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82 W. Main St.
Cortland, N.Y, 13045
June 16,2014

Susan Briggs

Chair Cortland County Legislature
60 Central Avenue

Cortland, N.Y. 13045

Dear Ms Briggs:

I attempted to e-mail my commentary on SWMP, but did not succeed. Perhaps you can still take it into
your considerations. Thank you.

Yours truly,

Francis Uhlir
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Subject: Delivery Status Notification (Failure)

From: Mail Delivery Subsystem <mailer-daemon@goog!email.com>
Date: 6/14/2014 412 PM |
To: fran.uhlir@gmail.com

Delivery to the following recipient failed permanently:

Cortland Onondaga Partnership@bartonicgiidice.com

Technical details of permanent failure:
DNS Error: Domain name not found

————— Original message ———--

DKIM-Signature: v=1; a=rsa-sha256; c=relaxed/relaxed;
d=gmail.com; s=20120113;
. h=message-id:date:from:user-agent:mime-version:to:subiect
rcontent-type;
bh=zPiVS5CbKsVNZ+vpKUpdIOQlkp9KJgD7zLjJF21DM8Qo0=;
b=N+Hd1Bh41Y¥YwZiP2hwngRiRf1PaxQD1 /Dis/5vkExTuYDxfgMHisCSVPaIRFyS8pzKTK
MsjeEND2PY1VGipVd8YeR1+dVPig9dwiHN/sXoNa0)syIDZKhe 6wBgAYMX4EeLEVKS3
m9xh/9LG4vD88TuWlxULPLO8 ) cFwVTH4708EcDVESnali+utXXY¥fz/6GsyLuyNEijxdya
XotjiWPZrvMXVJICNmtpBOLp584dfp+y41lvaldepjpbB/MBZMKCIrZDYRL1aGiqCO010C
. Es0g8/2w7sXLQUCaAWE zmAmKFAT cGI+mUi ZoFlnTnk+ PdwG) PORT TubvHOMUeq]) £ B+ NWe
mCBw==
X-Received: by 10.50.114,34 with SMTP id 3d2mrl4359600igh.35.1402776762279;
Sat, 14 Jun 2014 13:12:42 -0700 (PDT)
Return~Path: <fran.uhlirBgmail.com>
Received: from {192.168.1.2] {cpe-67-249-231-157.tweny.res.rr.com.
[67.249.231,157])
by mx.google.com with ESMTPSA id c5sm6280469ign.1.2014.06.14.13.12.39
for <Cortland Onondaga Partnership@bartonlogiidice.com>
(version=TLSvl cipher=ECDHE-RSA-RC4-SHA bits=128/128);
Sat, 14 Jun 2014 13:12:40 =-0700 (PDT)
Message—-ID: <539CACC3.50608008gmail.com>

Date: Sat, 14 Jun 2014 16:12:51 -0400

From: Francis Uhlir <fran.uhlir@gmail.com> :
User-Agent: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows NT 5.1; rv:24.0) Gecko/20100101
Thunderbird/24.2.0 :
MIME-Version: 1.0

To: "Cortland Onondaga Partnership"@bartonlogiidice.com

Subject: SWMP comments, Draft Scoping Document comments
Content-Type: multipart/alternative;

boundary=T-———-=——————— 0605080601080106502000103"

To:; Members of Cortland County Legislature:
From: Francis Uhlir 82 W. Main St. Cortland, N.Y.

Prudence in one's personal life dictates that if one perceives a threat
to his/her well being, steps should be taken to avoid that threat.
Public service in a legislature reguires the same prudence on behalf of
the residents of their unit of governance. Prudence of the ash for
trash proposal is questiocnable.

Public health and well being should be a paramount concern. Though the
proposal does include provisiocn to prevent leakage from the ash from
getting into the aguifer, the long term efficacy of the method is
doubtful. Moreover, if this proposal is ratified, Cortland will be an

6/16/2014 2:02 PM
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enabler for OCRRA to continue to spew toxic ash on its residents.

Question: Has the county health department been consulted about this
proposal?

In public forums and in the newspaper the point has been made that the
geological status of Cortland County allows for little or no other
landfill than the current one. Should that indeed be the case, prudence
requires that its usefulness be extended as long as possible. Bringing
in huge amounts of ash would shorten the useful time markedly. Then what?

That this 1s a wasteful socilety is widely recognized. It is past time
to change our wasteful, envirommentally destructive ways. Rather than
seek short term monetary gain by accepting ash from another county, we
should diminish the volume of material carted to the dump Reduce, Reuse
and Recycle, is a nice slogan. Unfortunately, too few people practice
these three Rs. Much more public education needs to be dene to change
people's attitude and behavior Dx. Paul Connett has spent almost three
decades studying and working on the problem of waste. In his book THE
ZERO WASTE SCLUTION_ he presents a number of means to alleviate the
problem. Everyone should read the book and start applying its precepts.

Respectfully submitted,

Francis Uhlir

6/16/2014 2:02 PM



Sent: Saturday, June 14, 2014 4:32 PM

To: Cortland-Onondaga Partnership

Subject: Wolfson Comments

Attachments: Wolfson Scoping Document Comments 61414.pdf



627 Bradford Parkway
Syracuse, New York 13224
June 12, 2014

Jillian Blake, P.E., LEED AP
Barton & Loguidice, D.P.C.
290 Elwood Davis Road
Box 3107

Syracuse, New York 13220

Re:  Comments on the Proposed Cortland-Onondaga Regional Solid Waste
Partnership Draft Scoping Document (April 2014)

