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Appendix A
Steering Committee Comments on the Preliminary
Draft SWMP

Steering Committee Member Comments of Preliminary Draft SWMP
Summary and Response

The Preliminary Draft Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP) was distributed to
members of the Steering Committee on December 15, 2009 for their review and comment
before the Draft SWMP is finalized for public review and comment. Committee members
were requested to provide their comments in writing by no later than January 29, 2010.
These comments have been summarized by subject area. When multiple comments were
made on a single topic, the substance of the comment has been summarized. In these
cases, the individual member comment (with name in parentheses) is presented in the
bullets following the comment summary. The summarized and individual comments are
presented in italic type.
A response to each comment is presented after each comment. The response includes a
note regarding whether a change was made to the Draft SWMP as a result of the
comment. Discussion of the comments and responses took place at the Steering
Committee meeting held on February 9, 2010. Some of those discussions have resulted
in amendments to the response to comments section and in the manner in which revisions
to the Preliminary Draft SWMP will be made.
Distribution and Review
Comment D1: Several commentators thought that the Appendices to the Preliminary
Draft SWMP should be provided to the entire the Steering Committee. Other
commentators thought this was unnecessary, but that copies could be supplied to those
who request them or direct specific questions to CHA.
•

•

•
•

The Appendices are an integral part of the Preliminary Report and contain
information that should be accessible to the Steering Committee. Each member of
the Steering Committee should immediately be provided with the Appendices in
order to make a proper study of the preliminary report (Kernan).
I feel that it is important that all members of the SWMP Steering Committee
receive copies of the appendices, in order to make informed comments. These
were omitted from the preliminary draft for Steering Committee review and were
not sent to the members unless they requested them (Cummings).
Please send an electronic copy of the appendices to Cashawana Parker at the
Albany Common Council so they are available to all council members and to the
City Clerk. Also please send her three paper copies (O’Brien).
Any Committee member that wanted the appendices got a copy. The detailed
information in these is summarized in the preliminary draft SWMP the Committee
members received. The appendices contain valuable back up and technical
information, but the Committee should really focus on the draft SWMP, the
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•

diversion rates, alternative scenarios, policy and program recommendations
(Bruce).
I'm sure if a few individuals have specific questions that could be answered by
material in the appendices, it would be a time and paper savings to have these
individuals address those specific question directly to you (Reynolds).

Response D1: There are presently four appendices to the Preliminary Draft SWMP
which contain voluminous detailed supporting information on topics that are fully
presented and discussed in the full body of the preliminary draft SWMP. As such, they
were not distributed to the Steering Committee as part of the Preliminary Draft. Our
intent was to request feedback from the Steering Committee on the substantive issues
presented in the Preliminary Draft, particularly if there were any omissions or
misrepresentations with respect to issues that were discussed by the Steering Committee.
Members of the Steering Committee who requested an electronic or paper copy of the
appendices were provided with them.
It is not anticipated that a change will be made to the Draft SWMP as a result of this
comment.
Comment D2: The timeframe for review of the Preliminary Draft should be extended.
•

Since the Appendices are very large and the Preliminary Draft was very large, I
feel that CHA should extend the comment deadline until March 15th (Cummings).

•

Since the requested review is to get "preliminary" feed back prior to full release
and not what would be considered a full technical review, your timetable seems
appropriate. Not looking for a perfect document at this point, better to get it out
to a wider audience for review as soon as possible. From what I've read so far,
the information in the body of the SWMP seems adequate to perform the level of
review requested (Reynolds).

•

I feel that it is premature to extend the comment deadline until March 15th. Let's
have the meeting in early February and see what the consensus is. I know that
although the appendices were missing from the electronic copies, they were
available from CHA when asked for (O’Brien).

•

I am not in favor of an extension of time for submission of Committee member
comments. We discussed the process and timetable at the last Committee
meeting, and there was agreement on proceeding along these lines (Bruce)

•

I must also agree with Bill & Ken, the time frame was clearly defined in the last
few meetings. We need to keep to the schedule and submit this to the Common
Council as stated. It is important for Sally to remember that this is a preliminary
draft. After committee members submit their comments a final draft will be
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submitted to the Council where it will then be subject to public comment and
SECOR review. This is not the final draft that some people seem to think it is
(Zeoli).
Response D2: Only one committee member requested an extension in the timeframe for
the review of the Preliminary Draft SWMP. Four other committee members who
expressed an opinion on this issue thought that it was unnecessary to extend the
timeframe. Because there appears to be no compelling reason to extend the timeframe
and because extending the timeframe would delay the formal issuance of a Draft SWMP
for review and comment by the general public, the comment period for the Preliminary
Draft SWMP has not been extended.
It is not anticipated that a change will be made to the Draft SWMP as a result of this
comment.
Comment D3: A Steering Committee meeting should be scheduled in February to discuss
committee member comments.
•

•
•

•

•

It is also important to schedule a meeting in February at which Steering
Committee members may discuss the draft plan and also get questions answered.
How can the committee have a consensus opinion when members do not know the
opinions of other members?(Cummings)
I think the request for a meeting to discuss comments is a good idea (Dimino).
I agree with Sally that we should have a meeting in February (preferably early in
February) to discuss the draft … It would also be helpful if you would
share members' comments with other members although I am choosing to send
this comment directly to all the members. (O’Brien)
We were planning to have a summary of the comments for the final meeting for
discussion in late February, so Committee members would know about any
changes made to the draft based on comments received. If there are any major
issues were there is a significant split of opinion on a draft plan policy or
program element, that will be noted in a transmittal letter to the Common
Council. We are trying to stick to a reasonable time schedule and get the Draft
Plan to the Common Council at which time the formal, and more important,
public review, comment and evaluation process will begin (Bruce).
I would be happy to schedule a second February meeting early in February, if
Committee members want to hear about the comments that have been submitted,
and discuss them. (Bruce)

Response D3: A Steering Committee Meeting has been scheduled for February 9, 2010
to present and discuss comments from the committee members that have been submitted.
As a result of the discussions that took lace at this meeting, changes were made to the
Draft SWMP, as noted under individual comment responses listed in this summary.
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Comment D4: The Preliminary Draft SWMP should be distributed to the citizens who
have attended the Steering Committee meetings.
•

While the 12/15/09 email from CHA advises that “this Preliminary Draft is for
review by the Steering Committee only,” CHA sent it to select others. At each
meeting of the Steering Committee, there were citizens sitting in the gallery who
attended many of the meetings, some who were quite knowledgeable on the topic,
some who asked very pertinent questions or who provided information to the
group. Prior to issuance of a SWMP for formal review, these members of the
public should be provided the Preliminary Report in full. (Kernan)

Response D4: The citizens who have attended SWMP committee meetings will be able
to review the Draft SWMP when it is issued for public comment.
During discussions at the Steering Committee meeting on February 9th it was determined
that the Preliminary Draft SWMP should be posted on the Committee’s internet site, so
that interested parties could view it there.
It is not anticipated that a change will be made to the Draft SWMP as a result of this
comment.

Comment D5: One Committee member (Cummings) requested that all comments from
steering committee members on the preliminary draft be included in an appendix to the
final draft that is to be forwarded to the Albany Common Council.
Response D5: Comment noted. Prior to the submission of this comment, the Chairman
of the Steering Committee had determined that the committee member comments and the
responses presented in this summary will be included as an Appendix in the Draft SWMP
to be submitted to the Common Council.
Comment D6: One Committee member (Larson) informed that our comments on the
Preliminary Draft of the Capital District Solid Waste Management Plan are being
reviewed by our executive staff. Therefore, they will not be received by you as requested
by your date of January 29, 2010, but we will send them as soon as possible.
Response D6: Comment noted. Any comments that are received can be addressed along
with any public comment received during the formal public comment period.
Comments from this member were subsequently received on February 3, 2010 and
indicated concurrence with the following components of the Preliminary Draft SWMP.
1) Expand the planning unit by implementation of a regional solid waste
management authority, and the use of flow control
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2) Waste Minimization – emphasis on consumer education on waste reduction,
promote PAYT (Pay as you throw) implementation, and back yard composting for
yard and food waste.
3) Promote Product Stewardship – working to reduce the amount and toxicity of
packaging and materials that are left for disposal at the end of their useful lives.
4) Continue to promote and expand recycling infrastructure. Looking to mandate
such items as electronics and HHW.
5) Developing a Source Separated Organic Waste (SSOW) facility .
The commentator express concern with the use of waste to energy as part of the regional
solid waste treatment facility, and that comment is now noted and addressed as part of
Comment A1.

Editorial/Additions
Comment E1: The SWMP Needs an Index of Acronyms (O’Brien)
Response E1: Comment noted. An Index of Acronyms will be prepared for Draft
SWMP that will be issued for Public Review.
Comment E2: Sally Cummings does not officially represent Save the Pine Bush.
•

When I was first asked to be on the SWMP Steering Committee I signed in as a
citizen and thereafter signed in differently each time, i.e. once as an
environmentalist (any gardener is an environmentalist) and also as a resident of
Westmere. I believe I did once sign in as STPB but when I asked Lynne Jackson
about this she told me not to sign in this way. I asked her if I should write and tell
you, she said "not to bother". I did not know that you would put my title as this on
the SWMP Preliminary document. Please change my name to "citizen" or
Westmere resident, or some such.(Cummings)

Response E2: Comment noted. Sally Cumming’s affiliation will be changed to “citizen ”
in the Draft SWMP that will be submitted to the Common Council and issued for Public
Review. It was also noted at the Steering Committee meeting of February 9, 2010 that
Michael Franchini from Albany County was not included in the Committee member
listing in Table 1-4. His name will be added to this Table for the final Draft.
Regional Solid Waste Management Authority
Comment R1: Two Committee members disagreed with the recommendation to form a
Regional Solid Waste Management Authority.
•

I disagree with the assumption (p20) that a “Regional Solid Waste Management
Authority (RSWMA)...is critical to successful implementation of the SWMP.”
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There is no need for a “public authority” to gather the resources of the fourteen
municipalities in the Planning Unit. This area has had a consortium for several
years and the 14 municipalities have recently entered into a more formalized
“Inter-municipal Agreement” (IMA) to hire and fund a Planning Unit Recycling
Coordinator (p27). This is a formal consortium supported by a written document
binding, according to its terms, on the various municipalities. It should not be
difficult, with the proper initiative, to expand the IMA to include other aspects of
finding a solution to the solid waste problem. And there would be bureaucratic
savings. The court cases presented to us do not require a public authority and do
not bar the use of a consortium to achieve the goals (Kernan).
• There are many disadvantages to another public authority. It will take years and
expense to get legislative approval; it will be opposed by the citizens/taxpayers.
Generally, public authorities have their directors appointed by the municipalities,
no matter the lack of experience in matters of solid waste. In appointments, the
public is generally ignored or allotted a minimum number; these also are
appointed by the politicians. Rates are determined by a group which has no
responsibility to its citizens. [We have seen that with the water authority here in
Albany, whose minimum charge does not encourage water conservation; in fact
the declining rates encourage excessive water use.] To create a new organization
means an additional bureaucratic structure with departments in personnel,
human resources, finance, budgeting, etc. NYS and this region have too many
authorities and the NYS Comptroller periodically issues reports critical of the
abuses inherent (Kernan).
• While CHA and, apparently. DEC seem to favor an Authority approach I strongly
oppose creation of an Authority. Authorities tend to be huge, and governed by
people who do not know anything about the technology being undertaken. They
are great at administration and making more work for more administrators.
Authorities remove the power from local government to control what the
taxpayers are paying for and allow one or more municipalities to shift their own
debt to that of the authority, thus making every taxpayer in the authority’s region
liable for debt they did not create. In addition, authorities can prohibit local
municipalities from enacting and implementing solid waste negotiations which
are more stringent than those of the authority. Also, Authorities often have, or can
be granted, power of eminent domain over local municipalities and private
landowners. I feel that the solid waste management plan should be kept small,
taking care of Albany and the townships, so there is more control for Albany and
less expense for its tax payers. I also feel that the general public are more likely
to comply if their waste is being handled by a local consortium than with a
gigantic Authority (Cummings).
• During Steering Committee meetings Willard Bruce… said that we examined the
best institutional structures nationwide that achieve the highest diversion
rates. They were all authorities. Where is the data to support this? (Cummings)
Response R1: While one commentator notes that “There is no need for a “public
authority” to gather the resources of the fourteen municipalities in the Planning Unit”,
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the service area of the recommended Regional Solid Waste Management Authority
(RSWMA) would be considerably larger than the 14 municipalities of the existing
Planning Unit. As shown on the detailed analysis of Alternative Implementation Scenario
# 3, there are significant economy of scale and other benefits that can be achieved for a
larger regional planning unit, when compared to the existing planning unit comprised of
14 municipalities.
Besides the economic benefits, as noted in Section 5.5.2, one of the more significant
advantages of the authority structure is the ability to provide reliable solid waste
management facilities and programs, including robust waste reduction and recycling
efforts, and to ensure adequate staffing and funding for these efforts. A solid waste
authority could also be empowered with waste flow control, which could assure the
necessary volume of waste to generate revenue for funding of the reduction, reuse and
recycling programs that are necessary in a fully integrate solid waste management
program. Flow control might not be possible with a consortium of municipalities as
suggested by the commentator. It should be noted that under the current Planning Unit
structure, less than 30% of the waste stream is controlled by municipal government. In
addition, a regional solid waste authority would be a single purpose entity with all
revenue generated being dedicated to the implementation of solid waste management
programs.
Many of the commentator’s observations about the potential disadvantages of the
forming a solid waste management authority (SWMA) are pointed out in Section 5.5.2 of
the SWMP.
Regarding the commentator’s contention that the terms of the existing IMA could be
extended to include other mechanisms for finding solution to the solid waste problem, it
should be noted that this alternative implementation mechanism was analyzed in the
SWMP as a part of Alternative Implementation Scenario #1. (See page 5-28) The terms
of the existing IMA allow participating municipalities to terminate their participation
upon the 30 days written notice to the other parties to the IMA. Even assuming that this
provision could be amended to provide for more definitive long term commitment, the
use of the IMA structure would still require that one of the participating municipalities
take the lead role in developing the new facilities and programs envisioned by the
SWMP. After the City of Albany Landfill reaches capacity, we know of no individual
municipality that is willing to assume this obligation for either the existing Planning Unit
or a larger regional Planning Unit.
Finally, it is worth noting that, excluding New York City and Long Island (which are
dominated by municipally managed solid waste management programs), the most
successful publicly owned integrated solid waste management systems in New York
State are operated by County-wide or regional solid waste management authorities. These
include the Onondaga Resources Recovery Authority (OCRRA), and the OneidaHerkimer Solid Waste management Authority. Similarly successful authorities (or
authority-like organizations) have been identified in other states. For example, during a
Steering Committee Meeting in May 2009, Albany Common Council President Shawn
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Morris, made a presentation about the Chittenden County Solid Waste District (CSWD) in
Vermont, based on a recent visit she made there with Councilmember Cathy Fahey and
several environmental advocates from the Capital Region, including Tom Ellis and Tim
Truscott. Ms Morris reported very favorably on the waste reduction and recycling programs
undertaken by this agency, which is structured similar to a public authority in New York, and
is able to subsidize much of its waste reduction and recycling with a tipping fee surcharge on
all solid waste for disposal which originates in the District.
Albany County was recently awarded a grant from the New York State Department of
State to conduct a detailed study on the feasibility of a regional solid waste management
authority, as noted in Section 6.2 of the Preliminary Draft SWMP. It is expected that this
study will include an examination of the factors that have resulted in success and/or
failure for the regional solid waste authorities. The results of the study will help identify
the future actions necessary to advance the formation of a regional SWMA to
successfully implement the programs, policies and facilities envisioned by the SWMP.
A change has been made to the discussion of institutional alternatives in Section 5.4 of
the Draft SWMP as a result of this comment.
Based upon discussions at the Steering Committee meeting on February 9, 2010, it was
reiterated that a stronger case needs to be made about why the authority structure is
expected to benefit efforts of reduction and recycling. During that discussion a
Committee member also suggested that the Draft SWMP should address the concerns
about accountability and management of public authorities in New York that have been
raised by some citizen groups and elected officials. These discussions are now included
in the revised Section 5.4.2. In response to further discussions at the Steering Committee
meeting on February 9, 2010, Section 5.6.5.1, which addresses the effectiveness of a
local solid waste management authority, has been now been revised to include a
discussion of how Alternative Scenario #2 could be implemented with a continuation of
the Planning Unit consortium instead of with an Authority.
Comment R2: One Committee member asked if solid wastes will be prohibited from
coming into the capital region solid waste district from outside the district? This needs
to be clarified before the organization is formed. (Cummings)
Response R2: The recommended formation of a regional solid waste management
authority is intended to provide sufficient economy of scale to service an expanded
planning unit. However, because the boundaries of that expanded unit have not yet been
established it would be premature at this time establish a prohibition on the importation
of waste from outside the planning unit.
It is not anticipated that a change will be made to the Draft SWMP as a result of this
comment.

Alternative Solid Waste Management Technologies
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Comment A1: One Committee member noted his opinion that it is the duty of the Steering
Committee to weigh the merits of each technology, and consider whether each technology
would be appropriate in our situation. Several other committee members expressed
concern about a specifically endorsing a particular solid waste treatment technology
•

•

CHA is due credit for bringing before the Steering Committee presentations by
companies from North America and Europe who are involved with alternative
technologies such as pyrolysis, gasification, biological/mechanical, anaerobic
digestion and WTE. The Steering Committee had the opportunity to question the
presenters. But the Steering Committee has not held discussion on the merits of
each technology. CHA has shown its decisions in the Preliminary Report and
CHA’s analyses are contained in that elusive Appendix E. It is not sufficient to
deny a technology on the basis that there are no American factories, while a
technology has been proven in Europe for more than a decade. It is the duty of the
Steering Committee to weigh the merits of each technology, with technical
assistance from CHA and other experts, and consider whether each technology
would be appropriate in our situation (Kernan).
The concept of “waste to energy” has been, and continues to be, a controversial
topic that raises issues of environmental justice as well as health and
environmental concerns. OGS is supportive of a plan that includes the
investigation of all strategies and technologies to reduce waste. Therefore,
instead of stating to “Develop a regional facility utilizing a mixed solid waste
treatment technology. Such a facility would recovery additional materials, energy,
bio-fuels and other byproducts from the post-recyclable solid waste stream using
either the conventional waste-to-energy technologies or one of the emerging
technologies, which develops a successful commercial facility somewhere in the
United States in the near future”, we believe the plan should focus on continuing
to investigate and evaluate emerging technologies, including “waste to energy”
initiatives. It is our understanding that there have been a number of advances in
“waste to energy” technology to reduce toxins in the air and in the residue.
However, none of the groups that made presentations to the Committee on “waste
to energy” proposals adequately addressed the issues of environmental and
health concerns or provided statistics to back their claims. Therefore, there is not
enough information at this point in time for OGS to endorse the recommendation
to develop a regional solid waste treatment facility to further minimize landfill
disposal requirements. (Larson)

Response A1: Presentations and discussions about the merits of various alternative solid
waste management technologies were held at almost every steering committee meetings
fro February through October of 2009. Over the course of the year committee members
were also invited to participate in visits to solid waste management facility sites around
New York State which including one or more of the alternative technologies. Summaries
of the visits were prepared and were discussed at the meetings of the Steering Committee,
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for the benefit of those who were unable t participate in the visits. These discussions
included the merits of the technologies observed at the respective sites.
As part of the evaluation of alternative technologies conducted as part of the SWMP, a
request for information (RFI) was prepared and distributed to solicit preliminary
statement of interest and background information from parties wishing to participate in
the process. The Steering Committee participated in the formulation of the RFI. Fifteen
companies provided submittals in response to the RFI. The Steering Committee
participated in the review of documents, prepared by CHA, which summarized these
submittals in response to the RFI. At the request of the Steering Committee, CHA
invited company representatives from respondents from the following technologies to
make presentations to the Steering Committee:
• Norterra Organics – SSOW Composting technology – June 23, 2009
• EcoDeco – Mechanical and Biological Treatment – July 21, 2009
• Covanta – Waste-to-Energy – July 21,2009
• Nature’s Fuel – Pyrolytic Gasification – August 18,2009
In addition, a presentation was made by EnerKem (not an RFI respondent , but a
company with a technology to turn waste biomass into ethanol) at the September, 22,
2009 meeting. Information from these presentations, along with all meeting minutes,
agenda and presentations has been posted on the SWMP website.
Among other measures, the preliminary Draft SWMP includes the development of a
SSOW Composting facility. It also calls for the development of regional solid waste
treatment facility to further minimize landfill disposal requirements for post-recyclable
solid waste. As noted in Section 6.1.2 of the Preliminary Draft WMP, such a facility
would use either conventional waste-to-energy technology or one of the emerging
technologies which develops a successful commercial facility somewhere in the United
States. It may be in this context that the commentator notes. “It is not sufficient to deny
a technology on the basis that there are no American factories, while a technology has
been proven in Europe for more than a decade.” In response to this comment, it should
be noted that the recommended requirement for a successful commercial facility in the
U.S. is based upon an anticipated desire of the implementing communities to minimize
financial and performance risk associated with the development of a waste treatment
facility. It is further noted that regional SWMA (or other implementing agency) which
ultimately pursues the development of this regional solid waste treatment facility will be
free to develop appropriate financial and performance criteria at that time.
At the Steering Committee meeting on February 9th 2010, several members asked about
the definition of waste to energy (WTE) and whether it should be clarified to include
other technologies beside conventional mass burn incineration. This is now clarified in
Section 5.3.1.8 where the conventional WTE facility is more clearly defined.
Several committee members also thought the Preliminary Draft SWMP needed to better
articulate that the recommendation to pursue the development of a regional solid waste
treatment facility was not an endorsement of conventional mass burn WTE technology.
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As a result of these comments, the language of Section 6.1.2 of the Draft SWMP has
been changed to clarify that the SWMP does not endorse conventional WTE over any of
the other emerging technologies.
During discussions at the Steering Committee meeting on February 9, 2010, it was
requested that a distinction be drawn between emerging technologies that have been well
established in other countries (Mechanical/Biological Processing in Europe was cited as
an example) and those emerging technologies that are not well established . As a result
of this discussion, the Section 5.3.2 on emerging technologies and (some of the text of
Appendix E) has been now supplemented to make this distinction.
At the February 9th meeting, another Steering Committee member asked if a table could
be prepared to compare the various “solid waste treatment” technologies with landfilling
based on a number of environemtnal and health criteria. This table is now presented as a
new Table 5-4, as part of the expanded discussion and comparison of emerging solid
waste management technologies that is now presented in Section 5.3.

