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February 2, 2011

Climate Action Plan
NYSERDA
17 Columbia Circle
Albany, NY 12203-6399
Re: Comments on the New York State Climate Action Plan Interim Report 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on New York State' Climate Action Plan Interim Report. Addressing climate change as soon as possible is extremely important for all New Yorkers. While we have not been entirely pleased with the public process, the fact that we are engaged in this effort is an important milestone and we look forward to a favorable outcome. Those contributing to this effort deserve our thanks.  
Thank you for your attention. We look forward to the Final report. Please feel free to contact me for any questions or clarifications at 845-754-7951 as well as at my office. 










Sincerely,










Barbara J. Warren










Executive Director

New York’s Climate Action Plan should acknowledge the science of climate change and the need to achieve a 350 ppm goal. 
The Interim Report correctly acknowledges that the effects of climate change are already being experienced in the State. The consequences of climate change are quite severe, even though some consequences have not been examined at all. Moving the state and its people to achieve the actions needed requires acknowledging the best science and the correct goals. We should be joining with other states and nations to achieve CO2 levels of 350 ppm as soon as possible. Efforts at the state level can also spur appropriate national legislation.   

A Public Document needs Clear Definitions of Key Terms
The Interim Report suffers from shifting terms with no clear definitions. Reducing greenhouse emissions is not synonymous with a Clean Energy Economy and Green Jobs. Other factors must be considered. The Report moves very carelessly from discussions of low carbon choices to clean energy and reduced environmental impacts. Confusing the public is not a desirable outcome, when the public needs to understand clearly what the Climate Action Plan is proposing.  

In this report a Clean Energy Economy includes nuclear power, something many environmentalists find absurd. Yet this report uses the term Clean Energy Economy and inappropriately cites a Pew report that uses the term. However, the Pew report does not consider nuclear as part of a Clean Energy Economy. 

We think definitions should be established by all participants in this planning process and used to  inform the public, so the public can participate in making recommendations.  

Public Information regarding Climate Action Plans is critically important.
Engaging the public in this immense problem and its solutions is critically important. 

Despite lots of charts and graphs actually dealing with the material becomes impossible because there is little continuity for units of measurement. Each major sector starts from greenhouse gas emissions, then for those policy recommendations quantified we obtain MWh, or BTUs, but these are not translated back to GHG reductions or even percentage reductions.  While it is certainly possible to do all these calculations, it is not easy for the reader. Nor does this lend itself to understanding the textual discussion and the progress that will be achieved by many different policies. We recommend a simpler presentation of this information for the final report, including simplified tables. 

Each major sector should have a presentation including the following:

· Existing emissions & provide equivalent MWh or BTUs or state this BTU reduction provides this GHG reduction

· Effects of existing Federal programs & implementation. List and provide table showing effects in 2030 and 2050

· Effects of existing state adopted programs, including building and appliance codes assuming full implementation. (provide year)

· Effect of state adopted programs assuming partial implementation ( provide %)  and date.

· Projected emissions - base or reference case to 2030. A clear statement of how the emissions were calculated for the projection should be provided . 

· Policy options and their expected achievements in GWh, BTUs or other units AND in GHG emission reductions. 

However, it is not just the lack of a simple, coherent information regarding measurement units that it is problematic. Missing also is detailed information that explains the status of current programs. Logically many interested parties want to know the progress of programs adopted or already being implemented.  We provide some examples below:

· 15% by 2015 Energy Efficiency—What level has been achieved thus far? Equivalence in CO2 reductions

· 30% by 2015 Renewables – What level has been achieved thus far?  Equivalence in CO2 reductions 

· Decoupling of Utility Profits from Energy consumed—We are told this step is underway, but no description of the program is provided and it is unclear what underway actually means. Tell us what has been done to decouple and what you expect the results to be in future years. Public utilities should also take steps to decouple all disincentives that hinder energy efficiency programs.

· Page 8-6 provides a confusing statement about the assumptions that went into the Reference Case for Projected emissions. According to this Chapter the Reference Case assumes that only 27% of 15 by 15 will be achieved. In addition policy scenarios do not take credit for 45 by 15 policies and actions. As a result we cannot determine whether results for 2030 include achieving 45 by 15 or not.  If we are having difficulty achieving existing goals, explain the reasons and what is being done to correct the problem.

Public Outreach & Education on Climate Change are essential. 

The public needs simple and transparent information about the measures being taken to address climate change and some means of monitoring progress. In addition to the use of factsheets and brochures, we recommend electronic signs in several key locations in the state that report current CO2 levels in the atmosphere, compared to the level recommended by scientists to avert the worst impacts of global warming—350 ppm. In addition the sign should report on some measures of NYS progress, such as current status of achieving 45% by 2015 for energy efficiency and renewable energy use. One such sign could be installed in Albany atop the NYS DEC building or near the Empire State Plaza, visible from roadways nearby.

Long Term Sustainability

All policy options should be screened through consideration of Long Term Sustainability -their adverse impacts and benefits in 3 spheres-- environmental, social and economic. All adopted policy options should be sustainable solutions. 

 “Best First” Policy options:  Prioritize Sustainable options as "Best First"

New York State should adopt an aggressive program to address climate change using a "Best First" Policy for emissions reductions. In other words, the best options should be implemented first. A "Best First" Policy would prioritize the implementation of the most sustainable options, those that provide significant benefits for New Yorkers. Given the economic crisis and NY's budget deficit, this means those policy options that are low cost, create jobs and provide social and environmental benefits. Without sustainability as a criterion, the interim report includes policy options that are totally unsustainable. 

The First Immediate Response of the private sector to Climate Change was to Propose More Power Plants.

Climate change requires attention to emission reductions. Instead the private sector responded with proposals to build more power plants, wanting to get their projects approved first. Climate change should result in everyone talking about how to reduce emissions. Instead everyone jumps to - how will we have enough energy? Clearly the market is not a rational means of addressing societal needs. Private companies are interested in making profits, not in solving global warming.  The private sector was also over- represented in NY’s climate policy process. 

We recommend that there be a split in the recommendations -- one set would be focused on reducing emissions and a second set would provide energy or new energy sources.  This planning process started with generously projected energy needs first and then developed policy options to obtain greenhouse gas reductions. As a result even State agencies such as NYSERDA that has done good work on energy efficiency have been too quick to prioritize the identification of alternate power sources including nuclear power and waste combustion over more sustainable options. 

Projections of Significant Growth in the coming years to 2050, do not adequately consider existing federal programs, the past record of decline in emissions intensity with economic growth, or planned state programs. Projecting significant growth necessitates planning for more centralized power plants rather than  investments in distributed renewable generation, increased energy efficiency and renewable energy efforts.  To provide some grounding in reality, it is useful to turn to history. In the early 70s, the state argued that Long Island absolutely had to have 5 new nuclear power plants to meet projected demand. 

State Energy Law Requirements will affect the Climate Change Policy Options 

The Requirements of New York State Energy Law, if considered, will alter the Policy Options presented in the Climate Action Plan Interim Report.  NYS must reduce overall energy costs, minimize health and environmental impacts, address health, safety, welfare and security concerns as well as especially consider low income consumers and environmental justice communities. The Climate Change Action Plan has paid little attention to these issues and as a result this plan will be a poor foundation for the Energy Plan. 

The current climate plan has delivered a menu of policy choices, including the most expensive options—nuclear power as well as municipal solid waste incineration, as well as the expensive and unproven option-- carbon capture and sequestration.   The Interim report reflects a focus only on GHG emission reductions and costs of those reductions, although the actual analysis of costs is highly variable between policy options, not transparent and the results are not reliable for policy purposes. Next, the Report keeps the most expensive policy options. 