Dear Ms. Blake,

I am submitting the following comments as a concerned citizen and physician
regarding the proposed Cortland-Onondaga Regional Solid Waste Partnership. These
comments are intended to supplement my remarks at the June 9, 2014, meeting at the
Dewitt Town Hall and my submission to Cortland County on January 31, 2014. These
comments represent my opinions regarding what I believe has been the improper conduct
of the SEQR process, including the production of the Scoping Document, which is the
current subject of discussion. I submit these comments upon information and belief
regarding the process and the Scoping Document, because as a result of the secrecy of
this process, I am not currently in receipt of all the information utilized to produce this
document. However, I do assert at this time, as I have for many years, that with more
than a reasonable degree of medical and public health certainty, an entirely new health
risk assessment of the Onondaga County Solid Waste Incinerator is and has been an
absolute necessity to protect the public health and the environment. This was true even
before the incinerator was opened for many reasons, not the least of which was that the
risk assessment data regarding incinerator emissions and incinerator ash content used to
justify the building and opening of this facility was based on information available before
1985 and was long outdated when the incinerator was opened. Regulatory authorities,
including the Onondaga County Health Department, the NYSDEC, the NYS Department
of Health, and the EPA, have all in the past failed, in my opinion, to respond adequately
to the public health concerns that other members of the public and I have expressed at
public hearings and in written documents such as this one, and have failed to adequately
protect the public health and environment. My comments are, in particular, directed
toward the Onondaga County Government officials who support this so-called
“Partnership”, the regulators that I have mentioned above, and to the extent that I have
been able to discern their participation, the consultants who have cooperated in this
process. I cannot, at this time, comment on the role of Cortland County officials, because
I have not been provided with any official documentation and activities or participation in
this process.

Prior to delineating my comments about the Scoping Document, I must
strenuously object to the process and the timing of the public comment period.



Wolfson Comments

According to a document entitled “Public Hearing: Cortland-Onondaga Trash
Partnership”, OCRRA released an announcement on June 4, 2014, indicating that a
public hearing would be held by the Onondaga County Legislature on June 9, 2014. This
extremely short notice is, in my opinion, a disservice to the public, is ethically
indefensible, and may be illegal. In addition, the time deadline of 4:30pm, June 14, 2014,
for submitting these comments is also, in my opinion, indefensible. I submitted written
comments about this “Proposed Partnership” to Jeremy Boylan of Cortland County on
January 31, 2014 (again, in my opinion, without sufficient time to prepare these
comments, again ethically indefensible and possibly illegal). I have not received any
response from Mr. Boylan. In addition, although my comments were apparently part of
the public record, I was not directly informed of the existence of the Scoping Document,
which is the main focus of these written comments. The Scoping Document is dated
April 2014. However, Part I of the Full Environmental Assessment Form was signed by
Jillian Blake on March 25, 2014. At best, approximately 2 months apparently elapsed
between the completion of the entire Draft Scoping Document and my receipt of this
document second hand. This an entirely unacceptable process which bolsters my belief
that the proponents of this partnership, who know of my long-standing opposition to the
existence of the “OCRRA WTE Facility”, have done their best to leave members of the
public (in particular, opponents of this facility, which I refer to as a toxic/hazardous waste
generator) out of the process, out of the loop, and uninformed to the extent that it is
possible to maintain the secretive nature of these plans. It is also my observation and
opinion that members of the County Legislature have been left out of the loop and out of
the process, which likely began over a year ago. However, this planned “Partnership”
was only made public approximately 6 months ago, long after some elected
representatives in the Onondaga County Legislature and members of the Onondaga
County Executive Branch began discussions and even, upon information and belief,
signed a tentative agreement to import trash. I have serious concerns about what I
believe are the morally bankrupt secrecy of this process and the possible illegal activities
that have been involved in holding meetings and discussions behind closed doors, which
should have been open to the public from the beginning.

Regarding the Draft Scoping Document and the Proposed “Partnership”, my
comments will be directed to the Project Proposal, Part I of the “Full Environmental
Assessment Form” (EAF), the EAF Part I — Attachment, and the EAF Part IT —
Identification of Potential Project Impacts. Due to the obvious problems with the scoping
process mentioned in part above, including, but not limited to, the extremely brief time
frame in which members of the general public and I have had knowledge of and access to
the approximately 75-page Scoping Document, I reserve the right to amend, correct,
and/or make additions to these comments at a future date,

The following are comments on or objections to statements in the Scoping
Document.

1. Considering the extremely brief time frame, as already noted, for public
input into the SEQR process, I disagree that the Draft Scoping
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Document (DSD) “has been prepared in accordance with the regulations
of the NYSDEC”.

2. I disagree that the “DSD identifies the significant issues and impacts”
that should be addressed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS). In particular, no reference is made for the absolute necessity of
an entirely new health risk assessment regarding the public health and
environmental impacts of the OCRRA WTE Facility (“the incinerator”)
and the disposal of the approximately 100,000 of ash it generates each
year from the burning of approximately 325,000 tons of trash it burns
each year. I have commented for much longer than a decade, and the
testing of the ash confirms, that this is toxic waste containing numerous
carcinogens including dioxins, dioxin-like PCBs, arsenic, cadmium,
lead, as well as other hazardous materials including mercury, other
PCBs, and other heavy metals and other toxics products of incomplete
combustion (PICs). It is my opinion that, in spite of the alleged use of
outdated and discredited tests of the ash content in order to characterize
the ash as non-hazardous, the incinerator ash is, in fact, hazardous waste
and should be disposed of (until the incinerator is shut down) in a lined,
monitored, regulated hazardous waste landfill. This is not part of the
proposed project for the disposal of this toxic ash in the Cortland County
Landfill.

3. One of the guarantees made by the Onondaga County Legislature and
the Onondaga County Executive to the citizens and voters of Onondaga
County, prior to the building and permitting of the incinerator, was that
trash would never be imported from outside Onondaga County. This
guarantee to the citizens of Onondaga County was absolute and cannot
be violated for any reason. Therefore, the proposed project, based on
the importation of trash from Cortland County, should be abandoned.

4. The “following areas of potential environmental concern” have in no
way been adequately addressed by the DSD. In particular, the “Impacts
on Public Health” are wholly inadequate as are the brief and
uninformative responses regarding questions about impacts on land,
water, air, plants and animals, transportation, energy, noise and odor,
and character of the community.