Comment A2: One Committee member (Cummings) strongly opposes construction of a
trash incinerator. She notes that existing waste-to-energy facilities are a magnet for items
best reduced, reused or, recycled, ruining incentives to maximize reduction, reuse, and
recycling. The incentive for the 3 R’s would be drastically cut because amounts for such
a facility must be guaranteed or paid for anyway.
Response A2: The Preliminary Draft SWMP calls for the development of a regional solid
waste treatment facility to further minimize landfill disposal requirements for post
recyclable solid waste beyond what would be achievable with the implementation of the
waste reduction and recycling programs elements. Such a facility could use either the
conventional waste–to-energy technology (of which there are currently ten operating in
the State of New York) or one of the emerging technologies to recover energy, biofuels,
or other recyclable materials.
The development of such a facility would not be a disincentive to reduction, reuse and
recycling efforts because the facility would be sized to process only the materials that
will remain after maximizing the 3Rs. In fact, it is the planning units that operate as
public authorities that generally have the highest waste reduction and recycling
achievement as well as their solid waste treatment facilities. This is already noted in
Section 6.1.2, so no revisions to the Preliminary Draft SWMP will be made as a result of
this comment.

Alternative Scenario
Comment Alt1: One committee member (Kernan) proposed a Scenario #4 for the
Steering Committee’s consideration, which may include the following:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

regional formal consortium;
strict enforcement of existing recycling laws, with penalties;
innovative approaches to recycling as shown in other regions;
PAYT if a small first bag weekly is provided free by the municipality;
product stewardship;
consider a SSOW facility since food waste is 19% of MSW (didn’t the City of
Albany collect food waste from residents as part of regular trash pickup in the
1960-70s);
further evaluation of emerging technologies, as opposed to a WTE plant.

Response Alt1: All of the elements of this alternative are also included as elements of
the Preliminary Draft SWMP, with two important variations.
A Regional Solid Waste Management Authority (RSWMA) is included as the preferred
implementation mechanism in the Preliminary Draft SWMP because it is a more effective
administrative structure than a regional consortium established by inter-municipal
agreement (IMA). For reasons noted previously in response to comment R1, the regional
consortium would not be as effective, these reasons include that a municipality would be
required to take the lead role in developing new facilities and programs in the proposed
SWMP, and after the City of Albany Landfill reaches capacity, we know of no individual
municipality that is willing to assume this obligation for either the existing Planning Unit
or a larger regional planning unit. Without the benefit of a guaranteed waste stream from
the entire Planning Unit, which would be easier to obtain via flow control under an
Authority, it is doubtful that an individual municipality would be able to finance all the
required components of a complete solid waste management system.
The Preliminary Draft SWMP also includes provisions for the implementation of a
SSOW facility, not just consideration of a facility, as noted in the commentator’s
alternative. The Preliminary Draft SWMP also calls for the development of a regional
solid waste treatment facility to further minimize the landfill disposal requirements for
waste that cannot be reduced, reused or recycled, and will include the future evaluation of
emerging technologies as well as conventional waste-to-energy (WTE) technology. The
Preliminary Draft SWMP does not endorse WTE or any of the emerging technologies
which could potentially meet the objective of minimizing future landfill disposal
requirements.
Incorporating this fourth Alternative Implementation Scenario into the detailed analysis
of alternatives presented in Section 5 appears to overlap existing scenarios and would
significantly delay the issuance of the Draft SWMP to the Common Council and for
public comment.
A change has been made to section 6 the Draft SWMP to make it more clear that the
SWMP does not endorse WTE or any of the emerging technologies which could
potentially meet the objective of minimizing future landfill disposal requirements, and
that a formal selection of a waste treatment technology would be made at a later date by
the regional SWMA (or other implementing agency).
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Single Stream Recycling
Comment SS1: One committee member (Cummings) noted that single stream should be
abandoned by the steering committee because it is a less effective method than dual
stream and it creates more waste than does the dual stream method. A recent study by the
Container Recycling Institute was forwarded in support of this position.
The committee should recommend the practice of source separated dual stream
collection methods be adopted regionally.
Response SS1: Consideration of Single Stream Recycling (along with other methods of
material re-use waste reduction and recycling) is one element of the Goals and Objectives
of the SWMP.
The advantages and disadvantages of dual stream and single stream recycling were
presented at a Steering Committee meeting and a discussion of these is included in
Section 5.3.1.3 and Section 5.3.1.4 of the Preliminary Draft SWMP, respectively. The
discussion includes the disadvantages mentioned in the study cited by the commentator
including:
• processing costs may increase compared to multiple stream systems
• possible reduced commodity prices due to contamination of paper;
• increased “downcycling” of paper, i.e., use of high quality fibers for low-end uses
like boxboard due to presence of contaminants;
• possible increase in residual rates after processing (due chiefly to increased
breakage of glass
Among the advantages of Single Stream recycling noted in Section 5.3.1.4 are the
following:
•
•
•

more resident participation;
increased efficiency and reduced cost of recyclable collection;
worker injuries may decrease because the switch to single stream is often
accompanied by a switch from bins to cart-based collection.

While the development of a single stream recycling facility is not an explicit element of
the SWMP, as set forth in Section 6, it is an implicit component. All of the Alternative
Implementation Scenarios presented in Section 5 include the maximization of currently
designated recyclables. In Section 5.6.1, describing Alternative Scenario #1, it is noted
that “maximizing the recovery of currently designated recyclables will also include the
implementation of single stream recyclables collection along with a local MRF which can
accommodate and process the single stream recyclables. This alternative scenario
assumes that the single stream MRF would be developed by the private sector as a
commercial venture.” While a single stream MRF would be available under the
SWMP, communities would be free to continue their use dual stream recycling if they
believe that method is maximizing material recovery and recycling.
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It is also worth noting that since the distribution of the Preliminary Draft SWMP, County
Waste has announced its intention to develop a single stream MRF at its existing dual
stream MRF on South Pearl Street in Albany (Sierra Fibers) and also intends to provide
single stream recyclables collection to all of its residential customers in the Capital
District.
A change has been made to the Draft SWMP as a result of this comment. Language will
be added to Section 5.3.1.4 to include the recently announced Single stream facility and
programs being implemented by County Waste. Section 5.7.1 has also been amended to
clarify that communities would be free to continue their use dual stream recycling if they
believe that method is maximizing material recovery and recycling.

Zero Waste
Comment Z1: One Committee member (Cummings) noted that the Capital District
Solid Waste Management Plan should begin with a statement that the goal of the new
plan is zero waste. Zero waste is defined as "If it can’t be reduced, reused, repaired,
rebuilt, refurbished, refinished, resold, recycled, or composted, then it should be
restricted, redesigned, or removed from production. The goal is to combine aggressive
resource recovery and industrial redesign to eliminate the very concept of waste.
Eventually, the community’s resource-use system will emulate natural cyclical processes,
where no waste exists. [This definition is from the Berkeley City Council's resolution]"
Response Z1: The concept of a zero waste, as defined by the commentator, is not an
appropriate goal for this SWMP because many of the restrictions and limitations on
commercial products could not be realistically achieved on a local or regional level; they
will require state or national policies to implement them. However, key components of
zero waste include reduction, reuse, recycling and composting, and the preliminary Draft
SWMP already include these components to meet the goal of minimizing the amount of
waste requiring land disposal in the future by :





Maintaining and expanding waste reduction, reuse and recycling efforts,
as set forth in the SWMP Modification;
Increasing the effectiveness of public education and enforcement of
existing recycling requirements;
Considering more emphasis on material re-use and alternatives such as
PAYT, single stream recycling, and foodwaste composting as mechanisms
to achieve future reductions in waste requiring disposal;
Considering alternatives which recover energy from waste, including
proven technologies as well as new and emerging technologies.

These goals and objectives are not significantly different from the zero waste goals noted
in the comment, and are consistent with current New York State DEC solid waste
management policy as well as the policies that are expected to be espoused in the
NYSDEC’s forthcoming Beyond Waste Plan.
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Based on discussion of this comment at the Steering Committee meeting on February 9,
2010, Section 6.0 and Section 6.1.1. have been revised to incorporate a discussion of the
concept of zero waste as an aspirational goal, and the continuous improvement in waste
reduction and recycling (beyond the 65% achievement already noted for the year 2020).
Sean Ward and Dick Forgea both noted concern that these waste reduction and recycling
goals should not be construed as enforceable permit conditions. Because there is already
language in the approved SWMP Mod which addresses this concern, it is clear that
NYSDEC does not intend to use these goals an enforceable permit conditions, it is not
necessary to include that limiting language in the new SWMP at this time.

Contingency Plan
Comment C1: One Committee member (Griffin) had a comment that relates to the
reliance on the formation of an authority for the plan to come to fruition. Time passes
rapidly and the need for a long-term solution for the region’s future solid waste issues
will reach a critical point soon. Should the formation of a regional authority be delayed
or the authority not be conceived then the Capital Region could be without sufficient
local disposal capacity for a longer period of time than anticipated. I believe that the
Plan, when finalized, should contain parallel time lines for development of permanent as
well as temporary means for handling the area’s waste post-Rapp Rd. The Plan should
also contain a contingency for a solid waste management structure along the lines of the
scenarios described in prior meetings, i.e. maintaining the current consortium, a smaller
consortium or the City of Albany alone. The way the current Draft Plan is structured the
failure of one point, the formation of the Authority, means the Plan itself will fail.
Response C1:
Section 6.1.4 of the Preliminary Draft Plan discusses interim measures that will be
undertaken to implement certain provisions of the SWMP until the Regional Solid Waste
Management Authority (RSWMA) that is recommended is developed. Section 6.1.4 also
recognizes that local landfill capacity may be depleted before a regional solid waste
treatment facility can be developed by the RSWMA, and that it may be necessary to be
temporarily more reliant on commercial landfill capacity located a long distance from the
planning unit. As such, the Preliminary Draft SWMP acknowledges that the City of
Albany would develop a transfer station in the future, if one is needed, at the Rapp Road
Landfill site.
The Implementation Schedule shown in Section 6.3 of the Preliminary Draft SWMP,
notes that if enabling legislation for the RSWMA is not enacted by the end of calendar
year 2011 due to lack of regional consensus, then a modification to the SWMP will need
to be developed to account for that change in circumstances. The details of those
modifications, if they are required, as well as alternative contingency measures, will be
evaluated at that time in the future.
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Reduction Reuse and Recycling
Comment RRR1: One Committee member (Cummings) commented that during the
steering committee meetings, Bill Bruce and CHA representatives often said that the new
plan will have strict enforcement and a good education component to stimulate high
compliance rates. Few details are provided in the preliminary draft about how these
transformations will be implemented.
Although a schedule for reducing the amount requiring disposal at a facility (which has
yet to be determined), there was no indication as to how this reduction is to be
accomplished. Without knowing how it is going to be done, how can you make a
schedule? No ideas were put forth.
Response RRR1: Section 6.1.1 of the Preliminary Draft SWMP discussed the program
elements related to reduction and recovery of materials. Increased enforcement and
education is specifically discussed in Section 6.1.1.3, which includes a re-statement of
many of the provisions set forth in the May 2009 SWMP Modification, which will be
carried forward as part of the new SWMP.

Steering Committee
Two Committee members made comments about the make-up of the Steering Committee
and how the meetings were conducted. These comments are not substantive regarding
the content of the Preliminary Draft SWMP, and as a result, responses are not provided.
In the interest of full disclosure, however, the comments are enumerated here.
•

•
•
•

At the first meeting of the Steering Committee on November 24, 2008, 18
members were announced. In the Preliminary Report there are 23 members listed
(p32). I do not recall any meeting in which new members were announced. I
attended most of the meetings (Kernan).
Attendance by actual Steering Committee members diminished as the year
progressed.(Kernan)
There was very little participation from most of the other municipalities in the
consortium(Cummings)
At the first few monthly meetings, CHA prepared only enough copies of
documents for members of Steering Committee and others who sat at the table in
the front of the room. At the April 23, 2009 Meeting there was a motion to provide
enough copies so that the public, who sat in seats to the rear of the room and who
were there although not being paid by their employers, would have sufficient
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•

•

•

•

copies in order to follow complex discussions. [Only three Steering Committee
members are not employed by municipalities, the industry or consultants.] This
was the only formal motion in the year of the Steering Committee and it passed
unanimously, 14-0. It included a provision that the Steering Committee (not CHA)
would decide what material would be distributed. This formal motion was not
included in the Minutes following the meeting. At the May meeting, again there
was discussion and the Minutes were corrected. However there were many
meetings in which a sufficient number of copies was not provided to the
public.(Kernan)
This problem of incomplete Minutes occurred again when a discussion on the
creation of a “consortium” instead of a public authority was not transcribed.
Until the October Meeting, a “consortium” was not discussed in detail. CHA
promised to have the attorneys research the issue. Now, in the Preliminary
Report, there are several references to an “informal consortium” or a “loose
consortium” already existing. It may be appropriate to make it a “formal written
consortium”, using the IMA as a basis.
Mike Kernan’s vigorous comments of October 20th, 2009 in opposition to an
authority, and in favor of a consortium, were not included in the minutes of that
meeting distributed at the next meeting, on December 8.. There was considerable
discussion at that October meeting about the need for and desirability of an
authority. This was an important discussion and why was this not included in the
minutes?(Cummnings)

The 12/15/09 email also states that the Preliminary Report “has been compiled
based on the many months of input and guidance that you have provided as part
of the committee.” Let’s be frank: CHA prepared the Preliminary Report, as
much as CHA led and controlled the discussion throughout the year. The
Steering Committee should discuss the Preliminary Report among its members,
having access to the viewpoints of other members of the Steering Committee.
(Kernan)
The stipulation in the December 15th 2009 letter from Ken Gallagher that
accompanied the preliminary draft plan, and asserted that the report represented
the “consensus view of the committee regarding the future of solid waste
management”, is not correct. Mike Kernan and I dispute that there is a
consensus. There was never a steering committee vote as to who favored an
authority. To me, this is a very important concern. (Cummings)

•

Willard Bruce said that the Steering Committee is creating the plan but it
appeared that CHA is creating the plan. The preliminary draft closely resembles
the modification of an earlier plan that DEC approved in September, 2008,
before the Steering Committee was created. (Cummings)

•

Clough Harbor never brought in experts on how to maximize reduction, reuse, or
recycling. Why? There are so many examples today of municipalities that are
striving towards zero waste or high recycling rates. (Cummings)
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•

During meetings, committee members witnessed presentations from industry
representatives about their various technologies, but no opposing expert opinions
were sought out on any of these controversial technologies. Though Albany is
home to several state wide and national environmental organizations, no expert
opinion from any of these organizations was sought (Cummings)

•

One committee member asked for clarification on why we were shown different
“emerging technologies” when we have not been charged with choosing the kind
of technology. What was the point? In fact, what was the point of the whole
Steering Committee when it appears that the steering committee was “steered”
from the start. Will we really have any input into what choices will be made?
(Cummings)
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Draft SWMP
Appendix A
Part 2
Steering Committee Comments of the Preliminary Draft SWMP

Presented below are the verbatim transcriptions of the e-mail correspondence from
Steering Committee members conveying comments on the Preliminary Draft SWMP.
The transcriptions were copied directly from the e-mails sent, but e-mail addresses were
deleted if they appeared and were replaced with the person’s name only.
The e-mail transmitting the Preliminary Draft SWMP is presented first, followed by the
responses received on or before January 29, 2010 and then the responses received after
January 29, 2010.
Transmittal of the Preliminary Draft SWMP
From: Christopher, Suzanne
Sent: Tuesday, December 15, 2009 2:05 PM
To: Bob Griffin; David Phaff; Dick Forgea; Doug Melnick; Frank Zeoli; Gregg Sagendorph; Jack
Cunningham; James Gaughan; Jim Sano; Joe Giebelhaus; Kevin G. Crosier; Kurt Larson; Mark
Gleason; Mary Ellen Mallia; Meghan Ruby; Michael Franchini; Michael Kernan; Mike O'Brien; Resa
Dimino; Robert Conway; Ruth Leistensnider; Sally Cummings; Sean Ward; Tom Reynolds; Willard
(Bill) Bruce; William Hill
Cc: LaVardera, Frank; Gallagher, Ken
Subject: FW: Preliminary Draft SWMP
Dear Committee Members
On behalf of Committee Chairman Bill Bruce, I am please to transmit for your review and
comment a copy of the Preliminary Draft of the SWMP. It has been compiled based on the many
months of input and guidance that you have provided as part of the committee. While we believe
that the elements of the SWMP presented herein represent the consensus view of the Committee
regarding the future of solid waste management in the Planning Unit, we want to get your
comments before the Draft SWMP is finalized for public review and comment. This Preliminary
Draft is for review by the Steering Committee only. Based on your comments, a final Draft
SWMP will be prepared for discussion at a late February meeting, and then forwarded to the
Common Council as a final draft to start the public review and SEQR process
The SWMP presents a significant amount of information and analysis, but we have sought to
make sure that the presentation is concise and readable. Nevertheless, it is still over 180 pages
long. Most of the information in the Preliminary Draft SWMP has already been presented to and
discussed by the Steering Committee at one or more of its meetings. The Preliminary Draft also
contains additional discussion and more nuanced presentation that has not been presented
previously. While you should feel free to comment on any typos or grammatical errors, we are
not expecting that you catch any of those mistakes as those will be corrected during final editing.
More important to us are your comments on substantive issues, particularly if you believe there
are any omissions or misrepresentations with respect to issues that were discussed by the
Steering Committee.
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We are requesting that you review the enclosed document and provide any comments you have
in writing by no later than January 29, 2010. Any method of written commentary is acceptable,
including a mark-up of printed pages, a separate document enumerating your comments, or a
simple e-mail. Comments should be directed to my attention, preferable via e-mail, with
attachments if necessary.
We sincerely appreciate your ongoing participation in this process and look forward to receiving
your comments. In the meantime do not hesitate to contact me if any questions or concerns.
Extending my best wishes for the Holiday Season!
Ken
Kenneth G. Gallagher, P.P., AICP
Principal Planner
<<Draft Letter of Transmittal for Preliminary Draft SWMP.doc>>

***********************************************************
Comments provided on or before January 29, 2010
From: MICHAEL KERNAN
> Sent: Saturday, January 09, 2010 12:09 PM
> To: Gallagher, Ken
> Subject: draft
>
>
Ken,
Thank you for sending me Appendices C-F of the Preliminary Report
to the SWMP. It is unfortunate that CHA did not respond or acknowledge
my three emails (six days) until I sent an email to Bill Bruce. I find
that the Appendices are an integral part of the Preliminary Report and
contain information that should be accessible to the Steering
Committee.
I note that today CHA emailed a reminder copy of the Preliminary
Report to members of the Steering Committee and select others, but the
Appendices are not included. In my opinion, each member of the
Steering Committee should be immediately provided with the Appendices
in order to make a proper study of the Preliminary Report.
Mike

From: Michael O’Brien
Sent: Saturday, January 16, 2010 7:17 PM
To: Christopher, Suzanne
Subject: Re: Preliminary Draft SWMP
My principle comment is that the report needs an index of all acronyms. Otherwise I think the
report is good.
Mike O'Brien
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From: Sally Cummings
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2010 8:26 PM
To: Bob Griffin; David Phaff; Dick Forgea; Doug Melnick; Frank Zeoli; Gregg Sagendorph; James
Gaughan; Jim Sano; Joe Giebelhaus; Kevin G. Crosier; Kurt Larson; Mark Gleason; Mary Ellen
Mallia; Meghan Ruby; Michael Franchini; Michael Kernan; Mike O'Brien; Resa Dimino; Robert
Conway; Ruth Leistensnider; Sally Cummings; Sam Messina; Sean Ward; Tom Reynolds; Willard
(Bill) Bruce; William Hill; LaVardera, Frank; Gallagher, Ken
Subject: SWMP Preliminary comments

To the SWMP Steering Committee members:
I feel that it is important that all members of the SWMP Steering Committee receive
copies of the appendices, in order to make informed comments. These were omitted from
the preliminary draft for Steering Committee review and were not sent to the members
unless they requested them.
Since they are very large and the preliminary draft was very large, I feel that CHA
should extend the comment deadline until March 15th.
It is also important to schedule a meeting in February at which Steering Committee
members may discuss the draft plan and also get questions answered. How can the
committee have a consensus opinion when members do not know the opinions of other
members?
Thank you.
Sally Cummings
Steering Committee Member.
Citizen of Westmere
**********************************************************
From: Ken Gallagher
To: 'Sally Cummings'; Bob Griffin; David Phaff; Dick Forgea; Doug Melnick;
Frank Zeoli; Gregg Sagendorph; James Gaughan; Jim Sano; Joe Giebelhaus;
Kevin G. Crosier; Kurt Larson; Mark Gleason; Mary Ellen Mallia; Meghan
Ruby; Michael Franchini; Michael Kernan; Mike O'Brien; Resa Dimino;
Robert Conway; Ruth Leistensnider; Sam Messina; Sean Ward; Tom
Reynolds; Willard (Bill) Bruce; William Hill; LaVardera, Frank
Sent: 1/22/2010 11:10:46 AM
Subject: RE: SWMP Preliminary comments
All,
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There are presently four appendices to the Preliminary Draft SWMP which
contain voluminous detailed supporting information on topics that are
fully presented and discussed in the full body of the preliminary draft
SWMP.
As such, they were not distributed to the steering committee as
part of the Preliminary Draft. Our intent was to request feedback from
the Steering Committee on the substantive issues presented in the
Preliminary Draft, particularly if you believe there were any omissions
or misrepresentations with respect to issues that were discussed by the
Steering Committee. That said, if any other member of the Steering
Committee would like an electronic or paper copy of the appendices
please let me know ; two members have already requested and been
supplied with a copy.
Regarding Sally's comment that CHA should extend the comment period on
the Preliminary Draft, I would note that her requested extension would
result in additional delay in the submission of a draft document to the
Common Council and would further delay the public's opportunity to
begin review and comment on the Draft SWMP. Such a delay would also
have a negative impact on our anticipated completion schedule for the
SWMP, which is memorialized with the NYSDEC as a permit condition for
the approved landfill expansion. I also recall that the duration of
this Steering Committee's review of the Preliminary Draft was discussed
at several of the Steering Committee's most recent meetings.
Thank you for your ongoing participation and feedback on this important
project. And once again, if any member of the Steering Committee would
like an electronic or paper copy of the appendices (or any individual
appendix) please let me know.
Sincerely,

Kenneth G. Gallagher, P.P., AICP
Principal Planner
CHA ~ Imagine What We Can Do For You!
973.267.9029 Ext. 252
kgallagher@chacompanies.com<mailto:kgallagher@chacompanies.com>
www.chacompanies.com<http://www.chacompanies.com>

From: Resa Dimino
Sent: Friday, January 22, 2010 11:46 AM
To: Gallagher, Ken; Bill Bruce
Subject: Re: SWMP Preliminary comments
Hi KenYou didn't respond to her request for a meeting to discuss comments.
For what it's worth, I think that's a good idea.
Resa
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From: Thomas Reynolds
Sent: Friday, January 22, 2010 12:18 PM
To: Gallagher, Ken; Richard Forgea
Subject: RE: SWMP Preliminary comments
Since the requested review is to get "preliminary" feed back prior to full release and not what
would be considered a full technical review, your timetable seems appropriate. Not looking for a
perfect document at this point, better to get it out to a wider audience for review as soon as
possible. From what I've read so far, the information in the body of the SWMP seems adequate
to perform the level of review requested. I'm sure if a few individuals have specific questions
that could be answered by material in the appendices, it would be a time and paper savings to
have these individuals address those specific question directly to you.
***************************************************************************
From: Sally Cummings
Sent: Friday, January 22, 2010 1:33 PM
To: Gallagher, Ken
Cc: Bob Griffin; David Phaff; Dick Forgea; Doug Melnick; Frank Zeoli; Gregg Sagendorph; James
Gaughan; Jim Sano; Joe Giebelhaus; Kevin G. Crosier; Kurt Larson; Mark Gleason; Mary Ellen
Mallia; Meghan Ruby; Michael Franchini; Michael Kernan; Mike O'Brien; Resa Dimino; Robert
Conway; Ruth Leistensnider; Sam Messina; Sean Ward; Tom Reynolds; Willard (Bill) Bruce;
William Hill; LaVardera, Frank
Subject: Re: SWMP Preliminary comments

Hi Ken,
You did not comment on the request for a meeting of the SWMP Steering Committee
members to discuss the Preliminary Draft with each other and to ask questions.