In contrast, State Energy Law requires:

· reducing the overall costs of energy in the State,

· minimizing health and environmental impacts,

· maximizing cost-effective energy efficiency to meet projected demand growth
And, the State Energy Plan must include:

· Security Issues analysis

· Environmental Justice analysis

· Energy costs for Consumers, Low income consumers

· Health, Safety, Welfare

· Environmental Quality 

The State Energy Plan requires a look at health and environmental impacts, safety and welfare. Security Issues are particularly relevant for nuclear reactors. It must examine existing energy costs and future costs, based on facts, not obscure and bizarre methodology. It must consider vulnerable low income consumers and environmental justice issues. Finally it must maximize cost-effective energy efficiency to meet projected demand growth. Unlike the scenarios studied for the Power Supply sector, in which energy efficiency growth had to be eliminated in order to accommodate a nuclear energy future, state law necessitates steady increases in energy efficiency to meet demand growth.
All Documents relied on for Energy or Climate Change planning purposes should be subject to review and comment before finalizing and using as state policy. 
This Climate Action Plan as well as the State Energy Plan must be advanced with only policy documents that have undergone public review and comment. Unfortunately too many technical reports from NYSERDA have been prepared by outside consultants, and finalized with no public review and comment. This undermines democratic principles and good science practices.  It also undermines other good work NYSERDA produces. For example, we find the Renewable Fuels Roadmap and Sustainable Biomass Feedstock Supply report not acceptable. It needs to be put out for public comment and review because it needs significant improvement.  Similarly far too much material has been produced as part of the Climate Change planning process, that is used as reference material, while other great reference materials from important sources, such as EPA and the IPCC, are ignored. Of particular concern is the Brookhaven National Lab report produced subsequent to a one day visioning exercise, scheduled even before the first public introduction to the Climate planning process.  That report’s conclusions are highly questionable. An example of an important reference document is EPA’s report on the greenhouse gas emissions associated with products and packaging of 37% (this estimate also excluded product imports and food, and thus represents an underestimate). This report had particular significance related to waste and the potential to get significant emissions reductions via product stewardship efforts. See http://www.productpolicy.org/content/climate-change-epr 
Problems associated with Greenhouse Gas Inventory and Forecasting
NY's Inventory and Forecasting is likely inaccurate and unreliable. It will need continuous improvement. However, even without an accurate inventory we can proceed to implement the needed programs. We do recommend that important omissions be corrected for the Climate Action Plan Final Report. The two most notable omissions -- 1) failure to consider black carbon, particularly diesel emissions and 2) failure to estimate emissions from current and future gas drilling in the state.  A policy to retrofit diesel vehicles should be part of the Climate Action Plan. Since methane is an important greenhouse gas with high global warming potential, the leakage from current gas drilling should have been estimated and included in the current GHG inventory. In addition, projections of methane emissions from future hydraulic fracturing should be included. The only methane leakage estimated in the current inventory is for leakage in the distribution system to consumers.  We have not attempted to thoroughly critique the inventory, however given these missing elements we suspect that there may be others. 
On Jan. 25th, 2011 Propublica reported on a new EPA analysis of GHG emissions from petroleum and natural gas production. The study found that methane levels from the hydraulic fracturing of shale gas were 9,000 times higher than previously reported. The total for the US natural gas industry was 261 MMTCO2e of Methane compared to 27.74 MMTCO2e for the petroleum industry.  http://www.propublica.org/article/natural-gas-and-coal-pollution-gap-in-doubt  The implications of this new EPA study are profound for climate change planning. The study is accessible at the website above. 

Costs of Climate Change Consequences

The dire climate change predictions for New York State are extremely serious. Unfortunately there has been no attempt to estimate the costs for even one example of expected outcomes. Yet in the face of budget cuts to essential services and job losses, the Climate Action Plan calls for a suite of recommendations to achieve 80% reductions in greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. Collectively these recommendations will be costly, but it is essential that we address climate change now. We recommend that at least one scenario be developed to illustrate the high costs of not acting immediately to address climate change. If this is deemed too onerous, we recommend adding a discussion of the costs of shoring up storm protection to protect New Orleans versus the actual costs of the Katrina disaster.  The costs of preventing or avoiding disaster must be presented in the context of the response and recovery costs if disaster occurs. Prevention is almost always far more cost effective than disaster response. The public needs to be fully informed in order to be able to speak to the need for appropriate levels of funding for this huge endeavor. 
We wish to draw particular attention to the fact that there has been no attention to climate related impacts on the storage of hazardous/radioactive materials at industrial and other sites as well as their presence at hazardous/radioactive waste sites. A focus on proper storage and preparations to prevent severe weather events from causing the release of hazardous materials is very important. The Center for Health, Environment & Justice prepared a report that focused on superfund sites and climate change. 
Energy Conservation & Efficiency are "Best First"

Energy conservation has been given no attention in the Interim report. Conservation will be essential to achieving 80 by 50 and conservation and efficiency should be married in all discussions of what thus far has been identified solely as energy efficiency. Energy Conservation & Efficiency should be prioritized as the most preferred and sustainable options for supplying energy needs. They offer the lowest cost and highest job creation, while also reducing pollution and health impacts from power plant emissions. 

Specific Energy Conservation & Efficiency Recommendations:

· We support increasing goals and programs to increase energy efficiency included in the Interim Report. Energy Conservation & Efficiency (EE) goals should be expanded to at least 30% by 2030. ( 30 by 30). This is an expansion of the 15 by 15 current program, 15% by 2015. We understand that we are behind in implementation of this important program.

· Prioritize funding  and implementation of EE programs for state and local government buildings and facilities First. Rationale: Government budgets are collectively reeling from the 2008 economic disaster. At the same time energy costs are very high. Energy conservation and efficiency will immediately reduce energy costs for state and local governments and help balance their budgets. The state can also gain expertise in efficiently delivering these services, so that institutions and commercial entities can benefit. 

· Expand programs beyond a focus on just buildings ( building envelopes) to include the processes and operations within. This is particularly important for industry and commercial entities. NYSERDA has done excellent work in analyzing best energy practices for wastewater treatment plants. There is no reason this work cannot be expanded to develop best practices for hospitals, for grocery stores, for retail stores and for various kinds of businesses. In general it is the operation or activity being undertaken that needs to be made more efficient and less wasteful. The New York State's Pollution Prevention Institute should receive increased funding to assist industries, and commercial entities. Their services include more efficient use of materials, remanufacturing of secondary (reused) materials, energy efficiency improvements, reducing pollution and waste, as well as cost savings and job creation.

· Amory Lovins should be brought in to serve as a consultant to the State in maximizing energy efficiency to the greatest extent possible.  According to Amory Lovins, the US has barely scratched the surface of what is possible to achieve in this area. 

· Utilities should not be the only ones directing and delivering these services. Non-profit community based organizations should receive financial resources to deliver outreach, education and energy efficiency services. Consumers have been charged for these services and it is time to ensure that consumers and communities really benefit from these programs.

· Waste equals inefficiency. Waste is an inefficiency that wastes resources and energy.  Industrial and business inefficiencies associated with waste affect all sectors of our entire economy. The failure of the Climate Action Plan to adequately consider the life cycle impacts of waste and the potential energy benefits associated with adopting the best options means that this sector cannot provide significant GHG reductions. 

 Clean Renewables and a Clean Renewable Portfolio Standard are also “Best First” Policies

Renewable recommendations: 

· We support clean renewable Energy and the continued use and expansion of a CLEAN Renewable Portfolio Standard (CRPS) to 60% by 2030. 

· An expanded portfolio standard should be for clean renewables only, excluding dirty energy projects such as garbage incinerators, and their newer cousins- gasification, pyrolysis and plasma arc. 

· We oppose a Low Carbon Portfolio Standard (LCPS) which would require utilities to purchase a percentage of their electric energy from nuclear plants, coal plants with carbon capture and sequestration, and from biomass facilities, including solid waste incinerators. 