5. Without going into detail at this time, the “public benefits” cited in the
DSD on pages 4 and 5 of the “Proposed Project” section, are worthless
when compared with the significant ongoing public health and
environmental impacts of the incinerator, which I consider to be a public
health and environmental monstrosity. The only public benefit to be
realized in relation to the incinerator is closing it down finally and as
soon as possible.
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6.

10.

11

In regard to Section 4.3.3 Public Health, in regard to Potentially
Significant impacts, this brief paragraph is wholly inadequate and of no
use in identifying past and potential public health impacts of the
incinerator. The “initial environmental review of the WTE facility” is
25-30 years outdated and worthless. An entirely new Health Risk
Assessment (HRA) has been required since before the opening of the
incinerator in 1994. It certainly is required now. Further, it is my
opinion that the Community Health Assessment prepared by the
Onondaga County Health Department is also worthless. In the future, I
will provide a long paper trail to support this opinion.

In regard to EAF Part I, in the “brief description of the proposed action”
on page 1, rather than improving management of solid waste, this
project will only serve to increase the generation of toxic/hazardous
waste with further detriment to the public health and the environment to
both Onondaga and Cortland Counties.

In regard to page 5 of EAF, Part I, no wetland areas should be disturbed
in order to carry out this disastrous project. Leachate generated at the
landfill will now include carcinogens and other toxics contained in the
ash generated in incinerator burning. There is no evidence that these
will be collected from an unlined, unregulated landfill and properly
disposed of through wastewater treatment.

In regard to page 7 of the EAF, Part I, the proposal indicates that up to
an additional “100 peak hour vehicle trips per day” will be made in
order to accomplish the proposed project in section j. Therefore, the
answer of “no” in section j. is false. Even if 100 additional vehicle trips
is only a fraction of the number of the trips per day, diesel truck traffic
according medical and scientific literature as well as the DEC’s own
records generates substantial truck emissions, including particular matter
and diesel fumes which contain numerous carcinogens — in particular
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, many of which are known human
carcinogens. Therefore, any increase in burning will not only increase
the public health risks from incinerator emissions and hazardous ash, but
will expose the public to increased truck traffic toxic emissions.

In regard to page 9 of the EAF, Part I, the answer to question v.
regarding hazardous waste is non responsive. The hazardous waste,
which will require disposal, is being produced by the burning of trash at
the incinerator. This is not addressed in the answer to the question.

. In regard to page 10 of the EAF, Part I, section g., In my opinion,

hazardous waste will definitely disposed of at the Cortland County
Landfill if it accepts ash at the incinerator.
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12. In the EAF, Part II, on page 9, no. 16, the answers to questions to
“impact on human health” are wholly inadequate as well as confusing.
The only apparently clear answer is “yes”, that “the proposed action may
have an impact on human health from exposure to new or existing
source of contaminants.” There is no question, in my opinion, that the
incinerator has had a significant detrimental impact on human health
since it was opened and that the implementation of the proposed plan
will increase the risks to human health from increased burning of trash.
A detailed explanation of each answer in section 16.a.-m. is absolutely
required before any further discussion takes place.

Submitted 6/14/14

Michael A. Wolfson, M.D.,, M.P.H., M.S.



Sent: Saturday, June 14, 2014 4:33 PM
To: Cortland-Onondaga Partnership
Attachments: Comments on Draft Scoping Document.docx



Comments on Draft Scoping Document

Because of the lead agent arrangement and because of the controversial nature of the proposal,
every effort should be made to encourage and consider public input. This would begin with
extending the length of the rather short comment period. Please extend the deadline for
comments on the scoping document by at least 30 days and preferably longer.

The scoping document should indicate that the DEIS will contain a discussion of possible
alternate funding, other than trash-for-ash, for recycling improvements.

Section 4.1.2, on “Air Resources” is rather lacking in the detail that should be provided on
just what analysis will be done. “Air impact assessments will be undertaken utilizing annual
site-specific testing data” is a good start, but leaves questions. For example:

Will the data be representative of the entire year, including possible periods of spurious
emissions much above the averages?

Will new detailed analyses be done for stack emission dispersion and impacts? Or, will the
previous results from 1988 (reported in the June 1988 Air Quality Impact Analysis (Appendix J)
of the Waste-to-Energy Facility Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement) be
considered as still applying for current conditions?

Will dispersion impact analysis be adequate to account for the current land-use and population
distribution? Nearly 500 homes have been added within a 2.25 mile radius of the incinerator
(many of them within 1 mile) since the 1980’s.

At this point we anticipate that the County Legislature will consider a resolution to approve a
DEIS and start a 30-day public comment period (including a public hearing) on the DEIS in
August (a minimum of 30 days). We also anticipate that the Legislature will call for a separate
public hearing on updates to the Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan during that
period.

There seems to be only one discussion around this topic of Trash for Ash until recently when a
meeting was held at the Town of Dewitt (no real advertising was done) after some pressure was
put on OCRRA and legislators by local organizations. There seems to be a “plan” that was
settled on last August, without public knowledge or approval, because this issue (incineration
and landfilling) has been so controversial in the past. During Joanie Mahoney’s address on
television she talked about it briefly as if it were a done deal she knew about and touted it as a
win win situation.

The residents of this area are very concerned about the emissions from the incinerator. A full
environmental impact study needs to be done. Please stop saying that the emissions are filtered
and the impact on the environment is minimal. There are several increased cases of cancer in the
area. There is mercury found in fish in the Clark Reservation glacier lake. Who knows what we
are injesting from the crops around the area.



The DEC'’s role is to protect the environment and maximize resources. Some of the chemicals
emitted from this incinerator include lead, arsenic, mercury, cadmium, ammonia, formaldehyde,
sulfuric acid, dioxins and fine particulates along with carbon dioxide and others that contribute to
climate change.

There is no acknowledgement in their self-promotion that any pollution is generated. In 2004, the
Public Service Commission noted that for each megawatt of electricity produced, trash
incineration caused six times as much mercury pollution as burning coal in power plants.
(Mercury has been detected in fish in Glacier Lake; Jamesville Reservoir has not been tested.)
We believe that there should be truth in advertising this incinerator to protect our health and
environment. Results showed apparently increased mercury levels since the incinerator began
operating. This should be addressed in the EIS.