From: Michael O’Brien
Sent: Friday, January 22, 2010 11:08 PM
To: Gallagher, Ken; 'Sally Cummings'; Bob Griffin; David Phaff; Dick Forgea; Doug Melnick; Frank
Zeoli; Gregg Sagendorph; James Gaughan; Jim Sano; Joe Giebelhaus; Kevin G. Crosier; Kurt
Larson; Mark Gleason; Mary Ellen Mallia; Meghan Ruby; Michael Franchini; Michael Kernan; Mike
O'Brien; Resa Dimino; Robert Conway; Ruth Leistensnider; Sam Messina; Sean Ward; Tom
Reynolds; Willard (Bill) Bruce; William Hill; LaVardera, Frank
Cc: Cashawana Parker
Subject: Re: SWMP Preliminary comments
Ken,
Please send an electronic copy of the appendices to Cashawana
Parker (parkerc@ci.albany.ny.us) at the Albany Common Council so they

Page 5 of 19
M:\19283\Reports\PLAN\SWMP Appendices\Appendix A - Steering Committee Comments on the Prelimininary Draft SWMP\Part 2
- Steering Committee Comments of the Preliminary Draft SWMP.doc

are available to all council members and to the City Clerk. Also please
send her three paper copies.
I agree with Sally that we should have a meeting in February
(preferably early in February) to discuss the draft. It would also be
helpful if you would create a glossary of acronyms. It would also be
helpful if you would share members' comments with other members
although I am choosing to send this comment directly to all the
members.
I feel that it is premature to extend the comment deadline until
March 15th. Let's have the meeting in early February and see what the
consensus is. I know that although the appendices were missing from the
electronic copies, they were available from CHA when asked for.
Mike O'Brien

From: Willard Bruce
Sent: Sunday, January 24, 2010 12:39 PM
To: Sally Cummings
Cc: Bob Griffin; David Phaff; Dick Forgea; Doug Melnick; Frank Zeoli; Gregg Sagendorph; James
Gaughan; Jim Sano; Joe Giebelhaus; Kevin G. Crosier; Kurt Larson; Mark Gleason; Mary Ellen
Mallia; Meghan Ruby; Michael Franchini; Michael Kernan; Mike O'Brien; Resa Dimino; Robert
Conway; Ruth Leistensnider; Sam Messina; Sean Ward; Tom Reynolds; William Hill; LaVardera,
Frank; Gallagher, Ken
Subject: Re: SWMP Preliminary comments

Sally,
As per the comments from Ken and Mike, any Committee member that wanted the
appendices got a copy. The detailed information in these is summarized in the
preliminary draft SWMP the Committee members received. The appendices contain
valuable back up and technical information, but the Committee should really focus on
the draft SWMP, the diversion rates, alternative scenarios, policy and program
recommendations. We were planning to have a summary of the comments for the final
meeting for discussion in late February, so Committee members would know about any
changes made to the draft based on comments received. If there are any major issues
were there is a significant split of opinion on a draft plan policy or program element, that
will be noted in a transmittal letter to the Common Council. We are trying to stick to a
reasonable time schedule and get the Draft Plan to the Common Council at which time
the formal, and more important, public review, comment and evaluation process will
begin.
I would be happy to schedule a second February meeting early in February, if Committee
members want to hear about the comments that have been submitted, and discuss them. I
am, however, not in favor of an extension of time for submission of Committee member
comments. We discussed the process and timetable at the last Committee meeting, (you
were absent), and there was agreement on proceeding along these lines...........Bill
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From: MICHAEL KERNAN
Date: Sun, Jan 24, 2010 at 1:23 PM
Subject: SWMP Response
To: Bill Bruce, MICHAEL KERNAN <mkrn2@verizon.net>

January 24, 2010
Bill Bruce, Chair
SWMP Steering Committee
Re: My response to SWMP Preliminary Report
While I was nominated for appointment to the SWMP Steering Committee by CANA, the
views I express herein are mine and do not necessarily represent those of CANA. CANA
has not yet formally discussed the document. I have dutifully read the Preliminary Report
and the Appendices C-F. The Preliminary Report is full of data and I do not have the
resources to check all the data. I do not agree with all of the conclusions reached by
CHA.
PRELIMINARY REPORT CONCLUSIONS
1_. Public authority vs formal consortium_
I disagree with the assumption (p20) that a “Regional Solid Waste Management
Authority (RSWMA)...is critical to successful implementation of the SWMP.” There is
no need for a “public authority” to gather the resources of the fourteen municipalities in
the Planning Unit. This area has had a consortium for several years and the 14
municipalities have recently entered into a more formalized “Inter-municipal Agreement”
(IMA) to hire and fund a Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator (p27). This is a formal
consortium supported by a written document binding, according to its terms, on the
various municipalities. It should not be difficult, with the proper initiative, to expand the
IMA to include other aspects of finding a solution to the solid waste problem. And there
would be bureaucratic savings. The court cases presented to us do not require a public
authority and do not bar the use of a consortium to achieve the goals.
There are many disadvantages to another public authority. It will take years and expense
to get legislative approval; it will be opposed by the citizens/taxpayers. Generally, public
authorities have their directors appointed by the municipalities, no matter the lack of
experience in matters of solid waste. In appointments, the public is generally ignored or
allotted a minimum number; these also are appointed by the politicians. Rates are
determined by a group which has no responsibility to its citizens. [We have seen that with
the water authority here in Albany, whose minimum charge does not encourage water
conservation; in fact the declining rates encourage excessive water use.] To create a new
organization means an additional bureaucratic structure with departments in personnel,
human resources, finance, budgeting, etc. NYS and this region have too many authorities
and the NYS Comptroller periodically issues reports critical of the abuses inherent.
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_2. Alternative Emerging Technologies_
CHA is due credit for bringing before the Steering Committee presentations by
companies from North America and Europe who are involved with alternative
technologies such as pyrolysis, gasification, biological/mechanical, anaerobic digestion
and WTE. The Steering Committee had the opportunity to question the presenters. But
the Steering Committee has not held discussion on the merits of each technology. CHA
has shown its decisions in the Preliminary Report and CHA’s analyses are contained in
that elusive Appendix E. It is not sufficient to deny a technology on the basis that there
are no American factories, while a technology has been proven in Europe for more than a
decade. It is the duty of the Steering Committee to weigh the merits of each technology,
with technical assistance from CHA and other experts, and consider whether each
technology would be appropriate in our situation.
THE PROCESS OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE
_1. Composition of the Steering Committee_
At the first meeting of the Steering Committee on November 24, 2008, 18 members were
announced. In the Preliminary Report there are 23 members listed (p32). I do not recall
any meeting in which new members were announced. I attended most of the meetings.
Attendance by actual Steering Committee members diminished as the year progressed.
_2. Resource Materials_
At the first few monthly meetings, CHA prepared only enough copies of documents for
members of Steering Committee and others who sat at the table in the front of the room.
At the April 23, 2009 Meeting there was a motion to provide enough copies so that the
public, who sat in seats to the rear of the room and who were there although not being
paid by their employers, would have sufficient copies in order to follow complex
discussions. [Only three Steering Committee members are not employed by
municipalities, the industry or consultants.] This was the only formal motion in the year
of the Steering Committee and it passed unanimously, 14-0. It included a provision that
the Steering Committee (not CHA) would decide what material would be distributed.
This formal motion was not included in the Minutes following the meeting. At the May
meeting, again there was discussion and the Minutes were corrected. However there were
many meetings in which a sufficient number of copies was not provided to the public.
_3. Incomplete Minutes_
This problem of incomplete Minutes occurred again when a discussion on the creation of
a “consortium” instead of a public authority was not transcribed. Until the October
Meeting, a “consortium” was not discussed in detail. CHA promised to have the attorneys
research the issue. Now, in the Preliminary Report, there are several references to an
“informal consortium” or a “loose consortium” already existing. It may be appropriate to
make it a “formal written consortium”, using the IMA as a basis.
_4. Appendices C-F_
Appendices C-F are mentioned in the Table of Contents but not included. Over 6 days I
sent 3 emails to CHA; I received no response. Finally I emailed Bill Bruce and then CHA
sent me the Appendices the next day. To my knowledge no other Steering Committee
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members have received the Appendices. As the Appendices are part of the Preliminary
Report, they should be distributed to all Steering Committee members before Steering
Committee members are asked their opinion. [This paragraph was written before the
recent emails by others seeking the Appendices].
_5. Distribution of Preliminary Report_
While the 12/15/09 email from CHA advises that “this Preliminary Draft is for review by
the Steering Committee only,” CHA sent it to select others. At each meeting of the
Steering Committee, there were citizens sitting in the gallery who attended many of the
meetings, some who were quite knowledgeable on the topic, some who asked very
pertinent questions or who provided information to the group. Prior to issuance of a
SWMP for formal review, these members of the public should be provided the
Preliminary Report in full.
_6. Discussion of the Preliminary Report_
The 12/15/09 email also states that the Preliminary Report “has been compiled based on
the many months of input and guidance that you have provided as part of the committee.”
Let’s be frank: CHA prepared the Preliminary Report, as much as CHA led and
controlled the discussion throughout the year. The Steering Committee should discuss the
Preliminary Report among its members, having access to the viewpoints of other
members of the Steering Committee.
RECOMMENDATION
I propose a Scenario #4 for the Steering Committee’s consideration, which may include
the following:
regional formal consortium;
strict enforcement of existing recycling laws, with penalties;
innovative approaches to recycling as shown in other regions;
PAYT if a small first bag weekly is provided free by the municipality;
product stewardship;
consider a SSOW facility since food waste is 19% of MSW (didn’t the City of Albany
collect food waste from residents as part of regular trash pickup in the 1960-70s);
further evaluation of emerging technologies, as opposed to a WTE plant.
I make these initial comments, understanding that discussion is needed, and request that
they be forwarded directly to Steering Committee members.
Michael J Kernan

From: Frank Zeoli
Sent: Monday, January 25, 2010 9:36 AM
To: 'Willard Bruce'; 'Sally Cummings'
Cc: Bob Griffin; 'David Phaff'; 'Dick Forgea'; 'Doug Melnick'; 'Gregg Sagendorph'; 'James
Gaughan'; 'Jim Sano'; 'Joe Giebelhaus'; 'Kevin G. Crosier'; 'Kurt Larson'; 'Mark Gleason'; 'Mary
Ellen Mallia'; 'Meghan Ruby'; 'Michael Franchini'; 'Michael Kernan'; 'Mike O'Brien'; 'Resa Dimino';
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'Robert Conway'; 'Ruth Leistensnider'; 'Sam Messina'; 'Sean Ward'; 'Tom Reynolds'; 'William Hill';
LaVardera, Frank; Gallagher, Ken
Subject: RE: SWMP Preliminary comments
I must also agree with Bill & Ken, the time frame was clearly defined in the last few meetings. We
need to keep to the schedule and submit this to the Common Council as stated. It is important for
Sally to remember that this is a preliminary draft. After committee members submit their
comments a final draft will be submitted to the Council where it will then be subject to public
comment and SECOR review. This is not the final draft that some people seem to think it is.
Thanks
Frank

From: Sally Cummings
Sent: Monday, January 25, 2010 10:47 AM
To: Frank Zeoli; Willard Bruce; Sally Cummings; David Phaff; Dick Forgea; Doug Melnick; Gregg
Sagendorph; James Gaughan; Jim Sano; Joe Giebelhaus; Kevin G. Crosier; Kurt Larson; Mark
Gleason; Mary Ellen Mallia; Meghan Ruby; Michael Franchini; Michael Kernan; Mike O'Brien; Resa
Dimino; Robert Conway; Ruth Leistensnider; Sam Messina; Sean Ward; Tom Reynolds; William
Hill; LaVardera, Frank; Gallagher, Ken
Subject: Fwd: Why Single Stream Recycling Systems are Inefficient and More Wasteful than
Dual Stream Systems

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: James Travers >
Date: Mon, Jan 25, 2010 at 5:34 AM
Subject: Why Single Stream Recycling Systems are Inefficient and More Wasteful than
Dual Stream Systems
I've pasted below an article from the waste trade magazine Solid Waste &
Recycling and attached a report on single stream recycling systems published in
December by the Container Recycling Institute that is referred to in the article.
The report lays out all of the pros and cons of Single Stream and finds Dual
Stream Systems are less costly to operate, are more profitable because they
suffer from less contamination of secondary market goods due to co-mingling. It
is entitled "Understanding economic and environmental impacts of single-stream
collection systems"
Because Dual Stream separation and collection conserves more of our resources
and creates less thoroughly unusable waste, costs less to set up and operate
and is profitable, at least by enough to recover its operational overhead and
sustain its ongoing operation, it should be our goal to see this wise policy
instituted regionally.
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The State's mandate to localities is to reduce waste.
Choosing costly single stream over another system proven to create less waste
than it does is in fact completely contrary to DEC's directive to find the least
wasteful alternative method of managing their waste.
Single Stream should be abandoned by the steering committee because it is a
less effective method than Dual Stream and it creates more waste than does the
DS method; the committee should recommend the practice of source separated
Dual Stream collection methods be adopted regionally.
I recommend that Sally send these documents to Mike Kienan and that she ask
him to circulate them to every member of the SWMP steering committee.
(Article follows my signature)
Sally Cummings
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
http://www.solidwastemag.com/issues/isarticle.asp?aid=1000351131&link_sourc
e=aypr_SW&link_targ=DailyNews

Solid Waste & Recycling, 12/21/2009
Two-stream recycling best, study says
The Container Recycling Institute has undertaken a study of the impacts of
single-stream collection of residential recyclables, with a particular focus on the
economic and environmental impacts of this collection method on the final
material sent to end-markets for remanufacturing.
To date, the impacts on various collection methods—source-separated curbside,
commingled curbside, deposit/return—on the quality of materials destined for
recycling have not been formally researched and documented. In fact, rarely is
“material quality” or the “end-destination” of the material considered by
government decision-makers when choosing an appropriate recycling system.
CRI selected Clarissa Morawski, principal of CM Consulting, to research the
issue. Ms. Morawski is a leading expert on Extended Producer Responsibility
(EPR), and has authored numerous reports on beverage container recovery
systems. For this study, Ms. Morawski reviewed 60 previously-published studies,
reports and articles in trade magazines. Ms. Morawski was interested to find that,
as a result of the struggling economy and plunging market prices for recyclables,
she is seeing increased market sensitivity to quality issues. “End markets are
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really starting to quantify their economic losses from poor quality of material, and
from a qualitative perspective, they feel this problem is very serious indeed and
could have an impact on any future investments of capital to increase capacity of
secondary feedstock.”
The report finds that there are many negative downstream impacts of
contaminated feedstock due to the mixing of materials through single-stream
curbside collection. “Basically, the report confirms that you can’t unscramble an
egg,” explains CRI Executive Director Susan Collins. “Once the materials are
mixed together in a single-stream recycling system, there will be crosscontamination of materials and significant glass breakage. Those crosscontamination and breakage issues then result in increased costs for the
secondary processors.” This report attempts to quantify those costs, but the
study acknowledges that there is a need for more comprehensive data.
“Nor are costs calculated on an apples-to-apples basis, because the tons that are
handled through various recycling systems are not necessarily the same as the
tons recycled” Collins observed. “If you take the contaminants out of the
equation, the cost per ton recycled increases. With such high contaminant levels,
some of these recycling systems are merely shifting costs to the paper mills,
aluminum manufacturers, glass beneficiation facilities and glass manufacturers,
and plastics recyclers.”
The report is available for download on the CRI web site:
www.container-recycling.org
Contacts:
Clarissa Morawski, Report Author: (416) 682-8984
Susan V. Collins, CRI Executive Director: (310) 559-7451
*******************************************************************
From: Sally Cummings
Sent: Monday, January 25, 2010 1:20 PM
To: Gallagher, Ken; Willard Bruce
Subject: Please change the way my name is listed on the SWMP document

When I was first asked to be on the SWMP Steering Committee I signed in as a citizen
and thereafter signed in differently each time, i.e. once as an environmentalist (any
gardener is an environmentalist) and also as a resident of Westmere. I believe I did once
sign in as STPB but when I asked Lynne Jackson about this she told me not to sign in this
way. I asked her if I should write and tell you, she said "not to bother". I did not know
that you would put my title as this on the SWMP Preliminary document. Please change
my name to "citizen" or Westmere resident, or some such.
Many thanks!
Sally
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From: Sally Cummings
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2010 10:29 AM
To: Gallagher, Ken; Willard Bruce
Subject: My comments on the Capital Region Solid Waste Management Plan

The Capital District Solid Waste Management Plan should begin with a statement that the
goal of the new plan is zero waste. Zero waste is defined as "If it can’t be reduced,
reused, repaired, rebuilt, refurbished, refinished, resold, recycled, or composted, then it
should be restricted, redesigned, or removed from production. The goal is to combine
aggressive resource recovery and industrial redesign to eliminate the very concept of
waste. Eventually, the community’s resource-use system will emulate natural cyclical
processes, where no waste exists. [This definition is from the Berkeley City Council's
resolution]"
Comments with the way the SWMP Steering Committee was established and
operated:
1. There was very little participation from most of the other municipalities in the
consortium.
2.
Willard Bruce said that the Steering Committee is creating the plan but it appeared
that CHA is creating the plan. The preliminary draft closely resembles the modification
of an earlier plan that DEC approved in September, 2008, before the Steering Committee
was created.
3.
During Steering Committee meetings Willard Bruce and Ken Gallagher often used
the pronoun “we” without saying who “we” is. For example, Mr. Bruce said that “we”
examined the best institutional structures nationwide that achieve the highest diversion
rates. They were all authorities. Where is the data to support this?
4.
Mike Kernan’s vigorous comments of October 20th, 2009 in opposition to an
authority, and in favor of a consortium, were not included in the minutes of that meeting
distributed at the next meeting, on December 8.. There was considerable discussion at
that October meeting about the need for and desirability of an authority. This was an
important discussion and why was this not included in the minutes?
6.
The stipulation in the December 15th 2009 letter from Ken Gallagher that
accompanied the preliminary draft plan, and asserted that the report represented the
“consensus view of the committee regarding the future of solid waste management”, is
not correct. Mike Kernan and I dispute that there is a consensus. There was never a
steering committee vote as to who favored an authority. To me, this is a very important
concern.
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7. Clough Harbor never brought in experts on how to maximize reduction, reuse, or
recycling. Why? There are so many examples today of municipalities that are striving
towards zero waste or high recycling rates.
8.
I request that all comments from steering committee members on the preliminary
draft be included in an appendix to the final draft that is to be forwarded to the Albany
Common Council.
9. During our meetings, committee members witnessed presentations from industry
representatives about their various technologies, but no opposing expert opinions were
sought out on any of these controversial technologies. Though Albany is home to several
state wide and national environmental organizations, no expert opinion from any of these
organizations was sought.
10. I strongly oppose construction of a trash incinerator. Existing waste-to-energy
facilities are a magnet for items best reduced, reused or, recycled, ruining incentives to
maximize reduction, reuse, and recycling. The incentive for the 3 R’s would be
drastically cut because amounts for such a facility must be guaranteed or paid for
anyway.
11 . Will solid wastes be prohibited from coming into the capital region solid waste
district from outside the district? This needs to be clarified before the organization is
formed.
12. During the steering committee meetings, Bill Bruce and CHA representatives often
said that the new plan will have strict enforcement and a good education component to
stimulate high compliance rates. Few details are provided in the preliminary draft
about how these transformations will be implemented.
13. Although a schedule for reducing the amount requiring disposal at a facility (which
has yet to be determined), there was no indication as to how this reduction is to be
accomplished. Without knowing how it is going to be done, how can you make a
schedule? No ideas were put forth.
14. I need clarification on why we were shown different “emerging technologies” when
we have not been charged with choosing the kind of technology. What was the point? In
fact, what was the point of the whole Steering Committee when it appears that the
steering committee was “steered” from the start. Will we really have any input into what
choices will be made?
15. While CHA and, apparently. DEC seem to favor an Authority approach I strongly
oppose creation of an Authority. Authorities tend to be huge, and governed by people
who do not know anything about the technology being undertaken. They are great at
administration and making more work for more administrators. Authorities remove the
power from local government to control what the taxpayers are paying for and allow one
or more municipalities to shift their own debt to that of the authority, thus making every
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taxpayer in the authority’s region liable for debt they did not create. In addition,
authorities can prohibit local municipalities from enacting and implementing solid waste
negotiations which are more stringent than those of the authority. Also, Authorities often
have, or can be granted, power of eminent domain over local municipalities and private
landowners. I feel that the solid waste management plan should be kept small, taking
care of Albany and the townships, so there is more control for Albany and less expense
for its tax payers. I also feel that the general public are more likely to comply if their
waste is being handled by a local consortium than with a gigantic Authority.
Sally Cummings
Resident of Westmere

From: Larson, Kurt
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2010 1:21 PM
To: Christopher, Suzanne; Bob Griffin; David Phaff; Dick Forgea; Doug Melnick; Frank Zeoli;
George Gebe Jr; Gregg Sagendorph; James Gaughan; Jim Sano; Joe Giebelhaus; Mary Ellen
Mallia; Meghan Ruby; Michael Franchini; Michael Kernan; Mike Hammond; Mike Manning; Mike
O'Brien; Resa Dimino; Richard Rapp; Robert Conway; Ruth Leistensnider; Sally Cummings; Sam
Messina; Sean Ward; Thomas Dolin; Tom Reynolds; Willard (Bill) Bruce; Hill, William
Cc: LaVardera, Frank; Gallagher, Ken; Daley, Richard; Gilroy, Martin
Subject: RE: Notice for next SWMP Steering Committee Meeting
Ken,
I have been asked to inform you that our comments on the Preliminary Draft of the Capital District
Solid Waste Management Plan are being reviewed by our executive staff. Therefore, they will not
be received by you as requested by your date of January 29, 2010, but we will send them as
soon as possible.
Thank you, Kurt

From: Griffin, Bob
Sent: Friday, January 29, 2010 8:42 AM
To: Christopher, Suzanne
Subject: RE: Notice for next SWMP Steering Committee Meeting
Suzanne, my only comment relates to the reliance on the formation of an authority for the plan
to come to fruition. Time passes rapidly and the need for a long-term solution for the region’s
future solid waste issues will reach a critical point soon. Should the formation of a regional
authority be delayed or the authority not be conceived then the Capital Region could be without
sufficient local disposal capacity for a longer period of time than anticipated. I believe that the
Plan, when finalized, should contain parallel time lines for development of permanent as well as
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temporary means for handling the area’s waste post-Rapp Rd. The Plan should also contain a
contingency for a solid waste management structure along the lines of the scenarios described in
prior meetings, i.e. maintaining the current consortium, a smaller consortium or the City of Albany
alone. The way the current Draft Plan is structured the failure of one point, the formation of the
Authority, means the Plan itself will fail.