The immediate outcome of a Low Carbon Portfolio Standard would be:

1. Reduced Investment in Clean Renewable Energy Sources, like Solar and Wind, because funds are diverted to expensive and dirty energy.

2. Reduced investment in distributed generation 

3. Increased investment in centralized generation & the most expensive energy options -nuclear reactors and coal with carbon capture and sequestration (CCS).

4. Increased investment in the most dangerous and unsustainable energy option- nuclear, and the most unsustainable solid waste option- incineration.

5. Increased investment in Carbon Capture and Sequestration which is still under development and may not result in a feasible solution. The US Department of Energy recently pulled funding for one demonstration project. Serious questions have been raised in Canada where CO2 leakage is being investigated following “sequestration”. 

A Citizens Utility Board should become a reality in New York State. 
Industry has had too much power to determine New York’s energy future.  We have a history of high costs that were in no way relieved by the move to deregulation in the state. Thus the promises of lower costs were never fulfilled. It is time to permanently establish a Citizens Utility Board, with adequate funding to ensure that the public has a role to play regarding cost and siting issues and in implementing sustainable energy programs. As originally proposed by Governor Mario Cuomo the mandate of a Citizens Utility Board should now be expanded to address the public’s interest in addressing climate change as sustainably and cost effectively as possible including adopting the needed public health and environmental adaptation measures.  

Better Price Signals will be necessary , but must be married to a Citizens Utility Board. 

We need to aggressively tackle climate change, preferably with a carbon fee or tax, one that is revenue neutral to protect consumers. Monies must be used strictly for clean and sustainable energy programs.  Currently consumers are suffering under high oil prices, related to speculation in markets. These speculation costs are out of control, but a carbon fee can be reasonable and enable a better outcome with less expensive energy options deployed. The creation of a strong Citizens Utility Board could provide the appropriate consumer protection structure for this to work. 

A Dirty Energy Future with more nuclear power plants and garbage incinerators does not represent a Clean Energy Economy.

The Interim Report advances a Clean Energy Economy and also talks about sustainability-- i.e., maximizing benefits and minimizing costs, reducing environmental impacts to communities and promoting green jobs. There is no definition of a Clean Energy Economy in the report except a footnote to a Pew Report on Climate. Notably Pew does not include nuclear power in its definition of a clean energy economy,  so citing Pew is deceptive.  New York is not advancing a Clean Energy Economy if it adopts recommendations for dirty, dangerous energy in this report. In addition, the report never really analyzes sustainability in evaluating policy options, merely costs of CO2e reductions. And the methodologies chosen to evaluate costs vary from one policy option to another and lack transparency.   
The Interim Report deals primarily with Greenhouse Gas Emissions with some attention to costs. There is no detailed examination of any technologies and no serious attention to environmental and health impacts. If the Report had studied such issues it might be able to make a claim about what is clean and what environmental impacts are associated with various options. 

The Climate Action Plan is a state generated policy tool that could select many options for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. NY law does not require nuclear reactors to be built. Nor does NY law require the construction of dirty garbage incinerators or their recent progeny-- gasification, pyrolysis or plasma arc facilities. These solutions are not clean, nor are they the least expensive policy options. The language of the report should be more precise. If you are advancing nuclear reactors that are unsafe, emit radiation, and are exorbitantly expensive, then the report needs to say so.  The report should not talk about maximizing benefits and minimizing costs when advancing the most expensive dirty energy options. 
While not creating catastrophic accident risks garbage incinerators represent unsustainable waste options because energy and material resources are destroyed and toxic emissions and ash created at high costs. The high costs of incinerators plague two NY areas of the state at the Hudson Falls incinerator and the Dutchess County incinerator. In Harrisburg PA, the city is on the brink of bankruptcy, while in Camden, NJ the state has eliminated its annual subsidy to their incinerator, resulting immediately in  a 50% loss of police in this crime ridden city.  In contrast, with waste reduction, reuse, recycling and composting both materials and energy are preserved, reducing GHG emissions at lower costs.  

If environmental and health impacts are not being evaluated, if social costs and benefits are not considered and if economic costs are only tallied but not used to choose policy options, then sustainability has not been a consideration for this report. We see little point in this massive undertaking if policy options are not selected by a reasonable technical analysis that addresses long term sustainability.

A Sustainable Transition is just what New York needs.
New York has limited resources and very high electric rates. We need to be making smart, cost effective investments in a clean and sustainable energy future. A Recent 2010 study supported this view and documented the incredible benefits of retiring coal plants and beginning to retire nuclear capacity rather than make expensive investments in nuclear power or in Carbon Capture and Sequestration ( CCS) which is still a technology under development. Synapse Energy Economics, Inc.’s study compared a “Sustainable Transition” (greater reliance on Efficiency & Renewables) to “Business as Usual” (reliance on Coal and Nuclear Power). www.synapse-energy.com 
By 2050 the Sustainable Transition includes: 

· Retirement of all coal plants and no new ones, 

· Retirement of 28% of the nations nuclear capacity (100% retirement in the Northeast region) & no new nukes,

· Increased efficiency efforts reduce electric use by 15% from today’s use, and 

· Renewable energy increases eventually providing 50% of electric use. 
The Benefits* of this “Sustainable Transition” include:

· CO2 levels fall by 55 billion tons, 82% relative to 2010 levels.  (The “Business as Usual” plan would increase them by 770 million tons).

· Mercury and Sulfur dioxide emissions fall nearly 100%.  These pollutants have harmful effects on children as well as adults. 

· Emissions of Nitrogen oxide, a gas that can irritate your eyes, nose, lungs, and also contributes to ozone pollution, falls by 60%. 

· Water consumption, needed in the production of coal and nuclear power, falls by over 710 billion gallons 

· Total Net Savings in 2050 are $13 Billion, compared to “Business as Usual”.

· By 2050 Consumer savings would amount to $3.90 per month

· The environmental impacts and safety risks of coal mining are eliminated 
· The production of radioactive waste and the risk of accidents declines
The advantages of the policy recommended by the Synapse Energy Economics Study are that greenhouse gas emissions and other significant environmental and associated health benefits are obtained without costly investments in nuclear power and unproven carbon capture and sequestration. 
A new Synapse Study has just been released that analyzes the health benefits more thoroughly. 

The technology known as Carbon capture and sequestration is currently an idea or an experiment, that has not yet been adequately demonstrated. It is a technology in development. 
New York does not have extra cash floating around to launch massive Research and Development efforts on an unproven idea, nor will it have the resources to demonstrate this technology and ultimately install the monitoring needed to ensure that catastrophic consequences to nearby populations do not occur. New York will have difficulty identifying the funds to make a host of needed investments to adequately address climate change, which is already impacting our state. Diverting essential resources to unproven ideas is especially inappropriate. Holding up false solutions also delays implementation of readily available solutions. We recommend that New York allow the federal government to conduct all the R& D and demonstrations needed and that New York put CCS on the back burner for at least another decade. New York should make no investments in CCS. This includes facilitating unneeded new coal plants with CCS that ratepayers are charged for such as the situation in Jamestown, NY.  In this case, if CCS ultimately fails, New York is left with a new coal plant spewing more CO2. 
In addition there is a potentially serious problem associated with leakage from CO2 reservoirs. This problem has been found in Saskatchewan and is currently under investigation.  See attached news report.
The Current Four Sector Approach to Greenhouse Gas Emissions might be useful for inventory purposes,  but it is not useful for identifying all opportunities for achieving significant greenhouse gas reductions of 80% by 2050. 
Under the current inventory, each sector uses energy and produces greenhouse gas emissions-- RCI- Residential, Commercial and Industrial, Transportation, PSD- Power, Supply & Delivery and AFW- Agriculture, Forestry and Waste. However there is considerable overlap among the sectors. In addition the methods selected for distributing emissions to each sector hide significant contributors of greenhouse gas emissions. Most noticeable and significant is the waste system, which this report identifies as contributing little to the greenhouse gas inventory. The reason for this is that many waste related emissions were assigned to the RCI and Transportation sectors. 
As a result we miss the opportunities for reducing GHG emissions by attention to Waste and how we deal with it. The inventory process has hindered the identification of the opportunities for reducing GHG emissions. We believe there needs to be a better way of moving from a sector based approach for emissions to a systems approach that covers all the services that are delivered to people of the state. We discuss Waste in more detail later in these comments.

