hydro Quebec may deliver energy (New York, Ontario, New Brunswick,
and Quebec). This concept has been described by other parties as “global” (e.g. Exh. AG-DM at 15 (“overall global
emissions reductions, not reductions in one region or sector that might be offset by a corresponding increase that is
triggered elsewhere, or reductions that would have occurred regardless of the proposed action.”).
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order the fulfill contract commitments and involve the deployment of generation not tracked under
these systems. (Id.) If the backfilling generators have higher emission rates than the units identified

in the contract, emissions could increase rather than decrease.

Acadia Center agrees with this conclusion, and suggests the Department implement
appropriate safeguards that could detect whether such shifting or backfilling is undermining the

intent of the Proposed PPAs to secure greenhouse gas reductions in line with the statute.

II. The Department Should Impose A Monitoring and Verification Protocol to Address
Both Shortcomings of the PPAs

Although Acadia Center agrees with the Attorney General’s conclusion the Proposed PPAS’
”lax requirements undermine the original intent and purpose of the solicitation” to purchase
incremental energy (Br. AGO at 17), and Sierra Club’s conclusion that the Proposed PPAs fail to
ensure an environmental benefit in the form of real world greenhouse gas emissions (Br. Sierra
Club at 12), it disagrees on the appropriate remedy that the Department should apply to address
these issues. Both issues should be addressed through a process that would credibly and
transparently document, monitor, and affirm the incrementality of energy deliveries and the

regional greenhouse gas emissions impacts.

In New England and New York, there are many examples of legislative, regulatory and market
tools in use that prevent issues such as attribute double-countingand leakage that would otherwise
undermine regulatory goals. These tools include: measurement, monitoring and verification
protocols under various state Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS), the Regional Greenhouse Gas
Initiative (RGGI) and other cap and trade programs; and reliance on transparent independently
operated attribute tracking systems like the NEPOOL GIS and NYGATS that encompass and

account for the attributes of all internal generation plus imports and exports for a control area.
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However, Hydro Quebec, which is interconnected to New England, New York, Ontario, New
Brunswick, and Quebec, has no such comprehensive, system-wide tracking system or other form
of transparency that would allow the verification of the regional carbon benefits of the Proposed
PPAs. HQUS’s ability to arbitrage between interconnected markets in the northeast region of
Canada and the US could erode or erase the carbon benefits purchased by Massachusetts ratepayers

in the Section 83D procurement.

The ideal solution would be for Quebec to implement a comprehensive attribute tracking
system that is compatible and equivalent to the NEPOOL GIS or NYGATS and resolve both issues
through appropriate tracking. In the absence of a GIS equivalent in Quebec, a public “disclosure
label” for the energy under the 83D contract and flowing over the NECEC line will go a significant

way to addressing these concerns.

Acadia Center believes that the Department should require the creation of a stakeholder-driven
process that would result in a system to verify and track energy deliveries and regional GHG
emission benefits over the course of the contract. Doing so would both satisfy Section 83D(j)’s
requirement that the Department ensure that an appropriate tracking mechanism will accurately
measure the progress of achieving GWSA goals and enhance transparency through the use of a
publicly accessible “energy and emissions data disclosure label”. The label, its inputs and protocol
developed through a stakeholder working group should demonstrate in an independently verifiable
manner the incremental energy and regional carbon reduction benefits that are the purpose of the
contract and transmission line are actually being delivered. The disclosure label would be based
on a combination of energy and emissions data from publicly available sources, as well as
confidential HQ system data, held in trust by the entity who develops and publishes the label and

periodic reports, an approach similar to the operation of the NEPOOL GIS. This process would
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allow the Department and interested parties to affirm whether HQUS operations and energy market
participation practices (including imports and exports between New England and other adjacent
control areas) are achieving the region-wide greenhouse gas emissions reductions estimated in
regulatory dockets, evaluate whether leakage is impacting the intent of the Proposed PPAs, and
verify that the energy delivered under the contract is incremental to historical deliveries under the

spot market.

III. Conclusion

For the reasons stated above, Acadia Center respectfully requests that, if the Department
determines that approval of the Proposed PPAs and Proposed TSAs is otherwise appropriate, it
directs the EDCs to work with HQUS to create, through a public stakeholder working group, an
“energy and emissions data disclosure label” that will demonstrate in an independently verifiable

manner whether the incremental energy and regional carbon reduction benefits are being delivered.

Respectfully submitted,
ACADIA CENTER

By its attorney,

/sl Amy E. Boyd

Amy E. Boyd (BBO #667482)
ACADIA CENTER

31 Milk Street, Suite 501
Boston, MA 02109
617-742-0054 x102
aboyd@acadiacenter.org

Dated: April 3, 2019
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on April 3, 2019, | electronically served the foregoing documents upon each
person identified in the Department’s service lists for the above-captioned proceedings.
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