Comments provided after January 29, 2010
From: Larson, Kurt
Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2010 4:08 PM
To: Willard (Bill) Bruce; LaVardera, Frank; Gallagher, Ken; Bob Griffin; David Phaff; Dick Forgea;
Doug Melnick; Frank Zeoli; George Gebe Jr; Gregg Sagendorph; James Gaughan; Jim Sano; Joe
Giebelhaus; Larson, Kurt; Mary Ellen Mallia; Meghan Ruby; Michael Franchini; Michael Kernan;
Mike Hammond; Mike Manning; Mike O'Brien; Resa Dimino; Richard Rapp; Robert Conway; Ruth
Leistensnider; Sally Cummings; Sam Messina; Sean Ward; Thomas Dolin; Tom Reynolds; Hill,
William
Cc: Gilroy, Martin; Daley, Richard
Subject: Comments on Preliminary draft SWMP

Please see our comments on the Preliminary Draft Capital Region Solid Waste
Management Plan (SWMP).
Thank you, Kurt

Comments from the New York State Office of General Service (OGS) on the Preliminary
Draft Capital Region Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP)
Some of the elements of a SWMP identified in the Executive Summary are:
1) Expand the planning unit by implementation of a regional solid waste
management authority, and the use of flow control – This would require enabling
legislation.
2) Waste Minimization – emphasis on consumer education on waste reduction,
promote PAYT (Pay as you throw) implementation, and back yard composting for
yard and food waste.
3) Promote Product Stewardship – working to reduce the amount and toxicity of
packaging and materials that are left for disposal at the end of their useful lives.
4) Continue to promote and expand recycling infrastructure. Looking to mandate
such items as electronics and HHW.
5) Developing a Source Separated Organic Waste (SSOW) facility - discusses a
“unique opportunity to forge a partnership with NYSDEC, and other agencies like
NYSOGS and SUNY Albany who are working to comply with the Governor’s
Executive Order 4 to increase their recycling and reduce their carbon footprint.
These agencies are already participating with the City of Albany, the Planning
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Unit, and others in an Organics Waste Task Force. In addition, the NYSOGS is
already implementing a food waste composting program for its facilities at the
Empire State Plaza. Materials collected for composting by OGS are currently
delivered to the Agri-Cycle Compost Facility in Washington County”.
6) Develop a regional solid waste treatment facility to further minimize landfill
disposal requirements. “Such a facility would recovery additional materials,
energy, bio-fuels and other byproducts from the post-recyclable solid waste
stream using either the conventional waste-to-energy technologies or one of the
emerging technologies, which develops a successful commercial facility
somewhere in the United States in the near future”.
Our department is supportive of items 1-5 above. However, we have the following
concern with item 6.


The concept of “waste to energy” has been, and continues to be, a controversial
topic that raises issues of environmental justice as well as health and
environmental concerns. OGS is supportive of a plan that includes the
investigation of all strategies and technologies to reduce waste. Therefore,
instead of stating to “Develop a regional facility utilizing a mixed solid waste
treatment technology”. Such a facility would recovery additional materials,
energy, bio-fuels and other byproducts from the post-recyclable solid waste
stream using either the conventional waste-to-energy technologies or one of the
emerging technologies, which develops a successful commercial facility
somewhere in the United States in the near future”, we believe the plan should
focus on continuing to investigate and evaluate emerging technologies, including
“waste to energy” initiatives. It is our understanding that there have been a
number of advances in “waste to energy” technology to reduce toxins in the air
and in the residue. However, none of the groups that made presentations to the
Committee on “waste to energy” proposals adequately addressed the issues of
environmental and health concerns or provided statistics to back their claims.
Therefore, there is not enough information at this point in time for OGS to
endorse item 6 above.

*********************************************************************************
From: Jim Sano
Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2010 4:59 PM
To: Kurt Larson; Bill Bruce; LaVardera, Frank; Gallagher, Ken; Bob Griffin; David Phaff; Richard
Forgea; Doug Melnick; Frank Zeoli; Kevin Crozier; Gregg Sagendorph; James Gaughan; Joe
Giebelhaus; Mary Ellen Mallia; Megan Ruby; Mike Franchini; Mike Kernan; Mike Hammond; Mike
Manning; Mike O’Brien; Resa Dimino; Richard Rapp; Robert Conway; Ruth Leistensnider; Sally
Cummings; Sam Messina; Sean Ward; Thomas Dolin; Tom Reynolds; Hill, William;
Cc: Martin Gilroy; Richard Daley
Subject: Re: Comments on Preliminary draft SWMP
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I am unable to make next weeks meeting but after reading the volumes of appendices in addition
to the SWMP I would agree with this summary statement from OGS and believe the report is
complete.
We did not advocate any one technology over another, in reality we advocated none, we left it as
a task for the hopefully soon to be created Solid Waste Management Authority. I see no reason
to delay moving forward.
Jim Sano
Albany Common Council
9th Ward
****************************************************************************************************
From: Willard Bruce
Sent: Thursday, February 04, 2010 3:28 PM
To: Larson, Kurt; Gallagher, Ken
Cc: LaVardera, Frank; Bob Griffin; David Phaff; Dick Forgea; Doug Melnick; Frank Zeoli; George
Gebe Jr; Gregg Sagendorph; James Gaughan; Jim Sano; Joe Giebelhaus; Mary Ellen Mallia;
Meghan Ruby; Michael Franchini; Michael Kernan; Mike Hammond; Mike Manning; Mike O'Brien;
Resa Dimino; Richard Rapp; Robert Conway; Ruth Leistensnider; Sally Cummings; Sam Messina;
Sean Ward; Thomas Dolin; Tom Reynolds; Hill, William; Gilroy, Martin; Daley, Richard
Subject: Re: Comments on Preliminary draft SWMP

Ken,
I keep reading/ hearing (perhaps you also), that folks are reading into the text and
document, here or there, that something in the document is preferential to WTE, when
you get past the waste reduction reuse/recycling and begin to talk about "treatment" to
further reduce landfill reliance. Mike O'Brien is (I believe) getting the same feedback.
First, Waste To Energy (WTE) is an acronym that most people associate with mass
burn incineration, from the days when it was the only game in town. Most of the
numerous treatment technologies out there include some form of waste to energy,
resource recovery. Secondly, if there are any phrases in the document that say something
like "WTE and other emerging technologies", perhaps this is being interpreted as
preferential to WTE (mass burn incineration). For the meeting next Tuesday, if you
could flag any text/language along these lines, and we can make sure the text/language is
completely neutral on treatment technologies; that some future entity will have to
evaluate them all based on economic and technical feasability. We can discuss at the
meeting next Tuesday. Thanks.............Bill
***************************************************************************************************
From: Michael O’Brien
Sent: Thursday, February 04, 2010 7:41 PM
To: Bill Bruce; Kurt Larson; Gallagher, Ken
Cc: LaVardera, Frank; Bob Griffin; David Phaff; Richard Forgea; Doug Melnick; Frank Zeoli; Kevin
Crozier; Gregg Sagendorph; James Gaughan; Jim Sano; Joe Giebelhaus; Mary Ellen Mallia;
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Megan Ruby; Mike Franchini; Mike Kernan; Mike Hammond; Mike Manning; Mike O’Brien; Resa
Dimino; Richard Rapp; Robert Conway; Ruth Leistensnider; Sally Cummings; Sam Messina; Sean
Ward; Thomas Dolin; Tom Reynolds; Hill, William; Martin Gilroy; Richard Daley
Subject: Re: Comments on Preliminary draft SWMP
Ken,
I agree with Bill Bruce. Let's be neutral on treatment technologies. That decision will be made
by what ever entity is created to regionally deal with solid waste.
However, for the near future, I do agree with the draft report that as the consortium and its
members currently exist we can push for increased recycling and expanded composting.
Mike O'Brien

******************************************************************************
From: Jim Sano
Sent: Friday, February 05, 2010 4:26 AM
To: Mike O’Brien; Bill Bruce; Kurt Larson; Gallagher, Ken
Cc: : LaVardera, Frank; Bob Griffin; David Phaff; Richard Forgea; Doug Melnick; Frank Zeoli;
Kevin Crozier; Gregg Sagendorph; James Gaughan; Jim Sano; Joe Giebelhaus; Mary Ellen Mallia;
Megan Ruby; Mike Franchini; Mike Kernan; Mike Hammond; Mike Manning; Mike O’Brien; Resa
Dimino; Richard Rapp; Robert Conway; Ruth Leistensnider; Sally Cummings; Sam Messina; Sean
Ward; Thomas Dolin; Tom Reynolds; Hill, William; Martin Gilroy; Richard Daley
Subject: Re: Comments on Preliminary draft SWMP
I agree as well, Mike.
Jim Sano
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Appendix B
SEQRA Documentation

1

617.20
Appendix A
State Environmental Quality Review

FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM
PURPOSE: The full EAF is designed to help applicants and agencies determine, in an orderly manner, whether a
project or action may be significant. The question of whether an action may be significant is not always easy to
answer. Frequently, there are aspects of a project that are subjective or unmeasurable. It is also understood that those
who determine significance may have little or no formal knowledge of the environment or may not be technically
expert in environmental analysis. In addition, many who have knowledge in one particular area may not be aware of
the broader concerns affecting the question of significance. The full EAF is intended to provide a method whereby
applicants and agencies can be assured that the determination process has been orderly, comprehensive in nature, yet
flexible enough to allow introduction of information to fit a project or action.
FULL EAF COMPONENTS: The full EAF is comprised of three parts:
Part 1: Provides objective data and information about a given project and its site. By identifying basic
project data, it assists a reviewer in the analysis that takes place in Part 2 and 3.
Part 2: Focuses on identifying the range of possible impacts that may occur from a project or action. It
provides guidance as to whether an impact is likely to be considered small to moderate or whether it
is a potentially-large impact. The form also identified whether an impact can be mitigated or
reduced.
Part 3: If any impact in Part 2 is identified as potentially-large, than Part 3 is used to evaluate whether or not
the impact is actually important.
DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE – Type 1 and Unlisted Actions
Identify the Portions of EAF completed for this project:

✔ Part 1

✔

Part 2

✔

Part 3

Upon review of the information recorded on this EAF (Parts 1, 2 and 3 if appropriate), and any other supporting
information, and considering both the magnitude and importance of each impact, it is reasonably determined by
the lead agency that:
A. The project will not result in any large and important impact(s) and, therefore, is one which will
not have a significant impact on the environment, therefore, a negative declaration will be
prepared.
B. Although the project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a
significant effect for this Unlisted Action because the mitigation measures described in PART 3
have been required, therefore, a CONDITIONED negative declaration will be prepared.*.
✔

C. The project may result in one or more large and important impacts that may have a significant
impact on the environment, therefore, a positive declaration will be prepared.
*A Conditioned Negative Declaration is only valid for Unlisted actions.
Solid Waste Management Plan
NAME OF ACTION

City of Albany Common Council
NAME OF LEAD AGENCY

PRINT OR TYPE NAME OF RESPONSIBLE OFFICER IN LEAD AGENCY

TITLE OF RESPONSIBLE OFFICER

SIGNATURE OF RESPONSIBLE OFFICER IN LEAD AGENCY

SIGNATURE OF PREPARED (IF DIFFERENT FROM
RESPONSIBLE OFFICER)

Date
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PART 1 – PROJECT INFORMATION
PREPARED BY PROJECT SPONSOR
Notice: This document is designed to assist in determining whether the action proposed may have a significant effect on
the environment. Please complete the entire form, Parts A through E. Answers to these questions will be considered as
part of the application for approval and may be subject to further verification and public review. Provide any additional
information you believe will be needed to complete Parts 2 and 3.
It is expected that completion of the full EAF will be dependent on information currently available and will not involve new
studies, research or investigation. If information requiring such additional work is unavailable, so indicate and specify each
instance.
NAME OF ACTION: Solid Waste Management Plan
LOCATION OF ACTION: Multiple municipalities in Albany and Rensselaer counties
(include street address, municipality and County)

NAME OF APPLICANT/SPONSOR: City of Albany, Department of General Services on

behalf of the Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership Planning Unit
One Connors Blvd.
Albany
STREET ADDRESS

CITY/PO

(518) 427-7480

BUSINESS TELEPHONE
S

NY

12204

TATE

ZIP

NAME OF OWNER (IF DIFFERENT):
BUSINESS TELEPHONE
STREET ADDRESS

CITY/PO

S

TATE

ZIP

DESCRIPTION OF ACTION: A new Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP) for the Capital Region Solid Waste
Management Partnership Planning Unitdefines the key elements of the future solid waste management program for the
region, through the year 2030. See Attachment 1.

Please complete each question –Indicate N.A. if not applicable.

A. SITE DESCRIPTION - NOT APPLICABLE (SEE ATTACHMENT 2)
Physical setting of overall project, both developed and undeveloped areas.
1. Present land use:

Urban
Forest

Industrial
Agriculture

Commercial
Residential(suburban)
Rural (non-farm)
Other N.A. Not Applicable (see attachment 2)

2. Total acreage of project area: N.A. acres.
APPROXIMATE ACREAGE
Meadow or Brushland (Non-agricultural)
Forested
Agricultural (includes orchards, cropland, pasture, etc.)
Wetland (Freshwater or tidal as per Articles 24,25 of ECL)
Water Surface Area
Unvegetated (Rock, earth or fill)
Roads, buildings and other paved surfaces
Other (Indicate type)

PRESENTLY
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres

AFTER COMPLETION
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres

3.

What is predominant soil type(s) on project site? N.A.
a. Soil drainage:
well drained
% of site
Moderately well drained
% of site
Poorly drained
% of site
b. If any agricultural land is involved, how many acres of soil are classified within soil group 1 through 4
Acres (See 1 NYCRR 370).:
of the NYS Land Classification System?

4.

Are there bedrock outcroppings on project site?
a. What is depth to bedrock?
(in feet):

Yes

No.
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5.

Approximate percentage of proposed project site with slopes?
0-10%
%
10-15%
%
15% or greater

6.

Is project substantially contiguous to, or contain a building, site, or district, listed on the State or the
Yes
No
National Registers of Historic Places?

7.

Is project substantially contiguous to, to a site listed on the Register of National Natural Landmarks?
Yes
No

8.

What is the depth of the water table:

9.

Is the site located over a primary, principal, or sole source aquifer?

%.

(in feet)
Yes

No.

10. Do hunting, fishing or shall fishing opportunities presently exist in the project area?

Yes

No.

11. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal life that is identified as threatened or endangered?
Yes
No. According to:
.
Identify each species:
12. Are there any unique or unusual land forms on the project site? (i.e., cliffs, dunes, other geological
Yes
No.
formations)?
Describe:
13. Is the project site presently used by the community or neighborhood as an open space or recreation area?
Yes
No.
If yes, explain:
14. Does the present site include scenic views known to be important to the community?
15. Streams within or contiguous to project area?

Yes

No.

.

16. Lakes, ponds, wetland areas within or contiguous to project area?
Name:
Name:
Name:

Size (in acres)
Size (in acres)
Size (in acres)

17. Is the site served by existing public utilities?
Yes
No.
Yes
No.
a. If yes, does sufficient capacity exist to allow connection:
Yes
No.
b. If yes, will improvements be necessary to allow connection:
18. Is the site located in an agricultural district certified pursuant to Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25Yes
No.
AA, Section 303 and 304?
19. Is the site located in or substantially contiguous to a Critical Environmental Area designated pursuant to
Yes
No.
Article 8 of the ECL, and 6 NYCRR 617?
20. Has the site ever been used for the disposal of solid or hazardous wastes?

Yes

No.

B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
1. Physical dimensions and scale of project (fill in dimensions as appropriate).
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.

Not Applicable

Total contiguous acreage owned or controlled by project sponsor
acres.
acres ultimately.
Project acreage to be developed: acres initially;
Project acreage to remain undeveloped
acres.
(if appropriate).
Length of project, in miles:
%
If the project is an expansion, indicate percent of expansion proposed
; proposed
.
Number of off-street parking spaces existing
Maximum vehicular trips generated per hour
(upon completion of project).
If residential, number and type of housing units:
Initially
Ultimately

One family

Two family

Multiple family

Condominium
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i.
j.

Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure
height;
width;
Linear feet of frontage along a public thoroughfare project will occupy is?

length.
Ft.

2. How much natural material (i.e., rock, earth, etc.) will be removed from the site? N.A. Tons/cubic yards.
3. Will disturbed areas be reclaimed:
Yes
No
N/A
a. If yes, for what intended purpose is the site being reclaimed?
Yes
No
b. Will topsoil be stockpiled for reclamation?
c. Will upper subsoil be stockpiled for reclamation?
Yes
No
4. How many acres of vegetation (trees, shrubs, ground covers) will be removed from site? N.A. acres.
5. Will any mature forest (over 100 years old) or other locally-important vegetation be removed by this project?
Yes
No
Not Applicable
6. If single phase project: Anticipated period of construction N.A. months, (including demolition).
7. If multi-phased:
a. Total number of phases anticipated N.A (number).
b. Anticipated date of commencement phase 1
month
month
c. Approximate completion date of final phase
d. Is phase 1 functionally dependent on subsequent phases?

year, (including demolition).
year.
Yes
No

8. Will blasting occur during construction?

Not Applicable

Yes

No

9. Number of jobs generated: during construction? N.A; after project is complete? N.A.
10. Number of job eliminated by this project? N.A.
11. Will project require relocation of any projects or facilities:
If yes, explain

Yes

No

Not Applicable

12. Is surface liquid waste disposal involved?
Yes
No
Not Applicable
a. If yes, indicate type of waste (sewage, industrial, etc.) and amount
b. Name of water body into which effluent will be discharged
13. Is subsurface liquid waste disposal involved?

Yes

No Type:

Not Applicable

14. Will surface area of an existing water body increase or decrease by proposal?
Explain:
15. Is project, or any portion of project, located in a 100 year flood plain?

Yes

Yes

No

No

16. Will the project generate solid waste?
Yes
No
Not Applicable
Tons.
a. If yes, what is the amount per month?
Yes
No
b. If yes, will an existing solid waste facility be used:
; location
c. If yes, give name
d. Will any wastes not go into a sewage disposal system or into a sanitary landfill?
e. If yes, explain:

Not Applicable
Not Applicable

Yes

No

17. Will the project involve the disposal of solid waste:
Yes
No.
a. If yes, what is the anticipated rate of disposal: N.A. See Attachment 3.
b. If yes, what is the anticipated site life: N.A. years.
18. Will project use herbicides or pesticides?

Yes

No.

Not Applicable

19. Will project routinely produce odors (more than one hour per day)?

Yes

20. Will project produce operating noise exceeding the local ambient noise levels?
21. Will project result in an increase in energy use?
If yes, indicate type(s)

Yes

No

Not Applicable

Yes

No

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

22. If water supply is from wells, indicate pumping capacity

gallons/minute

23. Total anticipated water usage per day

Not Applicable

gallons/day.

No

24. Does project involve Local, State or Federal funding?
Yes
No
If yes, explain Implementation of the SWMP will require both state and local funding.