The huge RCI sector is largely focused on stationary buildings of all types. While there are a large number of excellent recommendations in this sector, we are concerned that important opportunities are missed by not having a more detailed systems approach, which would address the activities occurring in the buildings. Ironically the one sector workgroup, AFW,  that we have had the most concern about in relation to WASTE policy, delivered the only comprehensive systems approach -- for agriculture and local food production. 

Despite the fact that this food systems approach was not fully developed and represents just a start, we think it points the way to greater opportunities for the important RCI sector. The reference case predicts significant growth in the commercial sector, although we weren't told why that is expected. In general for the RCI sector,  beyond individual homes, there are a wide variety of buildings used by governments, by institutions, by industry and by large and small commercial entities. For each of these unique entities we need to examine what they do in relation to goods and services and how their operations  might be made more efficient.  We need to identify all the opportunities for increased energy efficiency, use of renewable energy and waste reduction, reuse, recycling and composting. It is critically important that we include Waste in the examination of efficiency, because the creation of Waste represents inefficiencies or a loss of energy and material resources. NYSERDA has done excellent work in analyzing best energy practices for wastewater treatment plants. There is no reason this work cannot be expanded to develop best practices for hospitals, for grocery stores, for similar retail stores and for various kinds of businesses. In general it is the operation or activity being undertaken that needs to be made more efficient and less wasteful. RCI has adequately covered building envelopes, but we need to make operations sustainable. We do think NYSERDA's expertise should be supplemented by DEC oversight in relation to environmental impacts.   
Policy options have failed to account for the services that can be provided by New York State's Pollution Prevention Institute to industries, and commercial entities. These services include more efficient use of materials, remanufacturing of secondary materials, energy efficiency improvements, reducing pollution and waste, as well as cost savings and job creation. While operating for just a few short years, NY's budget problems funding has also limited the PPI's ability to achieve its full potential for NY businesses.  We recommend including the four universities-- RIT, RPI, SUNY Buffalo, Clarkson  and the 10 regional technology development centers in plans to address commercial and industrial entities.  It should be noted that work with individual businesses can lead to lessons learned that can be shared with others in the same business category. Adequate funding could help NY businesses and better address GHG emission reductions for this sector. In addition to funding the PPI for direct services to businesses, funding could also support Research and Development.  Green Chemistry and Biomimicry offer significant opportunities for energy savings and increased yields in chemical processing and other industrial processes. NYS should be funding these areas where significant scientific innovations are occurring.

We need a Moratorium on New Nuclear Reactors and Phase Out of  Existing Nuclear Reactors




Nuclear Technology is unsustainable. Technology that has long term unsolved technical problems such as what to do with high level radioactive waste cannot be considered sustainable. Technology that has the potential to cause severe irretrievable and irreparable harm can also not be considered sustainable.
There was no factual analysis of nuclear energy that explored the environmental impacts over the entire life cycle of nuclear energy and radioactive waste, which must be properly managed for thousands of years. Looking only at carbon emissions and costs, the Interim Report uses the oxymoron of "safe nuclear" and includes nuclear reactors in the vision of a "Clean Energy Economy". 

New York is recommending that multiple new nuclear reactors be built when nuclear energy is completely unsustainable over the long term because:

· Financial costs are so extraordinarily high compared to other energy sources that Wall Street and private investors will not invest. 

· Nuclear reactors will only be built with multiple subsidies from the public- taxpayers and consumers of electricity will bear the burden. 

· New York already has some of the highest electric rates in the nation and given NY’s  budget deficit, the state is not able to provide nuclear subsidies without taking money away from other essential services. The unemployed and those with low incomes will suffer the most. 

· Investments in nuclear energy will take money away from energy efficiency, and clean renewable energy programs, reducing the total number of jobs created in NY. As the Interim Report for the Climate Action Plan documents, energy efficiency and renewable energy are the most cost-effective policy options (more than 4 times cheaper) for achieving greenhouse gas emission reductions. 

· Nuclear reactors generate radioactive waste --20 -30 tons of high level nuclear waste per year per reactor. The nuclear waste problem has remained unsolved for over a half century. There is no federal repository for high level nuclear waste--- in fact, no country in the world has one. 

· The risks of catastrophe at nuclear plants are high with aging reactors and spent fuel being stored on-site. 

· Because long term storage of radioactive waste has not been solved, spent fuel rods are continuing to be stored at nuclear reactors, increasing accident and terrorism risks. A National Academy of Sciences study showed that the cooling pools at nuclear reactors—with 10 to 30 times more radioactive material than in the reactor core—are subject to terrorist attacks, which could cause an inferno and release a massive amount of deadly radiation. 
· Nuclear Power is not necessary to address Climate Change. As discussed above a detailed study recently proposed a Sustainable Transition, which demonstrated that nuclear energy is not necessary to achieve our climate change goals. 

· As part of NY's Climate Planning efforts various scenarios (5) were examined to get costs per ton of CO2e reduced with energy efficiency, renewables and nuclear. Notable problems occurred with this analysis-- the capital costs were assumed to be just $4091 per kW , when actual current costs are twice that. Of 5 scenarios, only 1 included energy efficiency (#2). The Climate Action Plan is proposing major efforts to expand energy efficiency, so why examine 4 scenarios without it. Scenario #2 with energy efficiency and renewables had the lowest costs per ton of CO2e reduced. Apparently the only way to propose nuclear plants is to eliminate energy efficiency, because with energy efficiency New York just doesn't need new nuclear plants. When nuclear energy is included costs per ton are 4 times higher (even using capital costs at half of what they should be.) .) See Annex 2, NYS Power Supply and Demand Policy Option Document Quantification Annex for capital costs and scenario analyses. http://www.nyclimatechange.us/ewebeditpro/items/O109F24276.pdf
· The climate plan did not evaluate the costs of nuclear fuel, as far as we can see from available materials.
A Clean and Sustainable Energy Future cannot be built on unsustainable policy options to address climate change. 

In order for New York State to build a Clean and Sustainable Energy Future and address Climate Change, we need a moratorium on new nuclear reactors and plan for a phase out of existing ones, necessary especially because of the absence of a waste repository.  Eight other states have adopted moratoria or other policies that prevent new nuclear reactors from being built- Illinois, Minnesota, Kentucky, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Hawaii. Missouri and Iowa  have prevented the nuclear industry from charging upfront fees to consumers while new reactors are being built, thus discouraging new reactors. Arizona beat back an attempt to define nuclear as renewable energy. Vermont voted to shut down the Vermont Yankee reactor in 2012. 

New York should refuse to supply any financial support for the construction or operation of nuclear reactors. The state should oppose a Low Carbon Portfolio Standard LCPS as a replacement for the Renewable Portfolio Standard, which would require utilities to purchase a fixed percentage of low carbon fuel, including nuclear. The state should also oppose a siting policy for new Power Plants that is fuel and technology neutral, as it would facilitate the most environmentally unsound power plants. 