The most concerning issue in the trash-for-ash proposal is the possibility of continued and even
increased adverse effects on public health caused by emissions of pollutants from the WTE
stack. In so far as possible, the DEIS should go beyond simply saying that emissions for each
pollution constituent will be within permit limits. Being within permit limits does not answer
questions such as:

Do the multiple pollutants have combined effects?

Have there been changes in public health statistics since the WTE began operating? In the DSD,
Section 4.3.3 on Public Health refers to the most recent “Community Health Assessment””’,
apparently as the primary source for the section. Attempting to answer questions (A) and (B)
and those on health that were raised in the June 9, 2014 hearing will require searching through
scientific documents other than the 2013 CHA, the most recent. The CHA is generally limited to
the period since 1994 without comparison to the years before the WTE facility. The DEIS
should acknowledge questions on possible health impacts that are not answerable given current
science.

We believe that OCRRA/Covanta is currently violating their DEC permits by burning C&D
materials rather than recycling and conversion. They have not been enforcing or maximizing our
recycling program because we need to feed the incinerator.

The last time anything was added to the Blue bin was 2011. Since NYSDEC was complicit in
pushing incinerators, they should be now promoting jobs from recycling! It is time to think
outside of the box, and truly look at alternatives.

We need to see the SWMP, a current waste characterization study and look at job creation as it’s
guide: mattress deconstruction and markets for recyclables.

We need a comparison of annual stack results with the Hazardous air pollution reports for the
last 14 years.




We believe that pm 2.5 needs to be regulated along with a new Health risk assessment
undertaken to study recent cancer and asthma statistics.

We need to know what discrete waste is being processed and what are future projections for this
waste.

We need to see projections of tip fees in and out of Onondaga County, with and without the ash
for cash scheme.

We need to know what the GHG reduction would be with an in county landfill, no incinerator
and maximizing recycling and composting.

We need baseline dioxin and mercury levels from Glacier Lake and Jamesville Reservoir.
We believe that replacement of entire CEM monitors is in order.

Other Questions:

What is the GHG reduction if Cortland captures their methane?

What has been the efforts to maximize plastic ag waste and how would that impact GHG
emissions?

What is the GHG reduction if one burner was shut down when garbage quantities are down?

What is the liability for the Cortland Landfill from our ash if determined to be hazardous from
exposure to wet garbage?

What is the amount of truck traffic generated from this scheme not only to and fro from Cortland
but to a separate landfill for non-processables?

Amount of GHG emissions generated from trucks going uphill with heavy ash and risk from
accidents in winter months?

We note that an extension of this comment period was requested and not responded to.

Finally, We question the legality of OCRRA signing a contract allowing the incinerator (the
largest public works project in county history) to be sold for one dollar and allowing importation
of waste-in spite of a local law prohibiting this.

There are no minutes, no record of this discussion and no public input. Was this intentional
deception to prevent alternatives from being discussed? In addition, The Chair of the County
Legislator is said to be the chief negotiator in the trash for cash scheme-

Where are the minutes of those discussions? Were secret meetings held? Violations of open
meeting laws? We request that the appropriate State agencies investigate these issues.



We expect answers to these questions.
Sincerely,
Patrick J. Brown

6471 East Seneca Turnpike
Jamesville, NY 13078



Sent: Saturday, June 14, 2014 5:05 PM

To: Cortland-Onondaga Partnership
Subject: Text of previously sent attachnment
Attachments: untitied-[2].html

A few minutes ago (4:26 PM) I sent you an e-mail with my comments on the above partnership. The
comments were included in an attachment to that e-mail and written in Microsoft Works word processor. I
believed that the attachment to the 4:26 e-mail can be read in MSWord, but I since discovered that my Works
program is an older version and may not be accessible to newer versions of Word. In case you have difficulty I
have also included the comments directly below.

Thanks so much for your patience..
Marie Kautz

Contents of previously sent attachment
P.O. Box 237

Homer, NY 13077

June 14, 2014

Jillian Blake, P.E., LEED AP
Barton & Loguidice, D.P.C.
290 Elwood Davis Road

Box 3107

Syracuse, NY 13220

Sent by e-mail to:
CortlandOnondagaPartnership@bartonandioguidice.com

Please accept the following comments on The Draft Scoping Document.

Section 4.1.1 does not provide enough information to allow for comment. In the portion of the haul after
leaving Rt 81, possible routes are quite limited and all involve county and local roads, some of which are not
suited for large truck traffic. The DSD indicates peak traffic loads on the haul route will be the prime
consideration. It should be noted that additional heavy truck traffic will degrade bicycle conditions on several
of the possible rural routes in the Cortland area (Rt 13 north, River Road, Health Camp Rd, and Rt 11 between
Homer and Tully). This is not noted in the EAF (Part 2, Items 13 d and e, which refer to bicycle routes and
human traffic patterns respectively).

EAF Part 2 Item 6, Impacts to Air includes a brief description of the waste to energy portion of the project but
fails to mention any consideration of mobil source emissions, although they are identified in Part 1, D2f.

Why does the EAF indicate that leachate will be taken to the Cortland treatment plant OR ANOTHER
APPROVED FACILITY? Is there some concern about Cortland’s inability to treat it?

The scoping narrative Section 6.6, (Irreversible commitment of resources) should include reduction of life of

the Cortland landfill and the additional load on Cortland’s water treatment facility.
1



Regarding potential impacts to the landfill and underlying geology, the EIS needs to include a section regarding
the potential impact of filling the landfill’s volume with a denser material than was originally planned. Since
original planning and life estimates for the landfill were presumably based on the assumption of MSW rather
than the denser incinerator ash that would, if the plan is approved, be comprising future depositions there.

Similar to the above comment, but from an engineering standpoint, potential impacts of the denser fill material
on the liner system, permeability, and volume of leachate must be considered and evaluated in the EIS.