Not Applicable
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25. Approvals Required:
City, Town, Village Board
City, Town, Village Plng. Board
City, Town, Zoning Board
City, County Health Department
Other Local Agencies
Other Regional Agencies
State Agencies
Federal Agencies

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

Type
Resolution of Approval

Submittal Date
Pending

NYSDEC Approval

Pending

C. ZONING and PLANNING INFORMATION
1. Does proposed action involve a planning or zoning decision?
Yes
No
If yes, indicate decision required:
zoning
zoning variance
special use permit
subdivision
site plan
amendment
new/revision of master plan
resource management plan
Other: Solid Waste Management Plan
2. What is the zoning classification(s) of the site? N.A.
3. What is the maximum potential development of the site if developed as permitted by the present zoning? N.A.
4. What is the proposed zoning of the site? N.A.
5. What is the maximum potential development of the site if developed as permitted by the proposed zoning? N.A.
6. Is the proposed action consistent with the recommended uses in adopted local land use plans?
Yes
No
Not Applicable
7. What are the predominant land use(s) and zoning classifications within a ¼ mile radius of proposed action? N.A.
8. Is the proposed action compatible with adjoining/surrounding land uses within a ¼ mile?
Yes
No
Not Applicable
9. If the proposed action is the subdivision of land, how many lots are proposed? N.A
a. What is the minimum lot size proposed?
10. Will proposed action require any authorization(s) for the formation of sewer or water districts?

Yes

No

11. Will the proposed action create a demand for any community provided serviced (recreation, education, police,
Yes
No
fire protection)?
Yes
No
a. If yes, is existing capacity sufficient to handle projected demand?
12. Will the proposed action result in the generation of traffic significantly above present levels?
Yes
a. If yes, is the existing road network adequate to handle the additional traffic?

Yes
No

No

D. INFORMATIONAL DETAILS
Attach any additional information as may be needed to clarify your project. If there are, or may be, any adverse
impacts associated with your proposal, please discuss such impacts and measures which you propose to mitigate or
avoid them.
E. VERIFICATION
I certify that the information provided above is true to the best of my knowledge.
Applicant/Sponsor Name:
Signature:

City of Albany Department of General Services

Date:
Title:

Commissioner

If the action is in the Coastal Area, and you are a state agency, complete the Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding with this
assessment.
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PART 2 – PROJECT IMPACTS AND THEIR MAGNITUDE
RESPONSIBILITY OF LEAD AGENCY
GENERAL INFORMATION (Read Carefully)
■

In completing the form, the reviewer should be guided by the question: Have my responses and determinations
been reasonable? The reviewer is not expected to be an expert environmental analyst.

■

The examples provided are to assist the reviewer by showing types of impacts and, wherever possible, the
threshold of magnitude that would trigger a response in column 2. The examples are generally applicable
throughout the State and for most situations. But, for any specific project or site other examples and/or lower
thresholds may be appropriate for a Potential large Impact response, thus requiring evaluation in Part 3.

■

The impacts of each project, on each site, in each locality, will vary. Therefore, the examples are illustrative and
have been offered as guidance. They do not constitute an exhaustive list of impacts and thresholds to answer
each question.

■

The number of examples per question does not indicate the importance of each question.

■

In identifying impacts, consider long term, short term and cumulative effects .

INSTRUCTIONS (Read Carefully)
a. Answer each of the 20 questions in PART 2. Answer Yes if there will be any impact.
b. Maybe answers should be considered as Yes answers.
c. If answering Yes to a question, check the appropriate box (column 1 or 2) to indicate the potential size of the
impact. If impact threshold equals or exceeds any example provided, check column 2. If impact will occur, but
threshold is lower than example, check column 1.
d. Identifying that an impact will be potentially large (column 2) does not mean that it is also necessarily significant.
Any large impact must be evaluated in PART 3 to determine significance. Identifying an impact in column 2
simply asks that it be looked at further.
e. If reviewer has doubt about size of the impact, then consider the impact as potentially large and proceed to PART 3.
f. If a potentially large impact checked in column 2 can be mitigated by change(s) in the project to a small to moderate
impact, also check the Yes box in column 3. A No response indicates that such a reduction is not possible. This
must be explained in Part 3.

IMPACT ON LAND
1. Will the proposed action result in a physical change to the project site?
✔ No Examples that would apply to column 2:
Yes
■ Any construction on slopes of 15% or greater, (15 foot rise per 100 foot of
length), or where the general slopes in the project area exceed 10%.
■ Construction of paved parking area for 1,000 or more vehicles.
■ Construction of land where the depth to the water table is less than 3 feet.
■ Construction on land where bedrock is exposed or generally within 3 feet of
existing ground surface.
■ Construction that will continue for more than 1 year or involve more than
one phase or stage.
■ Excavation for mining purposes that would remove more than 1,000 tons of
natural material (i.e., rock or soil) per year.
■ Construction or expansion of a sanitary landfill.
■ Construction in a designated floodway.
■ Other impacts:
2. Will there be an effect to any unique or unusual land forms found on the site?
✔ No
Yes
(i.e., cliffs, dunes, geological formations, etc.)
■ Specific land forms:

1
Small to
Moderate
Impact

2
Potential
Large
Impact

3
Can Impact be
Mitigated by
Project Change

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No
No

Yes

No
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1
Small to
Moderate
Impact

3. Will proposed action affect any water body designated as protected? (Under
articles 15, 24, 25 of the Environmental Conservation Law, ECL)
Yes ✔ No
Examples that would apply to column 2:
■ Developable area of site contains a protected water body.
■ Dredging more than 100 cubic yards of material from channel of a protected
stream.
■ Extension of utility distribution facilities through a protected water body.
■ Construction in a designated freshwater or tidal wetland.
■ Other impacts:
4. Will proposed action affect any non-protected existing or new body of
Yes ✔ No
Examples that would apply to column 2:
water?
■ A 10% increase or decrease in the surface area of any body of water or more
than a 10 acre increase or decrease.
■ Construction of a body of water that exceeds 10 acres of surface area.
■ Other impacts:
5. Will Proposed Action affect surface surface or groundwater quality or
Yes ✔ No
Examples that would apply to column 2:
quantity?
■ Proposed action will require a discharge permit.
■ Proposed action requires use of a source of water that does not have
approval to serve proposed (project) action.
■ Proposed action requires water supply from wells with greater than 45
gallons per minute pumping capacity.
■ Construction or operation causing contamination of a water supply system.
■ Proposed action will adversely affect groundwater.
■ Liquid affluent will be conveyed off the site to facilities which presently do
not exist or have inadequate capacity.
■ Proposed action would use water in excess of 20,000 gallons per day.
■ Proposed action would likely cause siltration or other discharge into an
existing body of water to the extent that there will be an obvious visual
contrast to natural conditions.
■ Proposed action will require the storage of petroleum or chemical products
greater than 1,100 gallons.
■ Proposed action will allow residential uses in areas without water and/or
sewer services.
■ Proposed action locates commercial and/or industrial uses which may
require new or expansion of existing waste treatment and/or storage
facilities.
■ Other impacts:
6. Will proposed action alter drainage flow or patterns, or surface water runoff:
Yes ✔ No
Examples that would apply to column 2:
■ Proposed action would change flood water flows.
■ Proposed action may cause substantial erosion.
■ Proposed action is incompatible with existing drainage patterns.
■ Proposed action will allow development in a designated floodway.
■ Other impacts:
IMPACT ON AIR
7. Will proposed action affect air quality?
Yes ✔ No
Examples that would apply to column 2:
■ Proposed action will induce 1,000 or more vehicle trips in any given hour.
■ Proposed action will result in the incineration of more than 1 ton of refuse
per hour.
■ Emission rate of total contaminants will exceed 5 lbs. per hour or a heat
source producing more than 10 million BTU's per hour.
■ Proposed action will allow an increase in the amount of land committed to
industrial use.
■ Proposed action will allow an increase in the density of industrial
development within existing industrial areas.
■ Other impacts:

2
Potential
Large
Impact

3
Can Impact be
Mitigated by
Project Change

Yes

No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Yes
Yes

No
No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes
Yes

No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No
No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes
Yes

No
No
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IMPACT ON PLANTS AND ANIMALS
Proposed action affect any threatened or endangered species?
✔ No
Yes
Examples that would apply to column 2:
■ Reduction of one or more species listed on the New York or Federal list,
using the site, over or near site, or found on the site.
■ Removal of any portion of a critical or significant wildlife habitat.
■ Application of pesticide or herbicide more than twice a year, other than for
agricultural purposes.
■ Other impacts:
9. Will Proposed action substantially affect non-threatened or non-endangered
Yes ✔ No Examples that would apply to column 2:
species?
■ Proposed action would substantially interfere with any resident or migratory
fish, shellfish or wildlife species.
■ Proposed action requires the removal of more than 10 acres of mature forest
(over 100 years of age) or other locally important vegetation.
IMPACT ON AGRICULTURAL LAND RESOURCES
10. Will the Proposed action affect agricultural land resources?
Yes ✔ No
Examples that would apply to column 2:
■ Proposed action would sever, cross or limit access to agricultural land
(includes cropland, hayfields, pasture, vineyard, orchard, etc.)
■ Construction activity would excavate or compact the soil profile of
agricultural land.
■ Proposed action would irreversibly convert more than 10 acres of
agricultural land or if located in an Agricultural District, more than 2.5 acres
of agricultural land.
■ Proposed action would disrupt or prevent installation of agricultural land
management systems (e.g., subsurface drain lines, outlet ditches, strip
cropping); or create a need for such measures (e.g., cause a farm field to
drain poorly due to increased runoff.
■ Other impacts:
IMPACT ON AESTHETIC RESOURCES
✔ No
11. Will proposed action affect aesthetic resources?
Yes
(if necessary, use the Visual EAF Addendum in Section 617.20, Appendix
B.) Examples that would apply to column 2:
■ Proposed land uses, or project components obviously different from, or in
sharp contrast to current surrounding land use patterns, whether man-made
or natural.
■ Proposed land uses or project components visible to users of aesthetic
resources which will eliminate, or significantly reduce, their enjoyment of
the aesthetic qualities of that resource.
■ Proposed components that will result in the elimination, or significant
screening, of scenic views known to be important to the area.
■ Other impacts:
IMPACT ON HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
12. Will proposed action impact any site or structure of historic, pre-historic or
✔ No
Yes
paleontological importance?
Examples that would apply to column 2:
■ Proposed action occurring wholly or partially within or substantially
contiguous to any facility or site listed on the State or national Register of
historic places.
■ Any impact to an archaeological site or fossil bed located within the project
site.

1
Small to
Moderate
Impact

2
Potential
Large
Impact

3
Can Impact be
Mitigated by
Project Change

8.

■
■

Proposed action will occur in an area designated as sensitive for
archaeological sites on the NYS Site Inventory.
Other impacts:

Yes
Yes

No
No

Yes
Yes

No
No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes
Yes

No
No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes
Yes

No
No
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IMPACT ON OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION
13. Will proposed action affect the quantity of quality of existing or future open
✔ No
Yes
spaces or recreational opportunities?
Examples that would apply to column 2:
■ The permanent foreclosure of a future recreational opportunity.
■ A major reduction of an open space important to the community.
■ Other impacts:
IMPACT ON CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL AREAS
14. Will proposed action impact the exceptional or unique characteristics of a
critical environmental area (CEA) established pursuant to subdivision 6
NYCRR 617.14(g)? Yes ✔ No. List the environmental characteristics
that caused the designation of the CEA.:

■
■
■
■
■
15.
■
■
■
16.
■
■
■
17.
■
■
■
■
■
18.
■

■
■
■
■

Examples that would apply to column 2:
Proposed action to locate within the CEA.
Proposed action will result in a reduction in the quantity of the resource.
Proposed action will result in a reduction in the quality of the resource.
Proposed action will impact the use, function or enjoyment of the resource.
Other impacts:
IMPACT ON TRANSPORTATION
Will there be an affect to existing transportation systems?
Yes ✔ No.
Examples that would apply to column 2:
Alteration of present patterns of movement of people and/or goods.
Proposed action will result in major traffic problems.
Other impacts:
IMPACT ON ENERGY
Will proposed action affect the community's sources of fuel or energy
Yes ✔ No. Examples that would apply to column 2:
supply?
Proposed action will cause a greater than 5% increase in the use of any form
of energy in the municipality.
Proposed action will require the creation or extension of an energy
transmission or supply system to serve more than 50 single or two family
residences or to serve a major commercial or industrial use.
Other impacts:
NOISE AND ODOR IMPACTS
Will there be objectionable odors, noise, or vibrations as a result of the
Yes ✔ No. Examples that would apply to column 2:
Proposed Action?
Blasting within 1,500 feet of a hospital, school or other sensitive facility.
Odors will occur routinely (more than one hour per day).
Proposed action will produce operating noise exceeding the local ambient
noise levels for noise outside of structures..
Proposed action will remove natural barriers that would act as a noise screen
Other impacts:
IMPACT ON PUBLIC HEALTH
✔ No.
Will Proposed action affect public health and safety?
Yes
Examples that would apply to column 2:
Proposed action may cause a risk of explosion or release of hazardous
substances (i.e., oil, pesticides, chemicals, radiation, etc.) in the event of
accident or upset conditions, or there may be a chronic low level discharge
or emission.
Proposed action may result in the burial of "hazardous wastes" in any form
(i.e. toxic, poisonous, highly reactive, radioactive, irritating, infectious, etc.)
Storage facilities for one million or more gallons of liquified natural gas or
other flammable liquids.
Proposed action may result in the excavation or other disturbance within
2,000 feet of a site used for the disposal of solid or hazardous waste.
Other impacts:

1
Small to
Moderate
Impact

2
Potential
Large
Impact

3
Can Impact be
Mitigated by
Project Change

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No
No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Yes

No

Yes
Yes

No
No

Yes
Yes

No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes
Yes

No
No

IMPACT ON GROWTH AND CHARACTER
OF COMMUNITY OR NEIGHBORHOOD
19. Will Proposed action affect the character of the existing community?
✔ Yes
No. Examples that would apply to column 2:
■ The permanent population of the city, town or village in which the project is
located is likely to grow by more than 5%.
■ The municipal budget for capital expenditures or operating services will
increase by more than 5% per year as a result of this project.
■ The Proposed action will conflict with officially adopted plans or goals.
■ The Proposed action will cause a change in the density of land use.
■ The Proposed action will replace or eliminate existing facilities, structures or
areas of historic importance to the community.
■ Development will create a demand for additional community services (e.g.,
schools, police, fire, etc.).
■ Proposed action will set an important precedent for future projects.
■ Proposed action will create or eliminate employment.
■ Other impacts:
20. Is there, or is there likely to be, public controversy related to potential
Yes ✔ No
adverse environmental impacts?
If any a ction in Pa rt 2 is identified as a potential large impact, or if yo u
cannot determine the magnitude of impact, proceed to Part 3.

1
Small to
Moderate
Impact

2
Potential
Large
Impact

✔

10
3
Can Impact be
Mitigated by
Project Change

✔

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Yes

No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No
No

PART 3 – EVALUATION OF THE IMPORTANCE OF IMPACTS
RESPONSIBILITY OF LEAD AGENCY
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Part 3 must be prepared if one or more impact(s) is considered to be potentially large, even if the impact(s) may be
mitigated.
Instructions:
Discuss the following for each impact identified in column 2 of Part 2:
1. Briefly describe the impact.
2. Describe (if applicable) how the impact could be mitigated or reduced to a small to moderate impact by
project change(s).
3. Based on the information available, decide if it is reasonable to conclude that this impact is important.
To answer the question of importance, consider:
•
The probability of he impact occurring
•
The duration of the impact
•
Its irreversibility, including permanently lost resources of value
•
Whether the impact can or will be controlled
•
The regional consequence of the impact
•
Its potential divergence from local needs and goals
•
Whether known objections to the project relate to this impact

19. Community
Character
(Continue
on attachments)
The new SWMP for the Planning Unit defines the key elements for the future solid waste management
program for the region. These elements are likely to result in future changes in local solid waste
management programs and may dictate the development of future solid waste management support
facilities. The major elements of the SWMP include:
-the continued utilization of existing solid waste management facilities and programs in the Planning Unit;
-the expansion of existing waste reduction and recycling programs throughout the Planning Unit;
-the development of new capacity for both recycling and for the treatment of post-recyclable solid waste
on a regional basis to provide the necessary economies of scale to support a more fully integrated solid
waste management program.

Attachments to Long EAF
Solid Waste Management Plan
Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership

Attachment 1 – Project Description
A new Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP) for the Capital Region Solid Waste Management
Partnership Planning Unit defines the key elements of the future solid waste management
program for the region, through the year 2030.
The major elements of the new SWMP are:
•
•
•

the continued utilization of existing solid waste management facilities and programs in
the Planning Unit;
the expansion of existing waste reduction and recycling programs throughout the
Planning Unit;
the development of new capacity for both recycling and for the treatment of postrecyclable solid waste on a regional basis to provide the necessary economies of scale to
support a more fully integrated solid waste management program.

This SWMP also recommends the implementation of a regional solid waste management
authority (RSWMA) which would operate an expanded planning unit. The RSWMA would
expand and strengthen the membership of the planning unit and build on existing public sector
and private sector solid waste management resources. It would be able to provide for new
infrastructure and programs such as expanded mandatory recycling and an SSOW composting
facility. The RSWMA would also provide a more effective administrative structure than
currently exists to facilitate the implementation of new facilities and programs.
All of these measures are intended to meet the future solid waste management needs of the
Planning Unit, the goals and objectives articulated in the SWMP, and will help achieve the goals
of New York State’s solid waste management hierarchy.
Attachment 2 – Site Description and Project Description
This new SWMP provides the analysis and policy framework to support its key elements, but it
does not propose any specific sites for the new solid waste management facilities that are
recommended. Therefore the entire Site Description section and most of the items in the Project
Description section of this EAF are not applicable.

Attachment 3 – Solid Waste Disposal
This SWMP calls for maximization of waste reduction and recycling prior to the use of disposal
facilities. For waste that cannot be reduced or recycled, the SWMP calls for the continued
utilization of existing solid waste disposal facilities and the development of new capacity for the
treatment of post-recyclable waste.
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1.0

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

This document is the Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS) for the Draft Solid
Waste Management Plan (SWMP) for the Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership
Planning Unit (formerly known as ANSWERS). Currently, the Planning Unit operates as an
informal consortium with the City of Albany as the lead participant. As of January 2009, the
Planning Unit included 2 cities, 7 towns, and 3 villages in Albany County, as well as the City of
Rensselaer and the Town of East Greenbush, in Rensselaer County.
The SWMP for the Planning Unit defines the key elements of the future solid waste management
program for the region, for the years from 2011 through 2030. It includes all the components of a
full solid waste management plan as required by NYSDEC regulations. The major elements of
the SWMP are:
the continued utilization of existing solid waste management facilities and programs in the
Planning Unit;
the expansion of existing waste reduction and recycling programs throughout the Planning
Unit; and
the development of new capacity for both recycling and for the treatment of postrecyclable solid waste on a regional basis to provide the necessary economies of scale to
support a more fully integrated solid waste management program.
A Steering Committee consisting of key stakeholders was appointed for purposes of the providing
input and guidance assisting in the preparation of the SWMP. The Steering Committee included a
representative from each community that is a member of the Planning Unit as well as other
stakeholders. After its first meeting in November of 2008, the Steering Committee met on a
monthly basis from January 2009 through March of 2010. These meetings were open to the
public. The minutes and presentations of these meetings were posted on a website to provide for
transparency and broad public access. At its meeting on February 9, 2010, the Steering
Committee endorsed the preferred alternative of the SWMP that had been presented to it. At its
final meeting on March 9, 2010, the Steering Committee reviewed the changes to the text of the
draft SWMP that had been made as per the February meeting, and the SWMP was sent to the City
of Albany Common Council. The Common Council is the Lead Agency for the review of the
SWMP pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQR) under Part 617 of the
New York Compilation of Codes Rules and Regulations.
The Common Council initiated lead agency coordination for the SWMP on May 19, 2010 and
declared itself Lead Agency for this action by adopting Resolution No. 81.71.10R on July 19,
2010. In its resolution of July 19, 2010, the Council also issued a Positive Declaration,
determining that a Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement (DGEIS) was needed for the
SWMP. Upon this determination, the DGEIS documents were prepared and submitted to the
Common Council on August 24, 2010. The Common Council accepted the SWMP/DGEIS as
complete for purposes of SEQR by resolution 90.91.10R on October 4, 2010. The acceptance of
the SWMP/DGEIS, its availability for review, and the opportunity to provide comment was
noticed in the October 9, 2010 edition of the Albany Times-Union and the October 13, 2010
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edition of the Environmental Notice Bulletin. A public hearing was conducted by the Common
Council on October 25, 2010, and the public comment period closed on November 19, 2010.
This FGEIS has been prepared and accepted in accordance with the requirements of SEQR. The
FGEIS consists of the Draft SWMP/DGEIS (which is incorporated by reference in its entirety),
this introduction and summary (Section 1), the response to comments (Section 2), the revisions to
the Draft SWMP (Section 3), all written comments on the Draft SWMP/DGEIS (Appendix A),
and the transcript of the public Hearing held on October 25, 2010 (Appendix B).
The only change to the SWMP, as presented in Section 3 of this FGEIS, is a revised Figure 6-1
Implementation Schedule. The changes presented in this revised schedule do not have a material
effect on the conclusions reached in the Draft SWMP/DGEIS.
As noted in the Draft SWMP/DGEIS, the elements of the SWMP, along with the preferred
administrative structure and implementation schedule are intended to progressively reduce the
amount of materials that require disposal through the year 2030. Overall, no significant adverse
environmental impacts are anticipated to result from adopting and implementing this SWMP.
Beneficial impacts to the community, the environment and the solid waste management system
currently in place for the Planning Unit are anticipated.
There are several key beneficial impacts that will result from the successful implementation of
this SWMP. This SWMP includes long-range plans and strategies that upon implementation will
increase the recovery of the currently designated recyclable materials as well as add additional
designated materials for mandatory recycling, among other measures, and is expected to result in
an overall waste diversion rate of 65% by the year 2020. The development and operation of a
regional solid waste treatment facility for post-recyclable solid waste would reduce the amount of
waste requiring disposal at a landfill facility to 13.5% of total waste generation, or a landfill
diversion rate of almost 87%.
Overall, the beneficial impacts related to the SWMP include the reduction in the need for new
disposal infrastructure and associated impacts related to operations, job creation, the reduction of
GHG emissions, and energy conservation. Less land will be necessary for disposal and therefore
there will be a reduction in the potential for long-term environmental liabilities from these
facilities. Enriched soil quality will result from the use of composting, along with reduced energy
demands for manufacturing, as well as decreased demand for virgin materials and natural
resources and the associated reduction in environmental impacts.
After reviewing the comments and respective responses, there are no substantive changes to the
conclusions presented in the DGEIS with respect to the impacts anticipated to result from the
SWMP. Therefore, this FGEIS concludes that no significant adverse environmental impacts are
anticipated to result from adopting and implementing this SWMP.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

This section of the FGEIS presents a summary of the comments made on the SWMP/DGEIS by
subject area. When multiple comments were made on a single topic, the substance of the
comment has been summarized and excerpts of the individual comments are presented. Both the
summarized and individual comments are presented in italic type. A response to each comment is
presented after each comment.
For organization purposes the comments and responses have been numbered within each subject
area. Each comment has been attributed to one or more individual commentator, also for
organizational purposes. Table 2-1 presents an index of commentators.
TABLE 2-1
INDEX OF COMMENTATORS

ORAL COMMENTS
OC1: Tom Ellis
OC2: Russell Ziemba
OC3: Jim Travers
OC4: Greg Bell
OC5: Sally Cummings

WRITTEN COMMENTS
WC1: Andy Arthur
WC2: Tom Ellis
WC3: Sally Cummings
WC4: Barbara Warren
WC5: Timothy Truscott
WC6: Bertil K. Schou
WC7: James Travers
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REDUCTION, REUSE AND RECYCLING
GENERAL
Comment RRR1: The Plan lacks sufficient detail on how to implement waste reduction and
recycling programs.
“The plan lacks clear goals and processes for members of the loose coalition community of ANSWERS
to effectively increase diversion rates.” WC1
“With respect to waste minimization, reuse, and recycling, the report is not really a "plan" as the word
is usually understood, with specific strategies, targets and dates to achieve identified goals, but an
outline or a series of ideas, often vague, planners can pick and choose from, or ignore as they see fit. If
aggressive education, enforcement, waste reduction and recycling programs are going to be set up and
utilized, why are precise details of these initiatives so skimpy or nonexistent in the report?” WC2
Response: The SWMP includes all of the elements for both a Comprehensive Recycling Analysis and Local
Solid Waste Management Plan as required by NYSDEC Regulations (see 6 NYCRR 360-1.9(f) and 6 NYCRR
360-15.9, respectively). In addition, the SWMP includes all of the waste reduction and recycling elements of
the May 2009 SWMP Modification, which is incorporated by reference. Goals and objectives of the SWMP
are presented in Section 1.3 of the Draft SWMP/DGEIS.