The absence of critical analysis is apparent on p. 10-18, when the report states, “ The federal government will be responsible for managing the matter of long term storage, reprocessing and neutralization of spent fuel.”  Fact: There is no long term storage of high level waste in this nation or anywhere in the world. The Yucca Mountain repository has been cancelled. And reprocessing is a disaster as we discovered at West Valley, NY—generating more waste than we started with and causing widespread contamination.  Fifty years ago the federal government convinced New York State that commercial nuclear waste processing was a great idea. West Valley nuclear reprocessing began and seven short years later the company walked away leaving extensive contamination. Decades later the federal government is providing limited funding and moving like a snail in cleaning up the site. NYSERDA has been actively engaged in attempting to get the site cleaned up in a location vulnerable to erosion with a spreading plume of contamination and high level waste still on site.  Adequate funds for the federal portion of the West Valley cleanup have not been forthcoming, causing extraordinary delays and threatening to spread radioactive contamination to the Great Lakes and the drinking water for millions of people in the Buffalo area alone. The federal DOE is ready to walk away, leaving NY to deal with 99% of remaining buried radioactive waste. 

Federal irresponsibility related to nuclear waste and contamination is intolerable when simultaneously billions of dollars in subsidies are being offered for new nuclear reactor construction. This puts New York at future risk for health and environmental harm as well as financial liability for cleaning up nuclear wastes. The so-called “minor technical problem of nuclear waste disposal” has remained unsolved for over a half century. West Valley is just one of the nuclear waste sites in NY that threaten communities and the public’s health. 

Of course we are very aware that costs are always a significant concern when faced with actually cleaning up radioactive messes. However, if the government does not have enough money to cleanup nuclear waste sites and prevent harm to the public, that should clearly indicate that we do not have enough money to support more nuclear power reactors. 

New York State should not be saying -- “ The federal government will be responsible for managing the matter of long term storage, reprocessing and neutralization of spent fuel.” This is what New York should be saying to the Federal government--  “We were fools once, we will not be fooled again.  Show us the money and clean up the radioactive waste FIRST, before you subsidize more nuclear power and expect New Yorkers to pay the costs!” 


The structure of NY's  inventory showed Waste to be relatively unimportant in relation to greenhouse gas emissions, despite recent information available including that from EPA.


Wasting directly impacts climate change because it is directly linked to resource extraction, transportation, processing and manufacturing, all of which use energy and generate emissions. Two recent reports examined the greenhouse gas impacts of products and packaging, the first from EPA found 37% of GHGs associated with the production and delivery of non-food products and packaging in the US. The second report, completed by the same author involved with the EPA study was a follow-up and included global trade, although food was still not included; it found 44% of GHGs associated with products and packaging. (Both reports available at http://www.productpolicy.org/content/climate-change-epr)
The magnitude of the waste problem is illustrated by the fact that for every bag of trash a household puts at the curb, 70 bags of trash were created upstream in the production process. Seventy bags of natural resources and energy were used to create a single bag of trash for an individual household. 

What the federal government, states and businesses around the country have learned is that Waste= Inefficiency. Major corporations have set zero waste or waste free goals to transform their industrial processes and obtain millions of dollars in savings. EPA has been involved in major efforts for at least a decade. EPA has advanced sound waste policy as a tool to address Climate Change. EPA's WARM modeling quantifies the greenhouse gas benefits of waste reduction, recycling and composting over landfilling and incineration. Currently EPA is attempting to improve its analysis of composting because their current model does not capture all of the GHG benefits associated with composting. The WasteWise Partnership program works with local governments and businesses to share progress and success stories. 
Given the Benefits available from a Sustainable Waste System, the Interim Report’s approach to Waste is not acceptable. 

This example from the Postal Service needs to be replicated in New York State public institutions. On Jan. 25, 2011, the US Postal Service reported that they saved more than $14.1 million last year by recycling more and using less energy. Using lean green teams, the postal service recycled more than 220,000 tons of material-- an 8000 ton increase from 2009-- generating $13 million in revenue and saving $9.1 million in landfill fees. More than $5 million in energy, water and fuel were also made. 

The postal service has made use of employee Green Teams to build a culture of conservation and reduce its carbon footprint. 

According to the Northeast Recycling Council’s New York 2004 fact sheet, the potential for achieving greenhouse gas reductions and energy savings from waste management are enormous:

In 2004, New York recycling reduced greenhouse gas emissions by 5,212,571 metric tons of carbon equivalents (MTCE) in a one year period. 

New York’s recycling saved a total of 230,964,227 Million BTUs of energy. 

Recycling 811,057 tons of newspapers, phone books, office paper, textbooks, magazines and cardboard resulted in forest carbon sequestration benefits equal to 54,885,090 tree seedlings grown for 10 years. 

Waste has been given limited and inappropriate attention in the Climate Action Interim Report. 

The first problem is that the 4 sectors chosen for examination are extremely large, yet fail to examine the life cycle production of goods and transportation to consumers.  Waste is actually present in all four sectors-- yet it was examined in 1/3 of a workgroup's time, with waste expertise largely represented by DEC. Another related problem was that  the 2 other sectors in the AFW workgroup were linked to the production of biomass—agriculture and forestry. 

As discussed earlier in these comments, a key problem associated with Climate action efforts is that the private sector has prioritized energy production and new power plants over greenhouse gas reductions. The state, however, did not have to join in these views. 

Methodology Used for Climate Action Plan must be Improved for Final report . The methods for evaluating Waste was probably the most problematic of all. 

We recommend that all methodology be carefully reviewed by an expert panel as recommended in comments by Walter Simpson. 

Methods for the Climate Action Plan should:

· Be reasonably consistent across all sectors

· Be transparent for the average member of the public

· Account for in-state as well as out of state or national emissions

· Account for other environmental effects beyond climate change

· Describe qualitatively all benefits and adverse impacts—social, environmental and economic effects, not quantitatively accounted for. 
The Climate Action Plan advanced a methodology suitable for the Power Supply sector and made no attempt at corrections where this methodology did not fit. The waste analysis suffered disproportionately because of several problems. The interim report states that policy options were based on full fuel cycles for all 4 sectors, then reduces this to only in- state reductions and those associated with combustion. For non-combustion sources, this meant only those definitely in-state such as landfill emission reductions, but not those associated with embedded energy in products, because of inability to identify geographic origin. The same treatment was not done for imported energy.  Waste analysis was further harmed by distributing GHG emissions associated with waste movements to the Transportation sector. A real study of the implications of waste would reveal ways to reduce VMT in the transportation sector by reducing the creation of waste.  

We recommend a serious effort to address these problems so that the many benefits of sustainable waste policy including cost effective emissions reductions can be achieved. 

Sustainable Solid Waste Policy should have informed development of policy choices for the AFW sector. 
Sustainable Solid Waste Policy is guided by a hierarchy that favors waste reduction, reuse, recycling and composting because of the multiple environmental, social and economic benefits. Instead a preference for biomass feedstock fuels was clearly visible in the planning process and resulted in two nearly identical policy options: AFW-1 & AFW-2, Production & Conversion of Sustainable Feedstocks. For this Interim Report Biomass has been defined as including municipal solid waste. As a result the combustion of solid waste has been included as a supposedly sustainable option. Combusting solid waste not only recovers less energy than recycling does, but it produces 36% more CO2 than coal plants. However, most significantly by targeting the use of solid waste as a fuel—you destroy the potential for a more sustainable solid waste system by diverting waste to destruction-- of resources and the waste of energy. As a result we are totally opposed to including solid waste in the definition of Biomass. All efforts to define sustainable feedstock for the forestry and agriculture sectors will be meaningless if you foreclose the possibility of New York developing a sustainable solid waste system.  Clearly more work needs to be done to define what sustainable feedstock is for forestry and agriculture, and the proper accounting for biogenic emissions has still not been determined. However, the combustion of solid waste destroys resources that have embedded energy making this an unsustainable option for waste. 

Waste policy should be guided by the most sustainable and energy efficient waste options. Therefore Waste reduction, reuse, recycling and composting should be preferred. These choices represent Green Energy or Clean Energy and offer opportunities for Green Jobs and Economic Development. Sustainable waste policy is foreclosed when you prioritize the combustion of solid waste, the destruction of resources and the waste of energy. In addition the associated social benefits -- jobs, economic development and cost savings are not able to be realized by communities.


