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Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft agendas for State Agencies’ upcoming 

January 13 and January 25, 2021, technical forums on Wholesale Market Design Reforms.1 Public 

Interest Organizations strongly support New England states’ initiation of these discussions to ensure the 

region’s energy markets are consistent with and help facilitate state clean energy and decarbonization 

policies. As New England states launch this process, we have the following overarching comments: 

 

● In addition to ensuring markets help achieve climate goals, it is essential that State Agencies 

center the need to address health-damaging local air pollution and environmental justice in 

the region’s energy system, within the New England Energy Vision process and discussions. 

 

● Consistent with our organizations’ November 14, 2020, letter to states (attached), we urge 

State Agencies to provide inclusive and accessible opportunities for diverse stakeholders in 

each state to learn about these issues and weigh in; this should include additional meetings 

beyond the currently planned technical meetings. While we look forward to the upcoming 

technical meetings, we are concerned that these sessions’ format, timing, and structure will 

primarily engage stakeholders, including our own organizations, that are already involved in these 

discussions, and will not facilitate broader participation and feedback. In particular, State 

Agencies should make additional efforts to ensure public processes are accessible, so that affected 

communities can meaningfully participate in decisions that impact their health and environment. 

This includes: (1) holding evening meetings; (2) holding multiple regional/state-specific meetings 

that will allow for concerned residents to learn more about how potential changes may impact 

their communities; (3) ensuring that meetings meet accessibility needs, including language 

interpretation, subtitles, and phone-in options; and (4) providing a clear followup plan for 

incorporating community feedback as states work to reform the regional grid. 

 

 
1 https://newenglandenergyvision.files.wordpress.com/2020/12/market-design-final.pdf 



 

The actions above are essential to ensuring an open and accessible public process that meaningfully 

engages New England residents and workers most at risk from climate change and health-harming 

pollution and who bear the brunt of environmental degradation.  

 

We also offer the following comments on the draft agendas for the Wholesale Market Design Forums: 

 

January 13, 2021 Meeting 

 

● Topic:  Introduction to the regional electric market in New England 

○ Comment: This discussion should start with the basics, including what services are 

necessary to meet the electricity needs of the region and why the region uses a 

market-based approach to procure those services. Alternatively, interested 

stakeholders should have access to relevant, accessible materials that contain basic 

information about the regional electric market. 

 

● Topic:  Discussion of modeling conducted by various New England states regarding the 

amounts of various resource types the grid will need to achieve the carbon reduction 

mandates of various New England states 

→  The intent of this topic is to educate on the scope of renewable deployment 

necessary to achieve the clean energy goals and the role that flexible natural gas 

resources will have on the grid to set up the next discussion on problems with 

the current market design. 

○ Comment: This topic should consider the role and need for all types of flexible 

resources, including increased energy storage and flexible demand, to integrate the 

resources New England needs to achieve clean air and clean energy policies and 

protect consumers, and not just the potential of fossil gas resources to provide 

flexibility..  

 

● Topic: Resource Adequacy 

○ Comment: This topic should include a discussion of how resource adequacy is 

defined and according to whose rules and requirements. The definition of resource 

adequacy is a determinant of the quantity of resources that are built, which type, and 

at what cost and emission profile.   

○ Comment: The topic should include a discussion of the gaps between current 

approaches to resource adequacy in the region and the needs of a low-carbon power 

system. In particular, this topic should consider resource adequacy needs during 

multi-day periods of relatively low renewable energy production in the least 

expensive and carbon intensive way. 

 

January 25, 2021 Meeting 

 

● Topic:  Identification and discussion of current problems with the wholesale market design as  

it relates to consumer costs and state clean energy laws and mandates 



 

→  The intent of this topic is to lay the foundation for why the current market design 

is misaligned with state clean energy policy and to help inform the next 

discussion on alternative designs. 

○ Comment: Consistent with our comments above, the discussion of current problems 

with the wholesale market design should also address inconsistencies between the 

current markets and the need to achieve environmental justice and equity in the 

region, including ways in which the current markets incentivize or maintain polluting 

fossil fuel infrastructure in overburdened communities.  

○ Comment: In addition to covering the failure of the existing market construct to fully 

value renewable and zero-carbon resources, the discussion should also cover how the 

market rules over-procure non-renewable capacity, incentivize self-scheduling, and 

perpetuate the operation of incumbent, uneconomic—mostly fossil—generation. 

○ Comment: This discussion should explore what modifications to resource adequacy 

definitions could shift or expand the types of resources serving system needs, 

including flexible resources, so that market outcomes are better aligned with states’ 

goals, including the deployment of clean energy resources. 

○ Comment: The recently issued FERC Order 2222 should be discussed, particularly its 

role in future market design that expands revenue streams for renewables and storage. 

 

● Topic: Discussion of the five principles espoused in the Vision Statement and why they are  

relevant/pivotal to the New England States’ support for any alternative market design 

○ Comment: As above, this discussion and the States’ Vision should be broadened to 

include environmental justice and equity considerations for market designs.  

 

● Topic: Identification and discussion of proposed alternative market designs 

→  What are the various alternative market designs? 

○ Comment: In addition to the three alternative market designs listed (FCEM, ICCM, 

and carbon pricing), the following market design should be discussed: 

■ Voluntary residual capacity market: States should discuss the possibility of 

transforming ISO-NE’s current mandatory forward capacity market to a residual 

market that would enable states to collectively or individually continue to 

procure clean energy resources through approaches they choose, while still 

preserving a centralized capacity market and ISO role to procure remaining 

capacity needs. Given the urgent need to address climate change and the 

likelihood that other market designs may take years to develop, a residual market 

that respects state authority could be an important, nearer-term solution to align 

markets and state policies. Moreover, a voluntary residual market would require 

fewer changes to state clean energy laws to implement, and more clearly preserve 

states’ abilities to advance equity, economic development, and innovation value 

through those policies. Such a market would provide a framework that enables 

other future market approaches, such as FCEM or ICCM to be developed as 

possible procurement mechanisms. However, given the timeframes needed to 

develop and implement complex, centralized markets such as the FCEM and 

ICCM, the uncertainty as to their success, and potential jurisdictional questions 



 

and concerns, it would be prudent for states to first develop voluntary residual 

capacity market option, then consider ‘plugging in’ more complex approaches. 

○ Comment: In addition, the following market re-design options should be discussed: 

■ Modifications to the energy and ancillary services markets to better reflect the 

needs of a high-renewables grid: 

■ Revising the capacity market to include seasonal products and generally more 

closely match consumers’ demonstrated needs: 

■ Removing market participation rules and requirements that are discriminatory 

toward clean energy resources; and 

■ Incorporating scarcity pricing in spot energy markets to incentivize participation 

by responsive flexible load resources.  

 