Comment RRR2: Government has an important role in promoting efficient markets, by fostering
remanufacturing, recycling, and composting.
“Landfills and incinerators are most expensive way to dispose of most wastes. It’s almost always
cheaper to beneficially use waste and scrap products in the manufacturing of new products”. WC1
“Whenever it’s not cost-effective for private businesses to engage in material recovery, government
should step in using subsidies from taxes on waste disposal to increase material recovery.” WC1
“Transfer stations should remain publicly owned, especially for recycling, composting, and
remanufacturing collection, although communities can choose to contract out their administration if it
makes sense for them.” WC1
“Glass fines, when not marketable should be used for aggregate, road construction, and blasting
materials.” WC1
“…glass is especially difficult to recycle once it is collected.” Andela Products of Richfield Springs,
New York is cited as a company which manufactures products using pulverized glass materials. WC5
Response: The SWMP endorses the promotion of efficient markets for recyclable materials, remanufacturing,
and the composting of source separated organic waste to meet its goals of maximizing waste reduction and
recycling. The Plan includes an extensive discussion regarding the methods available to subsidize material
recovery and recycling programs, which often cost more than programs which simply rely on waste disposal
facilities.
With respect to comment on transfer stations, this seems to refer to existing convenience type transfer
stations/recycling facilities that are currently operated by several of the municipalities that are members of the
Planning Unit. The SWMP assumes that these sites would continue to operate as determined by their
respective municipal owners.
Regarding the comment on the use of glass fines, this may refer to the glass residue from the processing of
recyclable glass containers. Using this residue for a beneficial purpose, rather than being disposed of, is
consistent with the intent of the SWMP.
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Comment RRR3: The SWMP should include a state-of-the-art system for waste reduction re-use
and recycling
“As far as I know the City of Albany has no formal waste minimization or reuse programs of any type
at this time.” OC1
“ ..the City of Albany has the opportunity to devise and implement a state-of-the-art system for waste
reduction, re-use and recycling which will benefit its residents for decades to come. The City’s leaders
should seize the opportunity and lead Albany into a new era.” WC5
Response: The expansion of waste reduction and recycling programs is one of the central themes of the
SWMP. Public education and outreach programs have been developed and are being implemented to help
achieve the waste reduction and recycling goals of the SWMP (see response to Comment RRR16). Besides
the continued expansion of existing programs for recycling and waste reduction, the SWMP also calls for the
addition of new mandatory recyclable materials, and the establishment of one or more compost facilities to
process source separated organic waste (SSOW). Finally, the SWMP also calls for the development of a
regional solid waste treatment facility to further minimize landfill disposal requirements for post recyclable
solid waste. With the successful implementation of all these programs and facilities, it is expected that only
13% of total waste generation would require landfill disposal, or a landfill diversion rate of about 87%.

WASTE REDUCTION
Comment RRR4: The SWMP provides few details about how, when, and if, the waste reduction
programs it identifies will be implemented
“The CHA report has good ideas and others SPB opposes. For example, on pages 6-3 and 6-4 of the
March 11, 2010 draft, there is a list of ten steps the planning unit can take to minimize residential waste
generation. These include:
• Promote PAYT [Pay As You Throw] system implementation;
• Educate consumers about how to consider waste reduction and product packaging when they are
making purchasing decisions;
• Promote the use of existing programs that re-use or redistribute materials in the second-hand
marketplace;
• Promote the concept of repair instead of replacement:
• Aggressive education and enforcement programs; and
• Aggressive waste reduction and recycling programs.
These ideas are all excellent. However, the report provides very few details about how, when, and if, they
could or would ever be implemented.” WC2
“More emphasis should be placed on capturing materials discarded by university students”. OC2
Response: See Response to Comment RRR1.
Regarding PAYT, see Page 6-4 of the SWMP.
Consumer education on waste reduction and re-use is and will continue to be undertaken by the PURC through
a number of media and venues. See Page 6-4.
Regarding capturing materials discarded by university students for re-use and recycling, as noted on Page 6-4,
the PURC will seek to partner with organizations (which could include the local colleges and universities) to
promote the use of the existing local reuse infrastructure.
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Comment RRR5: Waste reduction measures should include both legislative measures and local
programs.
“It is important to look at two approaches to Waste Reduction for our purposes.
1.

Legislative Measures Geared Toward Extended Producer Responsibility or Product
Stewardship.

2.

Reductions in Waste Collected for Disposal by Municipal Systems.
a. Backyard Composting
b. Special Collections
c. Requirements for Large Deliveries
d. Web Exchanges and Public Information
e. Demolition and Renovation
f. Flea Markets & Backyard Sales
g. Zero Waste Event promotional Materials” WC5

“I ask you to look at a comprehensive approach, perhaps even outlawing some types of things, plastic
bags, minor things like that create a hazard, you know, people will change their ways of doing
things.” OC2
Response: The SWMP incorporates waste reduction measures already adopted in the 2009 SWMP
Modification, and as such the Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator is already implementing many of the
specific suggestions made by Commentator WC5.
The SWMP also includes a specific provision to support statewide legislative measures for Product
Stewardship.

Comment RRR6:

One commentator noted that long-term waste reduction policies may help
address some fiscal challenges being experienced at various levels of
government.

“At the local government level, beneficial programs which are not optimally funded because of
budget constraints will have more opportunity to serve the people they were designed to serve. At the
state and national level, not as much of the governments’ annual budgets will be consumed by the
need clean up waste sites. Individual Citizens will have more money available in their household
budgets to accomplish things which make their lives better.
Government budgets at the local, state and national level are being seriously strained today. At all
levels of government, ways need to be found to reduce operating costs.
“Long-range waste reduction policies are a logical, economically viable and important alternative to
today’s situation.” WC5
Response: The comment is noted. Reduction in the expenses associated with waste disposal are among the
many benefits of waste reduction.
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RE-USE
Comment RRR7: The SWMP should have more discussion of reuse programs.
Few details are provided to “promote the use of existing programs that reuse or redistribute materials
in the secondhand marketplace…idea to minimize residential waste generation mentioned in the
report is to promote the concept of repair instead of replacement, but where are the details on this?
OC1
“CHA's use of the word "detailed" is problematic. Where are the details? Reuse is barely discussed
in the report.” WC2
There is ample infrastructure available to provide opportunities for the re-use of items. These
opportunities simply need to be promoted, and the public needs to be educated about them.…
Organizations Which Promote and Facilitate Re-use of Items:
-The Freecycle Network™
-AlbanyNYReUseIt Group
-Habitat Re-Store
-Historic Albany Foundation Parts
Warehouse

-ElFun Society Computer and Peripherals Rehab
-Capital City Rescue Mission
-Goodwill
-Salvation Army WC5

“Actively promote the organizations in the region which re-use goods and help publicize and promote
the services these organizations provide.” WC5
“The public needs to be educated as to the value of re-use and how to take advantage of these
opportunities.” WC5
Response: Re-use initiatives from the 2009 SWMP Modification are incorporated by reference. We are in
general agreement with WC5’s comment that there is ample infrastructure to provide opportunities for re-use,
and would note that several of the organizations and facilities are already advertised and promoted on the
Planning Unit Recycling website www.capitalregionrecycling.com . There are over 30 companies listed on
the website for various reuse categories. More companies and facilities will continue to be listed as the
Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator is made aware of them.

Comment RRR8: More emphasis should be placed on building deconstruction as a means of
reducing waste by re-using salvaged building materials.
“An emerging industry which has the potential for significantly reducing C&D in the waste stream is
that of building deconstruction.….. This approach allows renovation projects to be undertaken using
recycled materials and actually saves on total project costs. The rate of recycling in these projects may
range from 75 percent to 97 percent, and thereby keeps large volumes of material out of landfills” WC5
“I would ask that this common council look at an ordinance that requires fifty percent of construction
and demolition materials be salvaged.” OC2
Building rehab should be favored over deconstruction. OC2
Response: The SWMP recognizes that waste minimization in the construction and demolition sector can be
advanced by promoting policies which favor rehabilitation/reconstruction over demolition/new construction,
and where building demolition is necessary, policies which favor building deconstruction and material
recovery for reuse and recycling over more typical current practices of total teardown.
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The City of Albany is leading the way in thus effort with its recently enacted Ordinance Number 68.102.09 (as
amended) amending chapters 133 (Building Construction) and 375 (Zoning) in relation to demolition
procedures. Among other things the ordinance now requires review by the Planning Board prior to the
issuance of permits for building demolition. As part of the Board’s review, consideration is given to whether
building restoration is a more appropriate alternative. In addition, the ordinance requires a minimum of
twenty-five percent (25%) of construction and demolition debris generated from applicable construction,
remodeling, or demolition projects shall be diverted from disposal to landfills through recycling, reuse and
diversion programs. Separate calculations, plans and reports are required for the construction portion and
demolition portion of projects.

Comment RRR9: Local government should support and subsidize reuse operations and should
pick up used furniture for re-use.
“Reuse operations can and should be supported by government assistance. Integrating reuse operations
with other government programs can maximize the overall benefits to a municipality…Municipalities
must overcome the idea that because they are in the waste business they cannot subsidize reuse. It may
be useful to find the funds from different departments because of the multiple benefits. The reality is that,
over time, small initial subsidizes can benefit the municipality into the future. This is very true of Urban
Ore in Berkeley California. This was initially operated as a non-profit and Berkeley provided support.
Now it is a profit-making enterprise with quite a few jobs. Yet Berkeley is provided with an outlet for
goods that is less costly than trucking them for landfill disposal.” WC5
“The City of Albany, as well as other municipalities in the region, could make pick-ups of used furniture
and transport it to the Mission storage facility. One might ask, how can the City justify the expense of
collections? The answer is that if the furniture is not re-used, the City will collect it anyway as part of its
garbage collections and it will end up in the City landfill. Landfilling will be a more expensive solution
to the disposal of used furniture than will collection for re-use.” WC5
Response: The commentator suggests that local government should support re-use infrastructure that he had
previously noted were ample and adequate (see Comment RRR7). There is no explanation of how this support
should be provided, nor is there a budgetary estimate of the amount of support that should be provided or a
recommendation on a source of revenue that can be used to provide that support. Therefore, the comment is not
substantive.
With respect to the comment about the City of Albany providing collection of used furniture, it should be noted
that many of the facilities and organizations which accept reusable furniture donations will provide a pick-up
service upon request. It is not reasonable to have the City incur this expense when this alternative is available.

RECYCLING
Comment RRR10: Residential recycling rates will not improve significantly unless organic
materials are recycled.
“As much as we may try to improve the rate of residential recycling, it is impossible to significantly
improve the overall recycling rate of the total non-organic portion of the solid waste stream by more
than a few percent. This does not mean that the improvement of residential recycling should not be
pursued, but we should recognize its limits in improving the overall recycling rate” WC5
Response: The comment is noted. Maximum recycling rates without the addition of new designated
recyclables, including SSOW, was examined as part of Alternative Scenario #1. Under that scenario, the
estimated maximum recyclable diversion rate is approximately 49%, about 16 percentage points lower than the
estimated maximum diversion of 65% for the proposed SWMP.
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Comment RRR11: More resources should be provided to education and enforcement aimed at
increasing recycling in the commercial sector.
The city and towns should invest most of it's education money in putting new recycling bins and
increasing recycling collection into new areas, such as large apartment buildings and commercial
areas. WC1
“There is great potential for recovering recyclable materials from the commercial sector of the solid
waste stream. The commercial sector deserves as much of the educational and enforcement resources
as the residential sector, and more.” WC5
“Mandatory source separation of recyclables from commercial, industrial and institutional sources
was established when Section 313-16 was added to the City Code on October 1, 1990. … yet it has
never been seriously enforced. In fact, there is not information available on what the recycling rate is
for the commercial sector of the solid waste stream.” WC5
“In Albany, most of the public discussion about recycling seems to involve residential recycling. While
residential recycling is important, that segment of the solid waste stream does not have the greatest
potential for recovering significant volumes of discarded material. The largest volume of recyclable
material is probably on the commercial recycling area (including multiple-unit dwellings), based upon
the experience of other recycling programs” such as in Onondaga County, NY. WC5
“While no formal study information is available, anecdotal evidence indicates that New York State
government heavily to the problem of solid waste disposal in the Albany area. State employees do not
receive enough recycling education and recycling is not enforced. As a consequence, many recyclable
materials (especially paper) end up in the landfill when they could be recycled into new products.
Similarly, large quantities of organic materials are landfilled when they could be composted.” WC5
Response: As part of the Inter-Municipal Agreement between the Planning Unit municipalities executed in
connection with the SWMP Modification, all of the municipalities have enacted local laws or ordinances
which mandate recycling from commercial establishments. The SWMP incorporates the SWMP Modification
by reference.
In December 2009, the City of Albany sent a written notification to all commercial property owners reminding
them of the mandatory source separation requirements. After that letter was circulated, the Department of
General Services requested that the major commercial haulers in the City provide information about the
number of new accounts for recycling collection at commercial establishments in the City since December
2009. Based upon the response from two commercial haulers, as of June 2010, an additional 175 commercial
customers had added recycling services since December 2009
Regarding New York State Government recycling programs, these programs are managed by the New York
State Office of General Services (OGS). The OGS issues an annual report on the results of its waste reduction
and recycling programs, which can be accessed on the internet at http://www.ogs.state.ny.us/. Based on the
most recent annual report, over 4,000 tons of recyclable materials are recovered and diverted from landfill
disposal from the OGS state office complexes that are located in the Planning Unit. This most recent report
does not include the tonnage of source separated food waste that is now being recovered in dining facilities in
the Empire State Plaza. That program, which started in April 2009, is described on Pages 5-11 of the SWMP.
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Comment RRR12: “Public space recycling should be standard.
Every public trash can in the SWMP must be next to a recycling bin – preferably larger and more
visible then the trash can. WC1
Response: The City is in the process of installing recycling containers next to existing trash receptacles in
public places and has already done this at 20 locations. More public space recycling containers have been
earmarked in the City’s 2011 budget.

RECYCLING GOALS
Comment RRR13: The SWMP’s 65% recycling goal is not aggressive enough.
Plan identifies 65% as the maximum achievable reduction; a higher reduction is desirable but not
pursued by the plan …. this is done to help justify a new waste disposal facility. OC1
“…recycling goals to set and not to meet is just a terrible thing. We had a recycling goal several
years ago but we really didn't pay any attention to it, there's no belief that we'll pay attention to it in
the future.” OC3
Response: As noted in Section 6.1.1 of the SWMP, the waste diversion and recycling goals reflect both
current goals (as set forth through 2011 in the SWMP Modification) and the maximum expected diversion that
is achievable with the implementation of the expanded waste reduction and recycling elements that are part of
the SWMP. Section 6.1.1 also notes that implementation of a continuous improvement process in connection
with both current and future waste reduction and recycling program efforts could help achieve results beyond
the stated goals. Discussion and analysis of the maximum expected diversions are presented in Sections 4.3
and 4.5 of the SWMP.

Comment RRR14: The SWMP should have recycling goals for the years 2021 through 2030.
“… the new plan defines the key elements of the future solid waste management program for the
region for the years 2011 through 2030. On Page Executive Summary 5 this contains a timeline for
each year from 2010 to 2020 for total waste diversion and recycling goals with a goal of 65 percent
established for the year 2020 but no numbers are provided for the years 2021 through 2030, this is
very a serious omission.” OC1
“On the one hand CHA insists the planning unit will pursue "aggressive education and enforcement
programs" and "aggressive waste reduction and recycling programs," but then says it will be very
difficult to get above a 65 percent rate even twenty years from now. In life we know that if you aim
low you achieve low; aim high and you might achieve great things. “If, with "aggressive education
and enforcement programs" and "aggressive waste reduction and recycling programs," a 65 percent
diversion rate is to be achieved by 2020, then surely diversion rates far above 65 percent should be
attainable by 2030?” WC2
Response: Regarding waste diversion and recycling goals beyond the year 2020, there is no need to go
beyond the 10 year time horizon at this time. Waste diversion and recycling goals beyond 2020 will be
developed in the future as part of a SWMP update. It is worth noting that the new statewide SWMP (Beyond
Waste) has proposed a change in the manner in which the achievement of waste reduction and recycling goals
are measured. This new metric would look at both disposal and recycling tonnage on a per capita basis, and
measure annual increases and decreases in per capita recycling and disposal.
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EDUCATION
Comment RRR15: Recycling education should be started in the schools.
“I just wanted to say that this has been going on for a couple of years, solid waste management plan,
and part of it is supposed to be education and I was wondering, since we now have a recycling
coordinator, anything has been done about educating our children. This is where we're going to get
our future cooperation of people to put all this in action and it seems to me that it should have been
started. What is everyone waiting for?” OC5
“While it is important and even essential to have a recycling educational effort directed at all age
groups in the population, it is especially important to begin recycling education in early grade
school.” WC5
Response: As noted by Councilman Sano in his remarks at the public hearing where this comment was made,
City of Albany public schools have a recycling container in each classroom. In his school the recyclable
material containers are emptied by designated students who collect the material from the classrooms every
week.
Recycling has been introduced to all schools in the City of Albany, including public, private, charter and
parochial schools. In addition, the Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator (PURC) has created several school
models for demonstrations within the schools. Each model is geared toward an age group. To date, 5
demonstrations have been held at schools since the implementation of recycling in the schools in September of
2009. The City’s school recycling program is summarized below:
• Purchased 1500 bins
• 35 schools are participating
• The City of Albany has invested $30,000.00
• Created and/or obtained educational material and curriculums and distributed them to all schools.
• Introduced the Magic of Recycling, a fun innovative magic show that promotes recycling to kids k4th, in all elementary schools.
Introduced a waste reduction & recycling curriculum package to all schools, including a poster to be displayed
throughout the school.
In addition all materials, models and information has been shared with the each local Recycling Coordinator in
the Planning Unit so they my do the same in their municipalities. These materials, as well as information on
starting a program in the schools, are located on the PURC’s website.

Comment RRR16: Public education and outreach are important elements to the success of the
recycling program.
“Recycling education should not make judgments on people’s lifestyle, but give people
straightforward information on how to recycle.” WC1
“All of the new Recycling Initiatives are poorly defined and not matched by any information about
what is happening within partnership communities. Since a new website with this information was
supposed to be developed it would have been nice to mention it in the plan.” WC4
“Continued enforcement of the local laws mandating source separation for recycling through a system
of public education and outreach is essential to having a successful recycling program….A
FGEIS for the Draft Solid Waste Management Plan
Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership Planning Unit

February 2011
Page 2-9

SECTION 2.0
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

professional recycling team must be employed to spread the recycling message and bring technical
assistance to the residents, schools, and businesses….. A professional recycling team must be
employed to spread the recycling message and bring technical assistance to the residents, schools, and
businesses...Recycling Specialists will visit any waste generator that may be in violation to determine
the source of the problem and to assist in designing a recycling program which will capture the
mandated recyclables.” WC5
Response: The SWMP recognizes the importance of public education and outreach to the success of waste
reduction and recycling programs. The PURC along with recycling coordinators in each of the municipalities
in the Planning Unit have been and will continue to engage in these education and outreach programs to meet
the waste reduction and recycling goals of the SWMP.
The PURC and the local recycling coordinators meet frequently to exchange ideas and information. Most
recently this group has formulated two new brochures. The first new brochure educates the public about the
4Rs of waste reduction, reuse, recycling, and refusing to buy products that are packaged in non-recyclable
materials. The second new brochure promoted backyard composting and gives residents advice on how to get
started and successfully compost their garden and kitchen wastes.
These new brochures are being printed for distribution and will also be available on the PURC’s website
www.capitalregionrecycling.com.