On Page 4, the DSD states that “significant public benefits” may “be considered as mitigation measures for
potentially significant adverse environmental impacts”. Does SEQRA really allow this, and if so, under what
circumstances?

Section 4.1.2 , and the EIS, must include evaluation of significant likely or possible costs to Cortland County
residents including, but not limited to 1)operating the transfer station, and 2) maintaining and repairing county
and local roads damaged by additional heavy truck traffic

The scoping document needs to include as a potential cost to Cortland county residents any that would result
from potential liner failure. What is the failure rate of similar double liner systems when filled with dense
incinerator ash? What would be the cost range for likely corrective measures to be undertaken in the event of
liner failure over the 10 year period of the plan or beyond?

Finally, the scoping document would benefit greatly from a more informative description of the problems
intended to be solved by the proposed plan. A problem description is essential at this stage of the process in
order for the public to understand whether a reasonable list of alternatives has been offered and in helping to
identify other possibilities for consideration.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this draft scoping document.

Sincerely,

Marie Kautz



Sent: Saturday, June 14, 2014 3:46 PM

To: Cortland-Onondaga Partnership

Cc: Ann Stevens

Subject: Revised comments on Cortland-Onondaga Partnership DSD
Attachments: Comments on the Draft Scoping Document_140614.pdf
Dear Jillian Blake:

Please find attached a set of comments on the Cortland-Onondaga Partnership that is a revision of comments I
sent on June 12. Today's comments include input from a second author, Ann Stevens.

Thank you,

Gordon Heisler



To:

Re:

From:

Date:

Jillian Blake
Barton & Loguidice
CortlandOnondagaPartnership@BartonandLoguidice.com

Revised Comments on the Draft Scoping Document for the Proposed Cortland-
Onondaga Regional Solid Waste Partnership

Gordon Heisler Ann Stevens

6038 Singletree Lane 125 Ambergate Rd.
Jamesville, NY 13078 DeWitt, NY 13214
315-382-1748 315-446-2206
gmheisler@gmail.com aroesgen@gmail.com
June 14, 2014

. An unusual but at this point unavoidable aspect of this scoping document is that

the entities essentially constituting the “developers” are also the lead agents.
Though the primary effect of the ‘‘Partnership” would be on OCRRA operations,
which are not supported directly by tax dollars, the Partnership proposal is really a
project of the Onondaga and Cortland county governments, the lead agents. This
situation is somewhat similar to that which would exist if a company proposed to
build a large mall, and the company were allowed to declare itself the lead agent
for SEQR. Often a municipality will be strongly supportive of a development for
which it is the lead agent, but the conflict of interest is usually much less obvious
than it is here. Because of the lead agent arrangement and because of the
controversial nature of the proposal, every effort should be made to encourage
and consider public input. This would begin with extending the length of the
rather short comment period. Please extend the deadline for comments on the
scoping document by at least 30 days and preferably longer.

In several places within the draft scoping document it is suggested that Cortland
County residents will have the ability under the Partnership to take advantage of
the Onondaga recycling program. The scoping document should indicate that the
DEIS will contain a discussion of possible alternate funding, other than trash-
for-ash, for recycling improvements. The alternatives listed in Section 5 do not
specifically mention recycling alternatives.

Section 4.1.2, on “Air Resources” is rather lacking in the detail that should be
provided on just what analysis will be done. “Air impact assessments will be
undertaken utilizing annual site-specific testing data” is a good start, but leaves
questions. For example:

G. Heisler, June 14, 2014



(A) Will the data be representative of the entire year, including possible periods of
spurious emissions much above the averages?

(B) Will new detailed analyses be done for stack emission dispersion and
impacts? Or, will the previous results from 1988 (reported in the June 1988
Air Quality Impact Analysis (Appendix J) of the Waste-to-Energy Facility
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement) be considered as still
applying for current conditions?

(C) Will dispersion impact analysis be adequate to account for the current land-
use and population distribution? Nearly 500 homes have been added within a
2.25 mile radius of the incinerator (many of them within 1 mile) since the
1980’s.

4. Professor Charles Driscoll! carried out mercury testing in Glacier Lake in
Clark Reservation State Park, just 1.3 miles from the incinerator. Results
showed apparently increased mercury levels since the incinerator began operating.
This should be addressed in the EIS.

5. By far, the most concerning issue in the trash-for-ash proposal is the possibility of
continued and even increased adverse effects on public health caused by
emissions of pollutants from the WTE stack. In so far as possible, the DEIS
should go beyond simply saying that emissions for each pollution constituent
will be within permit limits. Being within permit limits does not answer
questions such as:

(A) Do the multiple pollutants have combined effects?

(B) Have there been changes in public health statistics since the WTE began
operating?

(C) Will ground-level concentrations of pollutant s be measurably increased
above background concentrations?

In the DSD, Section 4.3.3 on Public Health refers to the most recent “Community

Health Assessment™, apparently as the primary source for the section.

Attempting to answer questions (A) and (B) and those on health that were raised

in the June 9, 2014 hearing will require searching through scientific documents

other than the 2013 CHA, the most recent. The CHA is generally limited to the

period since 1994 without comparison to the years before the WTE facility. The

DEIS should acknowledge questions on possible health impacts that are not

answerable given current science.

' 27 August 2009, Letter to Ms. Joanne Marsh, NYS DEC, 615 Erie Blvd. West, Syracuse, NY
13204
>There is a 2013 version, though “most recent” is not specified in the DSD.