Zero Waste Strategies represent "Best First" policies and are essential to putting us on a path to stabilize the climate by 2050. 


A recent report, Stop Trashing the Climate,  showed that Zero waste strategies-waste reduction, reuse, recycling, and composting-- are the fastest, cheapest and most effective strategies to protect the climate and the environment.  All are associated with greenhouse gas reductions, in addition to environmental, social and economic benefits.

Using zero waste strategies and significantly decreasing disposal in landfills and incinerators can reduce GHGs the equivalent of closing 1/5 of all US coal-fired power plants. (See www.stoptrashingtheclimate.org for this excellent report.)

In the Context of a "Best First" policy focus, Zero waste strategies should be preferred. Waste prevention/reduction and product stewardship activities should be considered equivalent to Energy Efficiency. Reuse should be considered as a combination of Efficiency and Renewable Energy. Recycling and Composting including anaerobic digestion should be considered Renewable Energy. 

Waste incineration and other thermal technologies* represent Dirty Energy, foreclose other sustainable waste options  and should not be a component of NY's Climate Action Plan. We recommend a Moratorium on Waste Incineration and other thermal technologies, as Massachusetts has adopted. This should include no expansion of capacity at existing facilities. 

These thermal technologies* include gasification, pyrolysis and plasma arc. Incineration and thermal technologies should not be considered renewable energy in New York State since they destroy precious resources, are environmentally polluting and emit 36% more CO2 than coal-fired power plants. Pollution goes well beyond greenhouse gases to include heavy metals and dioxins. In contrast, recycling is renewable energy saving 4-5 times more energy than an incinerator recovers. Finally incineration and newer thermal technologies are very expensive- the most expensive solid waste option. Harrisburg, PA is facing bankruptcy due to its incinerator. The Dutchess County incinerator and the Hudson Falls incinerator are suffering under the weight of very high costs. In New Jersey, the state has recently cut support for the Camden incinerator-- financial subsidies that have been provided for years. The immediate outcome is that local police positions have been cut in half, despite the high crime rate in Camden. Once built these expensive, high tech facilities foreclose investment in and use of other sustainable solid waste options—waste reduction, reuse, recycling and composting—which provide more jobs & economic development, while saving overall costs, and providing energy and environmental benefits.

The best option for incinerators is to close them down as they fail emissions tests or come up for renewal rather than to throw more money at them for repairs.  
Waste Diversion from disposal should be a priority for the state.  
While gas collection systems at landfills are necessary, they are not sufficient given poor collection results.  A surcharge or other disincentive for disposal is a key mechanism to fund the correct solutions. 

The report offers that landfills sequester carbon from yard trimmings. Such thinking reflects poor science and the failure to recommend best practices. Citizens Environmental Coalition submitted extensive comments on Waste to the AFW workgroup through DEC and NYSERDA, none of which are reflected in the Interim report. 

Biodegradable materials like food and yard waste degrade in landfills and produce methane, a powerful greenhouse gas with 72 times the global warming potential of CO2 over a twenty year period. The next 20 years is extremely important in reducing GHG emissions to avoid runaway warming. Yet this report uses only the 100 year global warming potential of methane. 

Landfills, even ones with good gas capture systems, are able to collect only about 20% of the methane that is generated.  (IPCC 4th Assessment, Working Group III, Mitigation of Climate Change, 10.4.2.)

The best climate change option for New York is to divert organic material from landfills so that we can restore organic material to soils, increasing carbon sequestration that benefits soil and plants and aids climate change adaptation—instead of serving questionable sequestration accounting schemes that provide no additional benefits. The best option for landfills is to change their operations to recycling and composting centers, dramatically reducing disposal.  

Pursuing the highest and best use of organic materials serves multiple purposes particularly in sequestering carbon and addressing climate change.
 Composting and anaerobic digestion of biodegradable material results in a valuable product that improves soil-- increasing nutrients, water retention, and healthy plant growth while reducing plant diseases and the need for synthetic fertilizers. Increasing soil carbon is an added climate change benefit. As can be seen here proper management of organic materials can serve as both a climate change mitigation strategy by limiting methane releases & serving as a carbon sink as well as an adaptation strategy by increasing water retention of soils during droughts and helping plants stay healthier. 

We lose all these benefits when we chose disposal in landfills or incinerators. 

Agriculture & Soils

We do not believe that enough attention has focused on soils and the potential for carbon sequestration which provide GHG mitigation and significant adaptation benefits. In addition, there is the important relationship between the management of green organic “waste” materials such as food scraps and yard trimmings and the potential for improved soil carbon sequestration through composting. There are multiple environmental benefits associated with diverting green organic materials away from landfills where they generate methane to composting and increasing soil carbon, in addition to substituting for fossil- based fertilizers.  

Biochar is not a substitute for organic carbon in compost, nor is it a good source of carbon for soils. First the production of biochar uses a lot of energy and this energy actually destroys some of the nutrient content in organic materials. The lifecycle of biochar must be considered as carefully as ethanol from corn. Compost, in contrast, supplies significant nutrients and immediately builds humus in soils. 

The findings of an excellent report from the UK Soil Association, Soil Carbon and Organic Farming, November 2009,   are discussed below. The  Executive Summary has been attached.
[image: image4.png]



Soil carbon is probably the most important aspect of agriculture. According to IPCC scientific advisers, it represents almost 90% of agriculture’s GHG mitigation potential. Unfortunately, current GHG accounting and assessment methods fail to include the soil carbon impacts of agriculture. P. 7 ES

Soil is a major store of carbon, containing three times as much carbon as the atmosphere and five times as much as forests. About 60% of soil carbon is in the form of organic matter in the soil. Unlike the carbon losses from fossil fuels, the store of soil carbon can be increased- removing large amounts of previously emitted carbon from the atmosphere and offsetting GHG emissions. The principal component of soil carbon is humus, a stable form of organic carbon with an average lifetime of hundreds to thousands of years.

Soil carbon sequestration activities provide rapid and timely GHG mitigation, helping to achieve climate policy targets since carbon sequestration starts as soon as positive practices are  adopted. Not only does soil carbon sequestration address climate mitigation but also adaptation by reducing the risks and impacts of flooding, drought and water shortages, protecting lands vulnerable to desertification and improving food and water security. 

The report points out that GHG emissions related to agriculture are underestimated, that IPCC guidelines for accounting are not used and that all existing estimates overestimate the net GHG emissions of organic farming. 
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p. 5 ES
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Research & Development should include improving the implementation of low tech solutions. R& D planning should also involve the public.

Our understanding is that RGGI funding was redirected to other purposes during the recent budget crisis. The R& D Chapter fails to mention this and instead says we have $250 million available. Please clarify. We believe RGGI monies must be restored to their original purpose—addressing climate change mitigation and adaptation. However, $250 million is only 0.3% of the state’s current energy expenditures of $80 billion.  This is obviously inadequate for all the initiatives listed under mitigation and adaptation in this report and we believe others are needed.  We also believe that the private energy sector should ante up some funding since their R &D investments are so miniscule compared to other business sectors. We also don’t agree that just utilities and businesses should be involved in these decisions. The public interest community deserves a seat at the table to advocate for appropriate research and implementation of low tech solutions, so that all research dollars are not spent on technology far from fruition. 