Comment RRR17: Extensive and frequent communication is necessary to maintain a high
recycling rate.
“To keep the public informed of the recycling program, an ongoing and extensive public
communication program must be established…In order to maintain a high recycling rate, frequent
communications from the solid waste organization is necessary to advise those who recently moved to
the area as to the local recycling rules, to remind current residents of what’s recyclable, and to inform
the public of special events.” WC5
Response: See response to Comment RRR16.

Comment RRR18: “The value of recycling education is overstated -- the most common reason
people do not recycle is the lack of convenient recycling options. WC1
Response: We disagree with this commentator’s opinion about the value of recycling education. See response
to Comment RRR16.

ENFORCEMENT
Comment RRR19: The SWMP should provide additional information on enforcement of
mandatory recycling.
“…there are no details provided in the report about enforcing recycling laws among residents of the
partnership municipalities.” OC1
“The current plan lacks penalities or formal sanctions for non-compliance.” WC1
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“Nothing was offered about how enforcement would occur in the residential sector even though the
issue of vigorously enforcing existing recycling laws in Albany was raised at several meetings.” WC2
“Regulation and Enforcement regarding Commercial haulers is supposed to be an essential part of
the new program but there are few details in the Plan and no evidence of a developed program for all
of the partnership communities.” WC4
“When needed, Enforcement Officers must be available to supplement the efforts of the business and
apartment Recycling Specialists. An Enforcement Officer would call on businesses and apartment
buildings when it is determined that other approaches have not resulted in cooperation. Each
enforcement officer would spend a significant portion of the week inspecting loads of solid waste at
the solid waste district’s tipping station(s) or disposal facility to ensure that those loads containing
recyclables are issued warnings and/or violations.” WC5
Response: Increased education and enforcement of mandatory recycling requirements, especially for
commercial, institutional, and industrial (CII) waste generators (including multi-family residential) are
underway as part of the implementation of the SWMP Modification.
The SWMP also notes that random inspections are conducted at Rapp Road Landfill for loads with excessive
amounts of designated recyclables. Haulers (and the waste generators they service) discovered to be delivering
recyclable materials for disposal at the landfill are now and will continue to be subject to follow-up education
and enforcement efforts. Failure to comply and repeated delivery of contaminated loads could result in loss of
disposal privileges and imposition of fines. In addition, commercial waste haulers are now required to provide
annual reports to the City regarding the nature of the recycling and waste recovery programs being
implemented by them in each municipality in the Planning Unit.
The details of a municipality’s enforcement of its mandatory recycling law, such as those suggested by
commentator WC5 are beyond the scope of the SWMP. Those details are best left to local jurisdictions, which
can determine what programs work in the context of local conditions and circumstances.

ZERO WASTE
Comment RRR20: Zero Waste should be a goal of the SWMP.
“The term "zero waste" is mentioned in the report although it receives little attention.” WC2
“I think that working towards zero waste and achieving very lower levels of waste are very possible.”
OC2
“A plan that showed in detail that Albany and its partner communities could expand zero waste
programs to reduce, reuse, recycle and compost the majority of the waste as a least cost option is not
a plan that Albany’s consultants wanted to produce. A plan that actually showed the environmental
benefits of doing so and the social benefits including jobs would then require that the City pursue zero
waste programs.” WC4
“If recyclables were recycled, this leaves 458 tons per day to be managed…If the compostables are
composted this leaves just 259 tons per day… But this doesn’t address the fact that yard waste was not
properly counted… WC4
…Waste reduction and Reuse have largely been left out of this plan and are essential zero waste
programs. All zero waste programs in combination are the key to higher diversion rates and lower
costs…. ” WC4
“… while it may seem impossible to achieve zero waste, it is a goal we should work toward.” WC5
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Response: During the formulation of this SWMP, there has been some discussion about whether a “zero
waste” goal should be adopted as part of this Plan. While this concept has various definitions in different
places, zero waste typically refers to the minimization of waste that must be ultimately disposed of. Based on
discussion that took place at the Steering Committee meeting on February 9, 2010, Section 6.0 and Section
6.1.1. of the SWMP now incorporate a discussion of the concept of zero waste as an aspirational goal, and the
continuous improvement in waste reduction and recycling (beyond the 65% achievement already noted for the
year 2020).

Comment RRR21: The SWMP should include the development of a Resource Recovery Park.
“A Resource Recovery Park would bring many jobs and putting into practice Zero Waste principles
would be wiser than what this plan offers.” WC7
Response: The commentator does not elaborate on how he defines a Resource Recovery Park, but it is
assumed he is referring to an eco-industrial park where reuse reduction and remanufacturing facilities can be
co-located. A recent study by CalRecycle referred to a Resource Recovery Park as the co-location of reuse,
recycling, compost processing, manufacturing, and retail businesses in a central facility: a facility to which the
public can bring all their wastes and recoverable materials at one time.
While it was not specifically referred to as a “Resource Recovery Park”, the SWMP calls for the development
of one or more drop-off facilities to provide residents and businesses with more complete selection of waste
reduction and recycling opportunities. Such a facility would include a one-stop location to accept all
designated recyclables, as well as for selected MSW components such as electronics, motor oil, fluorescent
light bulbs, a swap shop to promote re-use of second-hand items, as well as a volume-based (PAYT) user
charge for solid waste disposal.
The SWMP did not identify potential sites for this resource recovery park. Some existing resource recovery
parks are co-located at landfill sites as part of an integrated solid waste management facility operation. Such a
location may not be feasible at the Rapp Road landfill site because it may be precluded by the Pine Bush
habitat restoration that is being implemented as part of that project.
It also worth pointing out that several private companies and non-profit organizations already provide many
standard functions of a resource recovery park. For example, County Waste and Metro Paper, among others,
already provide market outlets for recyclable materials in the Planning Unit. Another example is the Habitat
for Humanity Re-Store in the City of Albany, which provides an outlet for the donation and sale of used
furniture and salvaged building construction materials.

SOURCE SEPARATED ORGANIC WASTE
Comment RRR22: The SWMP should include the development of composting facilities for source
separated organic waste.
“In-vessel composting of food, kitchen, and other organic wastes in urban areas is highly desirable. The
composted product can be used as clean fill and other construction projects.” WC1
“Paper wastes recovered through such a problem, if not marketable, should be used as a source of
carbon, and shredded for composting at municipal composting facilities.” WC1

“It is desirable to collect waste food and compost it in order to remove it from the larger waste
stream, as it is one of the most active ingredients in generating methane in landfills and makes
recycling other materials in the mixed waste stream more difficult. … After recycling, the
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amount of food waste disposed is approximately 37% of all waste disposed. … with a very
strong residential collection program, we are talking about 37% multiplied by about 50%
recovery which is approximately 15-20% of the disposed material. It is unknown how
much Albany disposes each year.” WC5
“In some parts of the country, commercial composting of waste food from food processors, institutions
and restaurants has been successfully undertaken. One of the most successful of these is Peninsula
Compost Group, which operates a facility in the Port of Wilmington, Delaware. Peninsula’s Wilmington
facility has not yet operated a year and designed with a capacity of 600 tons per day.

As of June, 2010, they were receiving approximately 300 tons per day and growing. Peninsula
receives waste food from a 100 mile radius of Wilmington. It attracts customers by offering
tipping fees which are lower than what would be charged at commercial landfills, thereby
saving the customers money on disposal. The finished compost, which takes eight weeks to
process, is sold by the truckload for landscaping purposes. Peninsula employs the Gore method
of composting, which utilizes the patented Gore fabric to cover the composting windrows while
they age. The fabric retains the heat generated by the aerobic process, as well as the moisture
in the composting material.” WC5
Response: The SWMP recommends the development of a compost facility for SSOW to service the existing
planning unit (see Executive Summary page ES-9 and Section 6.1.1.4).

Comment RRR23: “When food waste/organic composting is rolled out to residential
neighborhoods, it should occur in sealed containers that reduce fruit flies and
other animals from getting into it, and keep smells in the containers.” WC1
Response: As noted in Section 6.1.1.4, the development of SSOW processing capacity will require
modifications to existing waste collection infrastructure and operations. This SWMP envisions an initial focus
on large CII generators of food waste and other SSOW. These large SSOW generators will need to provide the
critical impetus to support the development of initial SSOW processing capacity in the Capital Region
Planning Unit. After that initial SSOW processing capacity is established, incremental expansions into the
residential waste sector can be pursued, initially with pilot programs designed to determine the best approach
for full scale residential sector implementation.
The details of the residential collection program for SSOW are beyond the scope of the SWMP, but it is likely
that such a program would include the use of sealed containers, which have become standard practice in food
waste collection.

Comment RRR24: One commentator suggested two locations to consider as sites for a source
separated organic waste composting facility.
“The City of Albany should build a food waste and other organics composting plant at the site of their
existing Erie Boulevard Composting Plant/former municipal landfill.” WC1
“The Town of Bethlehem should build a second food waste and other organics composting plant at the
site of their existing composting site on Fuera Bush Road, in this industrial area. This could also be
utilized by rural towns and farm businesses.” WC1
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Response: The selection of site for the location for the SSOW facility is beyond the scope of this SWMP.
Preliminary site determination is an early implementation item shown on the schedule on Figure 6-1, which
has been updated as part of the SWMP/FGEIS.

Comment RRR25: “The SWMP should consider the views of the Albany County Farm Bureau
and other farm businesses, food producers, and retailers such as grocery
stores more carefully.” WC1
Response: The comment is noted. As mentioned in response to Comment RRR24, large SSOW generators
will need to provide the critical impetus to support the development of initial SSOW processing capacity in the
Capital Region Planning Unit. It is also worth noting that an informal SSOW task force has been convened and
has met on several occasions to promote progress in this area.

Comment RRR26: “The best way to implement waste food collection is to use an incremental
approach, depending upon the sources of waste food.” WC5
Response: We concur with the commentator. As noted in Section 6.1.1.4, the SWMP recommends that the
initial focus of the SSOW program focus on large commercial and institutional generators of food waste and
other SSOW. After initial SSOW processing capacity is established, incremental expansions into the
residential sector can be pursued.

MUNICIPAL RECYCLABLES COLLECTION
Comment RRR27: One commentator suggested changes to the City of Albany’s recyclables
collection program.
“The City of Albany should continue to provide free pick up of recyclables, organic wastes, and consider
free or low cost pick up of recyclables from all businesses and apartment buildings.” WC1
“The City of Albany should collect all plastic containers and seek to develop markets to sell them to,
including subsidizing new businesses that would locate in city to proceed No 3-7 plastics into salable
materials.” WC1
“The City of Albany once a month should provide free pick up of electronic waste and household
hazardous waste to all residents. City residents should be able to call a toll free number and schedule a
pick up or schedule one online.” WC1
Response: The SWMP is not intended to prescribe in detail how and from whom the City of Albany or other
municipalities in the Planning Unit will provide collection services for recyclables, organics, electronic waste
and HHW. Instead the SWMP is intended to provide a broad framework within which each community can
develop its own curbside collection program details.
Collection of HHW and electronic waste is currently accomplished at various drop off locations around the
Planning Unit, as described in the SWMP. In addition to continuing these programs, a new element of this
SWMP will be the development of one or more drop-off facilities to provide residents and businesses with
more complete selection of waste reduction and recycling opportunities. Such a facility would include a onestop location to accept all designated recyclables, as well as for selected MSW components such as electronics,
motor oil, fluorescent light bulbs, a swap shop to promote re-use of second-hand items, as well as a volumebased (PAYT) user charge for solid waste disposal.
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In addition, the NYS Electronic Equipment Recycling and Reuse Act was signed into law on May 28, 2010.
The law requires manufacturers to establish a convenient system for the collection, handling, and recycling or
reuse of electronic waste. Manufacturers of covered electronic equipment will be responsible for implementing
and maintaining an acceptance program for the discarded electronic waste, with oversight by the NYS
Department of Environmental Conservation.

Comment RRR28: One commentator suggested changes to other towns’ recyclables collection
program, while another suggested that the SWMP should allow a more flexible approach.
“All other towns should provide free drop off of electronic waste and househould hazardous waste at
least one Saturday and one weekday evening each month at their respective transfer stations.” WC1
“All other towns should be prohibited from charging any fees on their recycling, composting, or
remanufacturing programs. They should instead obtain all revenues for running recycling programs
through taxes on solid waste disposal.” WC1

“Allow different communities to have different resource recovery programs. Rural communities
need not implement food waste collection, but instead should work to increase recycling of
agricultural plastics and feed bags and similar waste. Suburban communities should put a
priority on expanding e-waste materials.” WC1
Response: See response to Comment RRR27.

SINGLE STREAM RECYCLABLES
Comment RRR29:

One commentator noted that single stream is the preferred method of
recyclables collection. Other commentators questioned single stream was an
appropriate method to collect and process recyclables.

“While it should not specify a method of collection of recyclables, single stream recycling in
urbanized areas is preferable as it's simpler for residents, lowers collection cost.” WC1
“Single stream recycling does reduce the value of some materials, but it’s accessibility to the every
man and woman far offsets any lost.” WC1
“..(the) County Waste (single stream collection program) has a simple solution. Well, that's a terrible
message for people to learn” OC4
“While single-stream recycling may increase the tonnage of materials going into a MRF, or the
percentage of the solid waste stream going into a MRF, that is not the same as the tonnage of sorted
material coming out of the other end of the MRF. Potentially recyclable material is lost because of
contamination created when paper and cardboard is mixed with the other materials…
These claims of contamination of paper and cardboard have been substantiated by paper and
cardboard recyclers, as well as by a study conducted by CM Consulting on behalf if the Container
Recycling Institute (CRI)…
The report finds that there are many negative downstream impacts of contaminated feedstock due to
the mixing of materials through single-stream curbside collection…
So, the question is, “Are the Citizens being best-served by dual-stream or single-steam recycling?”
While more research needs to be done, it appears that single-stream recycling does not have all the
advantages claimed by proponents.” WC5
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Response: The advantages and disadvantages of single stream recycling and dual stream recycling were
presented to and discussed by the Steering Committee in their deliberations leading to the formulation of the
SWMP.
Section 5.3.1.4 presents a summary of the advantages and disadvantages of single stream recycling. That
section also notes that many of the nation’s largest waste companies are developing single stream recyclables
collection and processing capacity. This trend arrived in the Capital Region In January 2010, when County
Waste announced its intention to develop a single stream MRF at its existing dual stream MRF on South Pearl
Street in Albany (Sierra Fibers) and that it has begun to provide single stream recyclables collection to all of its
residential customers in the Capital District. The single stream facility on South Pearl Street reportedly began
operation in November 2010.
Single stream recycling is a recommended component of the SWMP. In Section 5.5.1 it is noted that
maximizing the recovery of currently designated recyclables will also include the implementation of single
stream recyclables collection along with a local MRF which can accommodate and process the single stream
recyclables. It is assumed that the single stream MRF would be developed by the private sector as a
commercial venture. While a single stream MRF would be available, communities would be free to continue
their use dual stream recycling if they believe that method is maximizing material recovery and recycling.

SOLID WASTE FACILITIES AND TECHNOLOGIES
RAPP ROAD LANDFILL
Comment SWF1:

Several commentators made specific comments about the City of Albany’s
Rapp Road Landfill.

“I'm very opposed to the expansion and continued use of Rapp Road as the Albany dump. It's in the
Pine Bush aquifer in a very threatened ecosystem and even though the newer sections are lined, much
of the landfill is unlined, there's a problem there.” OC2
“We believe the primary reason for this failure is that Albany has operated the landfill as a cash cow
that pays for the City’s operational expenses. Thus the City has little long term motivation to properly
manage solid waste. Albany’s need for current income always trumped the need to close the existing
landfill.” WC4
“I am concerned about what the City of Albany intends to do about is growing Landfill debt for the
following reasons: a.) Past and continued use of Landfill Revenues for the general operation of other
City services rather than paying off the bonds issued for the landfill, and b.) the discussion at a City
of Albany General Services meeting (recorded on videotape) for possibly transferring the (City of
Albany’s ) landfill debt to a future Regional Landfill Authority such as discussed in the Solid Waste
Management Plan update. The City of Albany should not be allowed to transfer its debt, it would be
like someone reaping the benefits from credit card purchases, and then passing the debt onto someone
else. The SWMP must be clear that all debt incurred by Albany in the operation/construction of the
landfill shall be the sole responsibility of the City.” WC6
“If decisions were made to safeguard the remaining landfill space, enforce recycling and remove food
and other organic wastes that could be composted, the current expansion would not have been
necessary. The members of the Answers community did not benefit from the landfill revenues, rather
they have been hurt by the revenue based decision-making by the City which owns and operates the
current landfill.” WC6
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“We need safeguards to prevent the selling off of valuable landfill space by taking in unprecedented
volume as done in 2006 when combined ADC and PCS almost doubled the total waste tonnages.
During the period when the stench from the current landfill that permeated our area was the highest
generating thousands of complaints, there was a decision made to bring in as much revenue as
possible by taking in the enormous and unnecessary amount of Alternative Daily Cover. The financial
gain by the City of Albany, which received income for each ton of ADC, was at the expense of our
health and welfare. Not to mention a profound impact on quality of life issues, especially for the
residents, visitors and businesses of the Village of Colonie.” WC6
Response: These issues related to the financing, construction, and operation of the City of Albany’s Rapp
Road Landfill are beyond the scope of this SWMP. Furthermore, these issues were already fully addressed
during the SEQR process associated with the issuance of the permits for the Eastern Expansion.

COEYMANS LANDFILL SITE
Comment SWF2:

Several commentators made specific comments about the City of Albany’s
property in the Town of Coeymans that had previously been proposed as a
landfill site.

“And I'm also opposed to the creation of the proposed landfill. I think it's a bad location.” OC2:
“If you are thinking of considering to build a waste center later on the parcel of land that Albany
owns in Coeymans, you still have the same problems, sites with 25 national historic landmark status,
slave cemetery, you have the Army Corp of Engineers to contend with trying to bridge a freshwater
creek to gain access to this site or else you have the Thruway authority to build you off ramps to the
site, and in these fiscal times I don't think any of this is feasible.” OC3
“The SWMP should detail how the City should dispose of the unneccessary Coeymans C-2 parcel that
at one time was planned to be used for a municipal landfill for the SWMP.
•

The City of Albany should sell C-2 Coeymans property to NY State for the creation of a
Coeymans Wildlife Management Area/Public Hunting Grounds.

•

This parcel would provide excellent small game and large game hunting opporunities, along
with quality trout fishing in Coeymans Creek.

•

This purchase could be underwritten by Federal Aid in Wildlife
Restoration Fund Program and Pittman-Robertson funds.

•

The City should ask the DEC to fully fund the Division of Lands and Forests, to provide
needed funds to administer the Coeymans Wildlife Management Area.” WC1:

“It seems that the City of Albany does not want to get out of the garbage business; otherwise they
would have sold the Coeymans site after realizing a landfill cannot be built there. Are there plans to
possibly build an incinerator and/or other infrastructure at the (Coeymans) site? Have the residents
of the Town of Coeymans been adequately notified of the SWMP effort?” WC6
Response: The SWMP does not propose the development of a landfill at the Coeymans site.
In Section 5.3.1.10 it is noted that there is insufficient landfill capacity is to justify the significant investment in
new infrastructure that would be needed to establish a new landfill at this location. While it may be possible
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for this site to be developed for one or more of the other waste management facility components that may be
proposed by this SWMP, the widespread presence of wetlands and requirement of significant investment in
new infrastructure will also make this difficult. Further study will be needed if one of these uses is
contemplated at this site in the future.
Comments related to the City’s disposition of this property are beyond the scope of this SWMP.
The Town of Coeymans has been notified as an interested party of the Common Council’s SEQR
determinations related to the SWMP and on the availability of the Draft SWMP and DGEIS.

WASTE TO ENERGY
Comment SWF3:

Several commentators made specific comments expressing concerns about
garbage incineration.

“I'm also very opposed to garbage incineration, it's the worst way of dealing with garbage because it - yes, you can get some income from it but it's a very small percentage and the pollutants in the form
of vapors and ash are very toxic.” OC2
Dioxin emissions are a source of public health concern. OC4
At the May 19, 2009 steering committee meeting, I asked CHA and Bill Bruce what specifically would
be burned in a mass burn waste-to-energy facility such as they had discussed at that meeting, and,
despite a follow-up question from me, they could not identify any item or category of items that would
be destroyed in such a facility. WC2
“I believe that it does not make sense for the City to be saying that it is trying to improve its recycling
reduce and reuse, if it is planning on using an incinerator to burn the trash. These are two conflicting
objectives - i.e. if you are trying to reduce the amount of trash generated, and you also need to
guarantee a certain amount to be burned/treated each day, it would be reasonable to suppose that
they would use recyclable materials to make up the amount needed to keep the fires burning.” WC3
“Air quality would significantly be impacted by any incineration of wastes, especially on the scale
which is referred to in the SWMP.” WC6
“For the Onondoga incinerator the Plan somehow manages to leave out payment on the capital costs.
This change would make the cost per ton over $80, not $41. It is not a surprise to find that the cost
analysis for scenario #3 shows the lowest cost per ton. Such pre construction estimates don’t often
reflect reality or future maintenance and repairs requiring millions of dollars in further investment….
incineration is the most expensive solid waste management method available and stories in the media
are documenting the problems. …as we know from experience with incinerators built with excess
capacity—shortfalls in tonnage are a real problem for the sponsoring community. This has caused
Washington and Warren counties to pay for waste shortfalls at the Hudson Falls Incinerator and a
similar situation at the Dutchess County Resource Recovery Incinerator” WC4
Response: While the SWMP calls for the development of a regional solid waste treatment facility to further
minimize landfill disposal requirements for post-recyclable solid waste beyond what would be achievable with
the implementation of the waste reduction and recycling programs elements, it does not endorse conventional
waste-to-energy technology over any of the other emerging technologies. The economic analysis that was
performed as part of Alternative Scenario 3 was for a conservatively sized facility which would not have
excess capacity.
A generic discussion of environmental impacts associated with a regional solid waste treatment facility is
included in Section 5.6.6, and are summarized in Tables 5-14 and 5-15. Additional discussion is presented in
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Section 6.4.3, where it is noted that many potential impacts will be facility specific and site specific and, as
such cannot be fully examined at this time. However, this facility will be subject to the comprehensive
regulations of the NYSDEC and as a result it is expected that any potential adverse environmental impacts
associated with the development and operation of the facility would be minimized and mitigated to the
maximum practical extent. Specific impacts related to construction and operation of such a facility will also be
evaluated through the SEQR process.
Commentator WC4 is incorrect in her assertion that the amortization of capital cost is excluded from the data
on the OCRRA facility presented on Page 5-14. The estimated solid waste treatment facility costs presented in
Table 5-8 are include reasonable allowances (in excess of $1 million annually) for future equipment
replacement and repairs.