G. Heisler, June 14, 2014



Jillian M. Blake

From: Vicki Baker

Sent: Saturday, June 14, 2014 2:.00 PM

To: Cortland-Onondaga Partnership

Cc: Loretta.Simon@ag.ny.gov; David Scalisi

Subject: Draft scoping Comments/Cash for Trash

Attachments: joint environmental review.pdf; ag's comments.pdf; Jobs Factsheet graphics.doc

Please accept the following comments and questions on the Draft Scoping Document

Overview:

After a request to the Onondaga County Legislature for clarification of the process:

“Debbie Maturo asked me to respond to your inquiry re: the public comment period for the DEIS on the proposed
Regional Solid Waste Partnership. You are probably aware that the first step in the DEIS process is to accept public
comments on the Draft Scoping Document for the DEIS. The public comment period on the Draft Scoping Document
begins May 14th and ends June 14th. A DEIS will be prepared following the public comment period on the Draft Scoping
Document. At this point we anticipate that the County Legislature will consider a resolution to approve a DEIS and start
a 30-day public comment period (including a public hearing) on the DEIS in August (a minimum of 30 days). We also
anticipate that the Legislature will call for a separate public hearing on updates to the Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Plan during that period, as well.” Dave Coburn, Office of the Environment

In reviewing the Draft Scoping document, information is lacking to raise comments on, such as:

finances, alternatives, process (secrecy), current practices, recycling rates, discrete waste, C&D waste, global impacts
from waste and the Onondaga County Solid Waste Management Plan.

Is there an update of the SWMP?

Why is that segmented from the scoping plan?

How can you provide alternatives or solutions when you don’t know what you have in the first place? There seems to be
only one discussion: A scheme that was settled on last August, without public knowledge or approval because this issue
has been so controversial in the past.

In a recent meeting with DEC, we asked if they had taken a position on this proposal. We have seen emails claiming that
DEC is in support of this project.-The answer was: “they cannot legally take a position”.

Attached is a press release given to us at this meeting-(joint environmental review). Statements such as:
“environmentally beneficial and cost effective” is yet to be shown: “municipal partnership, first of its kind, mutually
beneficial” "environment and residents will be better served”, again, yet to be determined. There is no discussion of
increased emissions or risks. Fostering partnerships among municipalities should not start with secrecy and garbage!

DEC’s role is to protect the environment and maximize resources. This deserves a complete discussion of what oversight
they have had on both counties in the past and will have in the future. According to the Attorney General, Eric
Schneiderman,
(Attached):

f  Energy from combusting MSW is not renewable. (Despite Covanta and OCRRA claims that they are.)

f Covanta’s claim that W-T-E results in net removal of GHG is unsubstantiated and scientifically uncertain.

f  Air pollutant emissions from Covanta W-T-E facilities generally exceed emissions from fossil fuel facilities in NYS

on a per unit of energy generated basis.

Some of the chemicals emitted from this incinerator include lead, arsenic, mercury, cadmium, ammonia,
formaldehyde, sulfuric acid, dioxins and fine particulates along with carbon dioxide and others that contribute
to climate change.
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There is no acknowledgement in their self-promotion that any pollution is generated. In 2004, the Public
Service Commission noted that for each megawatt of electricity produced, trash incineration caused six times as
much mercury pollution as burning coal in power plants. (Mercury has been detected in fish in Glacier Lake;
Jamesville Reservoir has not been tested.) We believe that there should be truth in advertising this incinerator to
protect our health and environment.

NY State needs to look at Connecticut, where they seem to be moving away from incineration of garbage:

http://www.hartfordbusiness.com

CT waste future leaves trash-to-energy in dust

BY BRAD KANE

6/2/2014

The state legislature has rung the death knell for trash-to-energy in Connecticut.

The burning of the Nutmeg State's garbage for electricity likely will continue in some form as environmental officials
develop a plan for future waste disposal, but the days where two-thirds of Connecticut's trash gets sent to six trash-
to-energy plants throughout the state are fading away.

Rising from the ashes are new plans developed by the Department of Energy & Environmental Protection to increase
the recycling rate from 25 percent to 60 percent by 2024. How the rest of the trash is disposed still is a point of
contention; the legislature is calling on DEEP to utilize some yet-to-be-determined technology with greater fiscal
and environmental benefits.

"We don't want to set trash on fire anymore," said Macky McCleary, DEEP deputy commissioner. "Recycling has
much more value to the system than incineration does."

As the 2 million tons of garbage currently burned in Connecticut's trash-to-energy plants shrinks, the six facilities
will be forced to rethink their economic viability, which already is in jeopardy as the rise of low-cost natural gas
power plants has limited the amount of money garbage plants receive for their electricity.

The legislation calls on the state-run Mid-Connecticut Project plant in Hartford to be switched to a private operator,
which will likely convert the building into an organics recycling facility and for other uses with the yet-to-be-
determined technology DEEP considers. Meantime, New Jersey-based Covanta, which operates three trash-to-
energy facilities in Connecticut, has started discussions to cease burning in Wallingford. The Hartford and
Wallingford facilities currently handle about 940,000 tons of waste.

"We support the state's goals to increase recycling, and we hope to help," Covanta spokesman James Regan said.
"We will be an extremely important part of waste disposal in the state.”

All these are long-term discussions, though, as Connecticut transitions to that 60 percent recycling rate by 2024.
This leaves room for the six plants, which currently handle 64 percent of Connecticut's waste, to maintain the status
quo for the medium term; but the fact remains state government has chosen a waste policy that moves away from
trash-to-energy.

"We are very much eight to 10 years away from wholesale changes in how we deal with garbage in Connecticut,"” said
Tom Kirk, president and CEO of the agency formerly called the Connecticut Resources Recovery Authority.
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The law changing the state's focus to recycling and new technology also renamed the CRRA as the Materials
Innovation & Recycling Authority. MIRA will be a regional organization instead of a statewide one, and it will no
longer be focused on trash-to-energy. Instead, it will try to develop cost-effective and environmentally-friendly trash
disposal options for its 51 member towns in central Connecticut.

In addition to trash-to-energy, CRRA played an important role in controlling the cost of waste tipping fees
throughout the state. As CRRA socialized its transportation costs around its member towns, its typical $62-$65 per
ton tipping fee was seen as an industry cap. If a private hauler charged more, its municipal customers would likely
switch to CRRA.

"If we weren't here, then tipping fees would be north of $70," Kirk said.

MIRA's trash disposal services will continue, at least in the short term, but may change as DEEP revises the state's
Solid Waste Management Plan, something that is sorely needed as the plan hasn't been updated since 2006, Kirk
said.

"That policy renovation will answer a lot of questions for the authority,” Kirk said. "That is a policy determination
that needs to happen."