For all of the work that must be done for climate mitigation and adaptation we probably need a carbon tax. A one percent tax would be insignificant on energy bills, but could provide $800,000,000 for dealing with climate change. 
There needs to be careful consideration of the allocation of all climate change funding. Research is only one aspect. We need to include monitoring related to climate change and a number of important adaptation measures. However, we also believe that consumers and the public interest community must be involved in these decisions. 
In this chapter, we recommend not using terms such as “Valley of Death” without defining them.

p. 10-8  The report shouldn’t really say that emissions associated with buildings and appliances are projected to grow significantly—when the selected methodology ensured that outcome. The projections were done first, then energy efficiency and renewables inserted afterward. You also assumed significant growth rather than anything consistent with past history that showed 36% reductions in emissions intensity compared to growth in gross state product.

p. 10-9  Manufacturers should be addressed through a new NY institution, the Pollution Prevention Institute, as discussed elsewhere in these comments.

Adapting to Climate Change

We wish to make some general comments on this chapter first. We have some difficulties with two words associated with climate change-- mitigation and adaptation. Mitigation is appropriate because climate change is already occurring. Unfortunately the full range of mitigation options include near and far term actions, technologies not yet available, and infrastructure development and installation that could take decades. Mitigation as a long list of options does nothing to help us prioritize immediate actions and expenditures.  The situation is quite similar for adaptation—new systems must be put in place and lots of actions are needed, for us to adapt to climate change. Chapter 11 does not help us prioritize adaptation measures, yet it is clear that all these measures will be costly. 

We believe more can be done to prioritize mitigation measures, as we have indicated in our comments above. The same is also true for adaptation. Public health practice uses the framework of prevention which clearly can be applied here. While we cannot prevent climate change, New York State can act in deliberate ways to prevent the worst outcomes for New Yorkers. Stated another way, rather than a long laundry list of adaptation measures, the Climate Action Plan should identify its priorities. 

As prevention measures related to the worst outcomes, we recommend that New York State prioritize:

· Preventing deaths, injuries and disease outbreaks

· Shoring up telecommunications so that emergency responders and the public can deal with adverse weather outcomes (Problems with telecommunications have hindered emergency response in every major recent disaster.) 

· Improve ability of the state to deliver important health messages with a variety of media methods.

· Establishing monitoring systems around the state to collect accurate data and trends regarding weather changes, insects and vector borne diseases, and public health enabling us to quickly identify critical issues for early resolution. ( An example is the colony collapse disorder with honey bees, which is a very serious problem affecting agriculture, yet it is not clear that sufficient attention is being paid on a national level to find the answers needed. Even more problematic could be issues that only affect NY, and for which only NY must find resources.)
· Precautionary planning related to hazardous and radioactive materials in storage or at waste sites. ( This issue has not been addressed at all in the Adaptation chapter. ) 

As another general recommendation, we would like to see clearly stated specific actions and a timeline. We are a bit concerned about the vague nature of many of the policy actions. For example, if we are talking about increasing community resilience, what specific actions will be implemented to accomplish this outcome. The more vague the recommendation, the more likely it will never be implemented.

We note that Chapter 2 of the Interim report does not capture the magnitude and frequency of extreme rainfall events that are occurring around the state. A brief look at NOAA data for the State shows numerous severe flooding events with significant associated damage due to excess rainfall over several days, over 24 hours and over 1 hour.  Rainfall events of 4 -6 inches have regularly occurred. Extreme rainfall events can also cause flooding and erosion that can release hazardous materials. In August of 2009 severe rainfall of about 5 inches in one hour on already saturated ground resulted in severe erosion and flooding in Western, NY, in addition to  a landslide adjacent to the State Disposal Area where radioactive materials reside in unlined trenches at the West Valley nuclear site.  Our chief concern at this site is that erosion, which is a significant concern at this site could cause the loss of containment of radioactive materials which could impact the Great Lakes and drinking water for millions of people. Such severe rainfall should have been captured in the Chapter 2 discussion of climate change consequences. These events and impacts should also be dealt with in the adaptation section. The report of this event in the NOAA database, has been included at the end of these comments. However, it did not even mention the West Valley Nuclear Site. 
There are several points to be made here:

1) We need better data on these weather events and the full range of effects they are having. Excess rainfall, flooding, high winds, lightning can all have effects on locations where there are hazardous materials. Improved reporting that incorporates the need for this information is essential. At West Valley they couldn't even get an accurate reading on the rainfall at their location, because when the power went out so did their rain gauge. The 5 inch rainfall estimate comes from a nearby location.

2) In addition we need better recording and analysis of these events and their trends over time.

3) Hazardous materials locations need to be studied and mapped with extra precautions taken as appropriate for securing these materials. The Climate Action Plan definitely needs to address this issue. 

Coastal Issues
While we agree that non-construction remedies related to coastal erosion are preferred, we cannot see how NYC can avoid construction remedies to address storm surges and flooding. 
Public Health

The current communication network identified is clearly a health care provider network, not one geared to informing the public. It must be reconstructed to inform the public and utilize media networks.

p. 11-43  We have not seen Health Department warnings regarding excessive heat. If systems exist please describe so the problems with their effectiveness can be improved. Ensuring that there is an actively working public health messaging network that can be mobilized quickly is essential now. Health messaging for the general public is very different from messages to hospitals, nursing homes, and other health care facilities. Assumptions that there is already a functioning public health messaging network are questionable. 

We support a public health research agenda associated with climate change. 
Telecommunications

We consider telecommunications to be extremely urgent. Please clarify what state agencies are responsible for communications infrastructure, and the improvements needed, p. 11-60. 
A few selected Rainfall events in NYS from NOAA database.

Nov. 16, 2006 

Chenango

Description:
EVENT NARRATIVE: Numerous roads and homes flooded. Numerous road wash outs.                   EPISODE NARRATIVE: A strong low pressure system tracked northeast from Kentucky to western New York state during the daylight hours on Thursday the 16th. A large fetch of Gulf and Atlantic moisture was pulled northward ahead of the cold front, which produced a squall line of thunderstorms with very heavy rainfall. This line of thunderstorms produced 45 to 74 mph winds across a large part of central NY. Additionally, the squall line spawned an F1 tornado north of Elmira, NY. As the squall line moved east, late in the afternoon of the 16th, it slowed down and stalled for a time. Areas from Owego and Binghamton, NY, north and east through Ithaca, Cortland and Norwich, NY, to Oneida county in the western Mohawk Valley and the northern Catskills saw the brunt of the heavy rainfall from this slow moving line of storms. 1.5 to 4 inches of rain fell in just 3 hours causing significant flash flooding over many of these areas. Many hillsides and creeks turned into raging torrents, causing mudslides and debris flows that cascaded into more populated valley areas. In the urban valley regions, the flash flood reports were numerous with road washouts, highway closings, and some parking lots that were entirely flooded, ruining many cars. A mudslide on Interstate 88 outside of Port Crane, NY caused a multi-car pile up. The flash flooding evolved into a minor to moderate river flood event mainly on the Susquehanna River and its tributaries in New York from Thursday night the 16th until Saturday the 18th.
Nov. 8, 2006

Tottenville
Description: 
EVENT NARRATIVE: Heavy rain flooded multiple basements and closed numerous streets. Staten Island Railroad service was suspended as well due to flash flooding across tracks. EPISODE NARRATIVE: An area of low pressure moved from Cape Hatteras to south of Long Island on the 8th. It produced heavy rainfall and caused areas of flash flooding and some small streams and creeks to exceed their banks. Rainfall amounts ranged from 1.5 to 3.5 inches over the Lower Hudson Valley and New York City Metro area. 
Jun 26, 2006 Colchester

Description:
A front from southern New England to near Washington D.C Sunday morning the 25th moved slowly west to a position from just north of New England, south-southwest across the Adirondacks through central New York, and then down the spine of the Appalachians by Monday morning the 26th. Tropical moisture moved westward and engulfed nearly all of New York State and most of northern and eastern Pennsylvania by Monday morning. This resulted in a widespread area of moderate to heavy rain across all of central New York and northeast Pennsylvania including the Poconos and Catskills by Monday morning the 26th. The heaviest rainfall occurred in the Poconos and Catskills where rainfall amounts totaled between 1.5 and 4 inches by 8 am EDT Monday. In Delaware county, flash flooding began around 6 pm Monday evening as another batch of heavy rain concentrated extreme rainfall again over much of Delaware County during the day Monday. With the soils saturated from Sunday and Sunday night's rainfall, major flash flooding began. The town of Colchester took the brunt early on and the residents evacuated voluntarily. All roads in the town of Colchester were closed as of Monday evening. 

