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Jillian M. Blake

From: Vicki Baker <vbaker002@twcny.rr.com>
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): 
¶ Energy from combusting MSW is not renewable. (Despite Covanta and OCRRA claims that they are.) 
¶ Covanta’s claim that W-T-E results in net removal of GHG is unsubstantiated and scientifically uncertain. 
¶ 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." ------------------ 
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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.¥., (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. 

’Tm 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 



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." 






















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































	Paul Yaman 1/29/2014