As Connecticut increases its recycling rate, the need for MIRA to set a tipping fee ceiling will be less important,
McCleary said. Recycled goods have more value than discarded trash, so as recycling increases, the value of the
waste stream will rise and lower tipping fees.

DEEP will launch a new initiative called Recycle CT this year to market the need for recycling, McCleary said. The
state also has passed laws requiring manufacturers and consumers of mattresses and paint to recycle those goods;
programs for carpets and batteries are also planned.

To further increase recycling, the state will issue a request for proposals for ideas on what to do with the Mid-
Connecticut Project, which started its life as a coal plant. The facility now has a recycling component, and the hope is
new technology can transform the trash-to-energy plant into a major part of the state's recycling system, McCleary
said.

The proposals for the Mid-Connecticut Project must be evaluated by 2017.

When Connecticut first undertook trash-to-energy in the 1970s as its primary way of disposing of waste, the state
was the forerunner of a movement that never caught on in the United States but is popular in European countries
like Denmark and Germany, McCleary said.

While Connecticut disposes of 67 percent of its trash at in-state and out-of-state trash-to-energy plants, only 7
percent of U.S. waste is disposed in such a manner. Landfilling remains America's most popular disposal method,
accounting for 64 percent of the national waste stream.

Even as Connecticut was once progressive, Kirk said, the time has come to start using another method; still breaking
from the popular U.S. landfilling method and focusing efforts on maximizing recycling.

"The trash-to-energy technology is now 30 years old," Kirk said. "The desire is to treat our waste less as waste and
more as useful material." ------------------



We believe that OCRRA/Covanta is currently violating their DEC permits by burning C&D materials rather than recycling
and conversion. They have not been enforcing or maximizing our recycling program because we need to feed the
incinerator.

The last time anything was added to the Blue bin was 2011. Since NYSDEC was complicit in pushing incinerators, they
should be now promoting jobs from recycling! It is time to think outside of the box, and truly look at alternatives.

We need to see the SWMP, a current waste characterization study and look at job creation as it’s guide: mattress
deconstruction. (See attached-Jobs factsheet.)and markets for recyclables.

We need a comparison of annual stack results with the Hazardous air pollution reports for the last 14 years. In
comparable measurements.

We believe that pm 2.5 needs to be regulated along with a new Health risk assessment undertaken to study recent
cancer and asthma statistics.

We need to know what discrete waste is being processed and what are future projections for this waste.

We need to see projections of tip fees in and out of Onondaga County, with and without the ash for cash scheme.
We need to know what the GHG reduction would be with an in county landfill, no incinerator and maximizing recycling
and composting.

We need baseline dioxin and mercury levels from Glacier Lake and Jamesville Reservoir.

We believe that replacement of entire CEM monitors is in order.

Questions:

What is the GHG reduction if Cortland captures their methane?

What has been the efforts to maximize plastic ag waste and how would that impact GHG emissions?

What is the GHG reduction if one burner was shut down when garbage quantities are down?

What is the liability for the Cortland Landfill from our ash if determined to be hazardous from exposure to wet garbage?
What is the amount of truck traffic generated from this scheme not only to and fro from Cortland but to a separate
landfill for non-processables?

Amount of GHG emissions generated from trucks going uphill with heavy ash and risk from accidents in winter months?

We note that an extension of this comment period was requested and not responded to.

Finally, We question the legality of OCRRA signing a contract allowing the incinerator (the largest public works project in
county history) to be sold for one dollar and allowing importation of waste-in spite of a local law prohibiting this.

There are no minutes, no record of this discussion and no public input. Was this intentional deception to prevent
alternatives from being discussed? In addition, The Chair of the County Legislator is said to be the chief negotiator in the
trash for cash scheme-

Where are the minutes of those discussions? Were secret meetings held? Violations of open meeting laws? We request
that the appropriate State agencies investigate these issues.

Thank you,
Vicki Baker
Chair, Jampac (Jamesville Positive Action Committee).



Onondaga and Cortland Counties Announce Joint Environmental
Review Effort to Advance Regional Solid Waste Partnership

Counties agree to pursue co-lead agency status for environmental review
and announce 30-day public comment period

SYRACUSE, N.Y., — (March 24, 2014) An agreement in principle executed last August
between Onondaga and Cortland Counties, to cooperate in an environmentally beneficial
and cost effective regional solid waste partnership, is taking its first major step forward
today as the two counties announce they will be working together as Co-Lead Agencies
for the State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) process.

Lead agencies are responsible for coordinating a project’s environmental review. The
decision to provide for Co-Lead Agency status will allow for a more comprehensive
review process and ensure that all parties and all residents have an opportunity to
evaluate the project. , -

Cortland County who has already begun the initial stages of the SEQR process is working
collaboratively with Onondaga County on the SEQR effort. An ongoing public comment
period on the scope of the project will continue and be amended to include review of
additional Onondaga County impacts.

Consultants for the two counties are in the process of developing a revised scoping
document, which will be released soon. All comments received to date on the current
scope of the project will be valid and included as the two counties move forward.

The initial phase of the SEQR process involves review of a draft scoping document that
outlines topics for future study.

After public comment on the scoping document is received, the final project scope is
developed. This scope is the basis for development of the draft environmental impact
statement (DEIS) that explores environmental impacts in detail. The community will also
have a chance to provide feedback on the DEIS.

Residents of both communities will have multiple opportunities to weigh in on the
proposed regional solid waste partnership.

While municipal partnership have been encouraged by New York State for many years,
the announcement made today is the first of its kind in upstate New York, in which two
counties will share leadership responsibilities for the potential implementation of a
regional, mutually beneficial program.

“I"m pleased to join with Onondaga County for the environmental review of our
proposed regional partnership,” said Cortland County Legislature Chair Susan Briggs.
“Sharing Lead Agency status will allow our two counties to take this step together. The
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environment, as well as the residents of both counties, will be better served by such a
cooperative effort.”