July 5, 2008

Westchester

Description:
EVENT NARRATIVE: Saw Mill River Parkway was closed northbound between exits 27 (Marble Ave.) and 33 (Roaring Brook Rd.) and southbound between exits 32 (RT-120) and 30 (Grant St.) due to flooding. A mesonet in the town of Chappaqua and an NWS co-op observer in Yorktown Heights recorded storm total rainfall amounts of 4.33 inches and 1.85 inches respectively. A few other mesonet sites immediately surrounding Chappaqua recorded between 2 and 3 inches of rain. EPISODE NARRATIVE: Low pressure developed along a stationary front south of Long Island and produced heavy rain across portions of the Lower Hudson Valley. 

July 24, 2008 Jefferson County

	Description:
EPISODE NARRATIVE: Thunderstorms which crossed the area produced hail up to one inch in diameter and strong winds estimated to 60mph. The thunderstorms dropped heavy rain???as much as five inches in just a couple of hours???over parts of the region. The Town of Springwater, Livingston county, was particularly hard hit washing away roads and culverts and exposing underground water pipes. In Jefferson county, the heavy rains washed out several campsites at Southwick Beach and in Ellisburg, a one-mile stretch of Balch Place road was washed away. 

Aug. 9, 2009 Cattaraugus County    This storm affected the West Valley Nuclear site, but this is not even mentioned in the NOAA storm report. 


Description: $75 million in property damage, 1 death

EPISODE NARRATIVE: A massive convective complex moved from lower Michigan across southern Ontario near Toronto then dove southeast across the Niagara Frontier and Western Southern Tier. This followed an earlier round of strong thunderstorms and heavy rains earlier in the day. Damage from the thunderstorm winds was widespread across the Niagara Frontier and Western Southern Tier. Trees as large as two to three feet in diameter were downed. Power outages were scattered throughout the region as the winds downed power lines. The unprecedented heavy rains that fell???four to six inches in less than two hours???resulted in some of the worst flash flooding the area has seen. Parts of Erie, Chautauqua, Cattaraugus and Allegany counties received State and Federal Disaster Declarations. In the Village of Silver Creek an entire mobile home park along Silver Creek was washed away. The flood waters continued through the heart of the village through the fire station, police headquarters and highway department. Several police cars, an ambulance and much of the town???s highway equipment were lost. In Irving, the flood waters flowed across parts of the New York State Thruway and Routes 5 and 20. Water flooded portions of Lakeshore Hospital there. Also in Irving, the Seneca Nation sustained almost two million dollars in damage to roads and bridges. In total, in Chautauqua county hundreds of homes were damaged and 45 homes were condemned, including the 35 mobile homes of the aforementioned park. In the Village of Gowanda (part of which is in Erie County and part in Cattaraugus county), extensive flash flooding occurred. Tri-County hospital in Gowanda was inundated by flood waters. Patients were transferred to Lakeshore Hospital in Irving. Several hundred homes sustained damage and 40 homes were condemned there. One fatality occurred in Gowanda as an 80-year-old man ventured out to check a bridge on his property and was swept away by the flood waters. The gage on Cattaraugus Creek at Gowanda showed a rise from six feet to near 13 feet in less than an hour (flood stage is 10 feet). Throughout Cattaraugus county over one-quarter of the roads were damaged or lost.
Attachments

1) Carbon Sequestration news

2) GHG Emissions Associated with Products & Packaging

3) Soil Carbon and Organic Farming, Executive Summary

Carbon injected underground now leaking, Saskatchewan farmer's study says

By Bob Weber, The Canadian Press

01/11/2011 10:31 AM

A Saskatchewan farm couple whose land lies over the world's largest carbon capture and storage project says greenhouse gases that were supposed to have been injected permanently underground are leaking out, killing animals and sending groundwater foaming to the surface like shaken-up soda pop.

Cameron and Jane Kerr, who own nine quarter-sections of land above the Weyburn oilfield in eastern Saskatchewan, released a consultant's report Tuesday that claims to link high concentrations of carbon dioxide in their soil to the 8,000 tonnes of the gas injected underground every day by energy giant Cenovus in its attempt to enhance oil recovery and fight climate change.

"We knew, obviously, there was something wrong," said Jane Kerr.

Cameron Kerr, 64, said he has farmed in the area all his life and never had any problems until 2003, when he agreed to dig a gravel quarry.

That gravel was for a road to a plant owned by EnCana ​ now Cenovus ​ which had begun three years earlier to inject massive amounts of carbon dioxide underground to force more oil out of the aging field.

Cenovus has injected more than 13 million tonnes of the gas underground. The project has become a global hotspot for research into carbon capture and storage, a technology that many consider one of the best hopes for keeping greenhouse gases out of the atmosphere.

By 2005, Cameron Kerr had begun noticing problems in a pair of ponds which had formed at the bottom of the quarry. They developed algae blooms, clots of foam and several colours of scum ​ red, yellow and silver-blue.

Sometimes, the ponds bubbled. Small animals ​ cats, rabbits, goats ​ were regularly found dead a few metres away.

Then there were the explosions.

"At night we could hear this sort of bang like a cannon going off," said Jane Kerr, 58. "We'd go out and check the gravel pit and, in the walls, it

(had) blown a hole in the side and there would be all this foaming coming out of this hole."

"Just like you shook up a bottle of Coke and had your finger over it and let it spray," added her husband.

The water, said Jane Kerr, came out of the ground carbonated.

"It would fizz and foam."

Alarmed, the couple left their farm and moved to Regina.

"It was getting too dangerous to live there," Cameron Kerr said.

In 2006, Cameron Kerr said, the province's New Democrat government agreed to conduct a year-long study to find out what was going on. That government fell to the Saskatchewan Party in the subsequent election and the year-long study was never done.

Cameron Kerr said provincial inspectors did conduct a one-time check of air quality ​ on a day, he added, with 50-kilometre winds. Then the Kerrs sold some of their cattle and paid a private consultant for a study.

Paul Lafleur of Petro-Find Geochem found carbon dioxide concentrations in the soil last summer that averaged about 23,000 parts per million ​ several times those typically found in field soils. Concentrations peaked at 110,607 parts per million.

As well, Lafleur used the mix of carbon isotopes he found in the gas to trace its source.

"The ... source of the high concentrations of CO2 in the soils of the Kerr property is clearly the anthropogenic CO2 injected into the Weyburn reservoir," he wrote.

"The survey also demonstrates that the overlying thick cap rock of anhydrite over the Weyburn reservoir is not an impermeable barrier to the upward movement of light hydrocarbons and CO2 as is generally thought."

Lafleur suggests the carbon dioxide could leak into area homes. The gas is not poisonous, but it can cause asphyxiation in heavy concentrations, which is what Cameron thinks happened to the animals around his ponds.

The suggestion that the Weyburn capture and storage project might be leaking could have implications far beyond one rural neighbourhood.

The Alberta government has committed $2 billion to similar pilot projects in Alberta. The United States has committed $3.4 billion for carbon capture and storage.

Norway has been injecting carbon dioxide into the sea floor since 1996.

There are carbon capture and storage tests planned in Australia, Germany, Poland, the United Kingdom, China and Japan.

"I would like to see it stopped," Jane Kerr said. "I don't think it's doing what it's supposed to do."

 <

http://www.winnipegfreepress.com/greenpage/environment/carbon-injected-underground-now-leaking-saskatchewan-farmers-study-says-113276449.html>
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