Currently, Cortland County disposes of municipal solid waste, or trash, at its county-
owned landfill, while Onondaga County trash is processed at the OCRRA Waste-to-
Energy (WTE) Facility, where additional metals are removed for recycling and the
remaining trash is turned into electricity. The proposed partnership would send Cortland
County’s trash to be processed at the WTE Facility, thus increasing energy production
and reducing greenhouse gas emissions. In exchange, the non-hazardous ash byproduct
will be sent to the Cortland County landfill, further reducing greenhouse gas emissions,
transportation costs and fuel usage.

OCRRA Board Chairman Michael Reilly said, “This innovative partnership with
Cortland County will reduce overall greenhouse gas emissions by the equivalent of
removing 17,300 cars from the road each year, and it will help OCRRA continue to fund
the award-winning green services it offers Onondaga County.”



STATE OF NEW YORK
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

STATE OF NEW YORK
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of the Application of

Case 03-E-0188SP29
COVANTA ENERGY CORPORATION

For Modification of the List of Eligible Resources
Included in the New York Main Tier Renewable
Portfolio Standard Program to Include Energy
From Waste (EfW) Technology

COMMENTS OF ATTORNEY GENERAL
ERIC T. SCHNEIDERMAN

Lemuel M. Srolovic
Assistant Attorney General
Bureau Chief

Loretta Simon

Assistant Attorney General
Alan Belensz
Environmental Scientist

Office of the Attorney General

Environmental Protection Bureau

The State Capitol

Albany, New York 12224-0341

Tel: (518) 402-2724

Fax: (518) 476-2534

Loretta.Simon@ag.ny.gov August 19,2011



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
INTRODUCTION ....oitiiiiniiiiitinieiiseeetnssstessre s sese s st sssssss bt sessssssssssesestssassenesssssonssnsenes 1
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS .....cooiiiiiriiiiiennerisesnnessessesesesesessseesssssssssssesesesssesesesesesensassens 1
BACKGROUND .....ooiiiiiiiniiiiniessseiessiestesessssssssssssesss s s ebesessss st stssssssasasesssssessasnsenssssesesans 3
INTEREST OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL........cccooueurieeriririreretinieesise s sereveseseesesesesssesessses 4
COMMENTS
1. Energy from Combusting Municipal Solid Waste is Not Renewable ..........cccccvvevvvrennennee. 5
2, Subsidizing Additional Waste to Energy Capacity is Inconsistent with State Solid Waste
POLICY 1ottt bbb et be e s et ene 7
3. Subsidizing Additional Waste to Energy Capacity is Inconsistent with State
Climate Change POLICY ......cccvvueieeeriririririi ettt sese st enens 8
A. WTE Stack CO, Emissions are Greater Than from Fossil Based Generation
and Above the NYS Grid AVErage .......ccccuvriviieninreenniriicteeeereessseissese e 10
B. Covanta's Claim that WTE Results in Net Removal of Greenhouse Gases
(GHGs) from the Atmosphere is Unsubstantiated and Scientifically
UNCEITAIMN ...cuiiviiiiiieciiceirnc ettt sb e sre e esens 11
C. Subsidizing Construction of New WTE Facilities Threatens State's Ability to
Reach GHG Reduction Goals.........oceviiriiissieesieesieeeeessssesesssssenennn. 13
4. Air Pollutant Emissions from Covanta's WTE Facilities Generally Exceed
Emissions from Fossil Fuel Facilities in New York State ...........ccocovevvvinniiererereronennns 13
5. Granting Eligibility for WTE Facilities Would Be Inconsistent With The
RPS Goal of Developing New Clean Renewable Energy Technologies.............cou....... 16
6. Covanta Has Failed to Demonstrate Financial Need for Public Subsidy ...............ccouuuunn. 17
7. Other States and the Conditions Under Which They Allow WTE in the RPS................... 18
8. If the PSC Considers WTE as a Renewable Source Eligible for RPS Subsidy,
Additional Measures are NECESSATY ........cvcvvieinreririieisseerererereresesesinsssssssesssssesesensssessssens 20



INTRODUCTION

In a petition dated February 11, 2011, Covanta Energy Corporation (“Covanta™)
seeks designation of Waste to Energy ("WTE") as an eligible renewable energy resource
in the Main Tier of the Renewable Portfolio Standard ("RPS")."! Covanta is an
internationally recognized owner and/or operator of 44 WTE facilities worldwide, and the
largest WTE operator in the United States with annual revenues from operations of $1.6
billion in 2010.2 Covanta’s petition to the Public Service Commission ("PSC") requests
that electricity generated from the incineration of municipal solid waste ("MSW") be
eligible for the RPS "Main Tier" funding.® The petition argues, among other things, that
WTE technology has made efficiency improvements and air emissions reductions,
produces substantial net carbon reductions and outperforms landfill gas to energy - an
eligible RPS technology - relative to emissions and energy generation.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS

The RPS, established by the PSC in 2004, is recognized as a means to reduce
dependence on fossil fuels and to develop new sources of electric power based on
renewable, clean, and sustainable technologies. The PSC rejected WTE as a renewable
energy source eligible for RPS ratepayer subsidy in 2004 and again in 2010, finding,
among other things, that emissions from WTE facilities in New York were greater than
emissions from coal-fired plants on a per unit of energy generated basis. In its current

petition, Covanta has failed to demonstrate that it has addressed the concerns identified

! The RPS was established by the Public Service Commission and is funded by a fee collected from
ratepayers of investor owned electric utilities in the State. It is administered by NYSERDA, and as of
December 2010, approximately $882.1 million has been expended or committed. See NYSERDA NYS
RPS Performance Report, December 31, 2010. As of 2007, a typical residential customer paid $2.87
annually and non-residential paid $30.24 per year. Customers of the New York Power Authority and the
Long Island Power Authority are exempt. http://www.nyserda.org/rps/faq.asp.

2 See Covanta 2010 Annual Report, at 7, 15; see also www.covantaenergy.com.

? See Petition of Covanta Energy Corporation to the PSC, February 11, 2011 ("Covanta Petition") at 1.
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