ANAEROBIC DIGESTION
Comment SWF4:

One commentator believes that anaerobic digestion (biogas) should have
more representation in the SWMP and that anaerobic digestion is a more
beneficial process than composting for organic waste disposal.

“I didn't count how many pages are in this document but certainly a few hundred but in that I only
found one, slightly less than one page, which mentioned anaerobic digestion. I believe that anaerobic
digestion, also called biogas is a significant solution to the solid waste problem.” OC4
“The problem is compost gives you as a result it gives you soil, I mean, that is a wonderful product
but that's all it basically gives us.” OC4
“We're the capital city why aren't we running our city buses on biomethane? We don't have the
political will for it and that's why I'm here, to try to encourage political will. There's no reason why
we can't be source separating our organic waste from hotels, restaurants, hospitals, from universities,
from all the different sources for food waste, we can source separate that out, run it into the anaerobic
digester, clean it up and run things like buses.” OC4
Response: Anaerobic digestion is summarized in Section 5.3.2.2 and is compared to other alternative
technologies in table 5-4. Anaerobic digestion is considered an emerging technology because it does not have
widespread application for MSW management in the United States. This technology has been employed with
MSW feedstock in Europe by companies that have responded to recent solicitations by other jurisdictions, such
as New York City and Los Angeles, and it is also being employed in some European countries to process a
source separated organic waste feedstock. The use of this technology is becoming more widespread in Europe
because it is supported by waste management policies which ban the disposal of organic waste from landfills
and by energy policies which provide economic incentives to generate energy from alternative fuels. The
absence of these policies in the United States is likely inhibiting the emergence of this waste management
technology in this country.
None of the respondents to the RFI proposed the use of anaerobic digestion technology.
Discussions with representatives of a New York based company, who did not respond to the RFI, and that is
seeking to develop projects using anaerobic digestion indicated their interest in projects with organic waste
feedstock, but not MSW feedstock.
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ALTERNATIVES
Comment SWF5:

“Scenario # 1 from the Alternative Implementation Scenarios section, which
would retain the size of the existing planning unit, does not include
designation of additional recyclable materials as called for in Alternative
Scenarios # 2 and 3? Why not?“ WC2

Response: Alternative Implementation Scenarios were developed specifically for the purposes of comparative
evaluation. Scenario #1 was intentionally developed as a base case against which the other scenarios could be
compared.

Comment SWF6:

Several commentators thought that different alternative scenarios should
have been examined in the SWMP or that different alternatives should have
been recommended for implementation by the SWMP.

“Some variation of Scenario # 1 is the best option. It greatly minimizes financial risk to local
governments and taxpayers, creates a powerful incentive to quickly and aggressively maximize
recycling and reuse, and minimize waste generation. Scenario # 1 allows for the development of a
variety of of small, low-cost facilities to reuse, exchange, repair, recycle, and compost discarded
materials. Such facilities would stimulate economic development, build communities, be more flexible
to changing needs, easier to establish and discontinue, generate many more jobs, be less risky
financially, and save and/or recover far more energy than a centralized, large or giant-sized disposal
(resources destruction) facility.” WC2
“…we believe a more realistic scenario could have been constructed with more organic waste
composting under For food scraps alone, the amount should be around 200 TPD, and a facility also
doing yard waste should have been considered for Scenario #2 that would have shown substantial cost
advantages over scenario #3.”WC4
“It would seem to me that if the City could concentrate on reduction of trash that needs to be
consumed/burned/landfilled or otherwise treated and eventually, with diligent work, reducing the
amount left to 80% or more of total amount collected, it would only be necessary to "treat" a small
percentage of the generated trash which could then be transported to another facility, and would
eliminate the need for a "treatment facility" to be installed and save a huge amount being spent and
huge amount of debit being incurred…Suggestions on how further reductions may be achieved include
compost facilities, salvage centers for household items, collection centers for specific types of solid
waste, building materials collection centers, and expanded hazardous waste pickup operations.” WC3
“Dr. Neil Seldman, President of the Washington DC based Institute for Local Self-Reliance offered at
no cost his assistance in educating the steering committee and the Albany Common Council on how to
establish an economy based in part upon “Waste To Wealth,” but was rejected. All waste alternatives
have not been explored and therefore the Plan is insufficient.” WC7
Response: The selection of the Alternative Scenarios to be evaluated and the preferred elements of the SWMP
were based on the consensus opinion of the Steering Committee. The commentator’s recommendation that
Alternative 1 should be selected is not compelling. He presents no evidence as to how it would be superior to
the proposed elements of the SWMP with respect to stimulating economic development, building
communities, generating more jobs, and saving and recovering more energy.
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Commentator WC4 miscalculates the food waste tonnage available for composting as 200 TPD. The
commentator must realize that not all food waste that is generated is recoverable for composting. Considering
that food waste represents 18.7% of the MSW delivered for disposal, assuming a very aggressive recovery rate
of 75% of this food waste for composting, this would represent approximately 27,000 tons per year, or about
100 tons per day. The commentator is directed to Section 4.3 of the SWMP which includes a materials
recovery analysis that indicates a likely maximum 36,700 tons of SSOW per year could be collected from the
Planning Unit, which includes food waste, compostable non-recyclable paper, and the yard waste that is not
already being recovered for composting. The economic analysis of the SSOW facility in Table 5-7 assumes an
annual throughput of 40,000 tons per year.
The comment that Neil Seldman did not have the opportunity to present his alternative to the Steering
Committee or the Common Council is without merit. See Response to comment PP1 and PP3.

MECHANICAL SEPARATION
Comment SWF7:

One commentator noted that mechanized waste separation technologies still
rely on combustion of their residuals to recover energy and that this
combustion can result in harmful environmental impacts.

“..it does admit that plastics go into the product which is burned and incinerated. Now I think it
should be well known by now, we went through the burn plan over here on Sheridan Avenue, we
should know by now what that means. When you burn plastics you get a 100 percent certain result this
is -- other results may not be 100 percent certain but the 100 percent certain result is that you will get
dioxins out of the system, this is a neurotoxin. We should not be creating a system for putting
neurotoxins into the atmosphere, it's just bizarre, it's a total violation of human health.…any of these
mechanized systems that purport to separate out everything after everybody throws everything, their
combined, unseparated in one pile is wrong.” OC4
Response: The commentator is referring to an emerging technology referred to as Mechanical Biological
Treatment, which can result in the production of a refuse derived fuel which can then be combusted in a boiler
or a cement kiln. See response to Comment SWF3.

MATERIAL RECOVERY FACILITIES (MRF)
Comment SWF8:

One commentator noted that the arrangements for owning and operating the
Material Recovery Facilities (MRF’s) and the arrangements for the sale of
the commodities recycled must be such that the taxpayers’ interests are
protected.

”The arrangements for owning and operating the Material Recovery Facilities (MRF’s) and the
arrangements for the sale of the commodities recycled must be such that the taxpayers’ interests are
protected. The cost of accomplishing the recovery of materials must also be low enough to make this
task feasible; contracting out the task of operating the MRF may provide the lowest cost of operation.
At the same time, there must be sufficient incentive that the contractor is rewarded for his efforts,
while the taxpayers interests are protected.” WC5
Response: The SWMP does not have a provision for the public ownership or operation of a new MRF under the
sponsorship of the existing Planning Unit or by the Regional Solid Waste Management Authority that is the
recommended implementing agency for the SWMP. The Planning Unit communities currently rely on privately
operated material recovery facilities to market the recyclable materials that are collected as part of their respective
municipal programs.
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RESPONSIBILITY FOR PLAN IMPLEMENTATION
GENERAL
Comment RPI1:

Several commentators thought that the City of Albany should not be leading
this planning effort or the Planning Unit.

“But as far as coordination between these fourteen communities, the consortium whatever you want to
call it, there's not really the coordination you need to have Albany as lead agent in this matter because
even though Albany has passed this comprehensive recycling law the other people dumping on Rapp
Road don't have that same law in their communities, so there's not a coordinated effort to really
oversee our waste management at our current landfill rather than on twenty years in the future.” OC3
“why is it Albany's responsibility, in these fiscally strapped times, to manage the capital district's
garbage?” OC3
“Absolutely nothing has been included in this waste plan that demonstrates the continued commitment
of partnership entities to working together to implement a collective waste plan. The only document
we are aware of is the Intermunicipal agreement, which has not been made available in the Plan.
Because it has not been made available we cannot determine whether sufficient authority and
accountability exists within the partnership currently.” WC4
“The City of Albany should not lead the solid waste planning effort.” WC6
“…it is clear the City of Albany should not be allowed to lead any waste programs outside the City
based on the operation of its Landfill.” WC6
“Albany’s only obligation is to plan for disposing appropriately the waste generated by its citizens, its
businesses and its institutions. Albany need not plan for the waste disposal needs of anyone else. It is
not their obligation to do so and should certainly not be done in any case without the consent of those
their planning may impact upon.” WC7
Response: With approval of the Eastern Expansion of the Rapp Road Landfill and the 2009 SWMP
Modification, the City is committed to being the lead member of the Capital Region Solid Waste Management
Partnership Planning Unit. Special Condition #26 of the Part 360 permit for the Eastern Expansion requires
the City to develop a new SWMP.
All of the members of the Planning Unit have executed an intermunicipal agreement which, among other
things, commits them to enhance their waste reduction and recycling programs as set forth in the SWMP
Modification. The intermunicipal agreement is included in the 2009 SWMP Modification which has been
available for review on the Planning Unit’s website since June of 2009.

Comment RPI2:

Several commentators disagreed with the concept of an expanded Planning
Unit as recommended by the SWMP.

“You want to gather everybody's garbage from nine counties around that's way beyond the scope of
your responsibility. It's nice to plan on a reasonable basis but it's not for the politically appointed
committee to determine where all of those counties are going to go in the future.” OC3
“The solid waste planning unit should be retained as is, allowing municipalities and individual
citizens the ability to choose the most cost-effective form of solid waste disposal.
•

The current system allows towns and cities to define recoverable materials as makes sense for
their community’s disposal needs.
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•

Towns and cities should not be required to host any disposal facility or recycling facility that
they do not desire within their limits.

•

Individual towns and cities should have the right to site within their own borders disposal and
recovery facilities as they see fit.

•

No public authority should be created.

•

No publicly owned or subsidized landfill, incinerator, or other disposal facility should ever be
built.” WC1

“all that is really needed for the consortium to work together on a long term waste management plan
is to adopt matching municipal ORDINANCES, which stipulate the solid waste plan and
implementation for the consortium and clarify responsibilities, authorities for each partner and
overall objectives.” WC4
“And here is the major question- who is interested in this larger regional waste authority than (sic)
encompasses several counties? Half of the partner communities in the current partnership have not
showed much more than minimal interest in the proceedings.” WC4
“The SWMP recommends the expansion of the Planning Unit. Based on this and the early drafts of
the SWMP, a significant expansion might include as many as 9 counties. Currently, there are eleven
members of the current ANSWERS Consortium. The Capital District area consisting of Albany,
Rensselaer, Saratoga and Schenectady Counties contain about 78 municipal and county jurisdictions.
The Greater Capital District Region referred to in the SWMP update process, would encompass
several more counties.
The impact of this proposal alone would be a profound impact on the
community or communities selected for handling the wastes. The truck traffic alone, from 78 or more
than 100 municipal and county jurisdictions calls for an environmental review, including review under
Environmental Justice. This Draft and Final Environmental Review does not take this into account,
considering the implications of the proposed planning unit expansion, this review is incomplete.”
WC6
“It would make much more sense to limit the wasteshed to only the County of Albany. The general
public nor the many other entities being considered for the four counties of the Capital District, or the
Greater Capital District referred to in the plan, have not been adequately apprised of the SWMP
being considered. The SWMP should not be approved when most of those affected have not had a
say in its development.” WC6
Response: DEC regulations governing the preparation of SWMPs encourage cooperation and dialogue
between neighboring planning units. This has occurred throughout the process of formulating this SWMP.
Representatives of neighboring planning units, including MOSA and Schenectady County, have attended and
participated in Steering Committee meetings. Mayor Jennings convened a meeting of representatives with
leaders from Albany, Rensselaer, Saratoga and Schenectady counties to discuss regional cooperation on future
solid waste management issues.
Albany County is now in the process of conducting a feasibility study to determine the feasibility of a solid
waste management authority for the region. This study will research the economics and viability of a solid
waste management authority. Many of the individual comments are related to this study.

Comment RPI3:

“The current partnership is too small to enable the building of a large solid
waste facility.” WC4

Response: Comment noted, although this is not the primary consideration for recommending a regional
solution. A larger and more formally organized planning unit will allow for more effective waste reduction
and recycling programs at a lower cost.
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SOLID WASTE AUTHORITY
Comment RPI4:

Several commentators were concerned that if a solid waste management
authority were created it would assume the City of Albany’s debt for the
Rapp Road Landfill.

“I was wondering, if a waste authority is formed if the current debt that has been caused by the
landfill is going to be inflicted upon all the communities that are going to be part of the authority.”
OC5
“I feel strongly that the City of Albany should not entertain the idea of forming an authority with other
communities to deal with the trash issue. Other communities should not have to burdon themselves
with Albany's trash and the debts that have already been incurred.” WC3
“According to one Albany Common Council member, also a member of the SWMP steering
committee, Albany could dump its huge landfill-related debt upon the Authority so all the communities
involved would be responsible for paying for Albany’s mismanaged landfill and Coeymans C-2 site
debt. This is exactly the kind of abuse our Governor-elect is concerned with doing away with.” WC7
Response: See response to Comment RPI2 regarding the Albany County feasibility study for the regional
solid waste management authority.
The SWMP does not propose that debts associated with Rapp Road Landfill would be absorbed by Planning
Unit municipalities. The question of whether Albany’s landfill debt will be assumed by the Authority is
premature and outside the scope of this SWMP.

Comment RPI5:

the State of New York that cannot afford to be responsible for the debt, in
case the Authority is disbanded.

“The State of NY does not need more public authorities, together they account for over 90% of the
entire New York State debt.
It is the State that is ultimately responsible for the debt in case the
Authority disbanded, and it is unlikely that the State of New York can afford, or even will honor the
debt. Consider the problem of faced by the City of Camden whereby that State of New Jersey has
indicated it will not help the City make payments on its incinerator debt.” WC6
Response: See response to comment RPI2. Debt of the existing solid waste management authorities created
under New York’s Public Authority Law is not the responsibility of the State of New York.

Comment RPI6:

Several commentators expressed concern that creating an Authority will
cede local control over solid waste management.

“For local governments, the combination of ceding local control and simultaneously being required to
make up authority budget shortfalls will be problematic. In this era of tight budgets, such an
obligation would make short- and long-term budgeting even more difficult than today.” WC2
“Among the problems with authorities are they tend to be anti-democratic and unaccountable.
Sometimes they are established for precisely for this reason. Authority directors would likely be
appointed by elected officials. The elected officials would then be able to deflect criticism of
unpopular authority decisions from themselves, saying they - the elected officials - did not make the
decision, the authority did. Authorities are sometimes created to site hugely expensive, controversial,
and unnecessary facilities; authorities are convenient mechanisms for borrowing large quantities of
money for difficult-to-site facilities. Some unlucky municipality, probably one that is rural and poorly
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governed, would likely be targeted by the authority for a large treatment facility its residents strongly
oppose.” WC2
This Plan is advancing an idea for a larger partnership by proceeding from the top down—calling for
legislation to establish an authority—rather that by working from the bottom up to establish a basis of
support in participating communities. Currently even those within the so-called partnership are
uninvolved. WC4
“One of the problems in creating a Waste Authority is that once it has been created, communities
under its authority will lose control of regulating their own garbage disposal and they will be forever
locked in to the Authority, always subject to its whims and cost increases. The only way for a
municipality to be removed from such a formal quasi-governmental agency, would be through an act
of the NYS Legislature, releasing them.” WC7
Response: The ceding of local control is one of the disadvantages of an authority that was presented to the
steering committee and is discussed in Section 5.4.2 of the SWMP. Solid waste authorities are created when
the community believes that the benefits of forming an authority will outweigh the disadvantages. For
counties or municipalities to become members of such authority, each of their legislative bodies would have to
enact home rule messages to the New York State Legislature requesting that they be included. Therefore, such
an authority were it created, would not be forced upon unwilling local governments.
See also response to Comment RPI2.

Comment RPI7: One commentator said the consultants who prepared the plan had a hidden
agenda.
“A hidden agenda and purpose for Albany’s solid waste management planning effort was to establish
another Cash Cow for Albany, a solid waste AUTHORITY and secondarily to build a large solid waste
treatment facility that will provide large fees for engineering consultants. The public and taxpayers
will not benefit from a $554 million solid waste facility (likely an INCINERATOR) which will saddle
them with capital debt for 30 years.
So by calling for an authority Albany consultants are saying they don’t like democracy and
democratic processes. Once an authority is established any bad project and any amount of money can
be spent on it without voter approval. Thus the entire Long Term Planning Effort was undermined by a
hidden agenda, to advance a large solid waste facility for an expanded multi-county waste shed.”
WC4
Response:

This comment is without merit. See response to Comments PP1, PP2, and PP3.

Comment RPI8:

Several commentators were opposed to the creation of a solid waste authority
because they claimed it would lack accountability and transparency.
However, one commentator had a favorable comment about the
transparency of the Onondaga County Resource Recovery Authority.

“I'm opposed to the concept of creation of another authority. Authorities are often not democratic.
They are not accountable. They're generally not elected. They're appointed and they're usually not
transparent. So they -- I don't think they're the best type of body for this type of thing.” OC2
“At this time public concerns about the lack of public accountability associated with authorities is
actually overwhelmed by financial concerns by well positioned public officials. So it remains at least
somewhat surprising that this Solid Waste Plan continued to advance the idea of an Authority….”
WC4
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“…the three municipalities cited above (Tompkins County, Onondaga County’s OCRRA authority and
Chittenden County, Vermont’s Solid Waste District all provide transparency with regard to
operational information and finances. Information is available on each of their websites as to total
tonnages of solid waste, tonnages of recyclables received, revenue from the sale of recyclables and
expenses. Transparency with the public helps to encourage public cooperation with regard to
recycling and other aspects of the solid waste system.” WC5
“Public Authorities do not have sufficient oversight or public involvement. Authority Board members
are appointed rather than elected which is another way of removing the public from decision-making.
Further, the 90% plus New York State debt incurred by public authorities exemplifies the out-ofcontrol debt with little oversight to control spending/issuing bonds. Every day there is a new article
about a State, County or local government that is unable to pay its bills and raising taxes and fees.”
WC6
Response: See response to Comments RPI2 and RPI6.

Comment RPI9:

A large public authority which developed an incinerator would create a
disincentive to waste reduction and recycling.

“I am concerned with the possibility of creating a very large public authority that would not
effectively reduce wastes in order to run possible waste incinerators. A large guaranteed flow of
garbage is needed for waste to energy facilities, were tipping fees insufficient for the operation of all
the elements of this Solid Waste Management Plan, it would likely be the municipal members which
would be required to fill the gap.” WC6
Response: The success of the OCRRA program proves that a waste-to-energy facility can be developed and
operated without negative effect on waste reduction and recycling programs. Notwithstanding this misplaced
concern of the commentator, the SWMP does not propose the development of a waste to energy as a preferred
technology for solid waste treatment. Furthermore, the regional solid waste treatment facility recommended by
the SWMP will be sized to accept only the post-recyclable waste stream, and as such will not result in the
disincentive to waste reduction and recycling.

Comment RPI10:

A solid waste authority is not the only mechanism available to establish
waste flow control.

“The reason an Authority would be necessary, the Committee was told and the plan explains, was to
be able to effortlessly institute Flow Control, a practice mandating all waste within a designated
geographic area be directed to a certain governmental owned or operated regulated waste facility,
regardless of whether or not another perhaps privately owned facility offered a more affordable
option.” WC7
“The City of Albany’s Environmental Counsel, Ruth Leistensnider, Esq. was asked to prepare a memo
regarding flow control and possible implementing options. She presented those options at a meeting of
the Solid Waste Management Committee. Unfortunately the Plan as written chose to selectively
remove any reference to other options presented by the City’s own counsel and to present only the
option of an authority.” WC4
Response: There are several other mechanisms for establishing flow control besides the formation of a solid
waste authority and these were the topic of extensive discussion at numerous steering committee meetings.
The commentator WC4 is incorrect in asserting that references to other flow control options that did not
involve the formation of an authority have been selectively removed from the discussion. The substance of Ms.
Leistensnider’s presentation on Flow Control to the Steering Committee is presented in Section 5.4.3.
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The ability to enact flow control legislation is only one of the reasons in the SWMP to support the
recommendation of the formation of a regional solid waste management authority. In addition to the
discussions in Section 5.4 and Section 6.2, the commentators should review the comments and responses from
the Steering Committee on this topic, as shown in Appendix A of Volume 2 of the Draft SWMP/DGEIS.

Comment RPI11:

One commentator recommended that the SWMP should strike any
provisions relating to the creation of a public authority or government
agency to deal with residual, and instead rely on individual citizens and
business contracting for private disposal of residual waste.

“The SWMP should strike any provisions relating to the creation of a public authority or government
agency to deal with residual, and instead rely on individual citizens and business contracting for
private disposal of residual waste – materials that cannot be remanufactured, recycled, or composted.
•

The solid waste plan should not include residual waste except to say it will be handled by
private haulers.

•

There is more then adequate solid waste disposal facilities in our country, there no need for
new incinerators or landfills.

•

Disposal options may be locally limited within Capital Region and within the borders of NY
State, however many other states in our country have an excess of disposal capacity.

•

The Solid Waste Plan should not specify any solid waste disposal facility or authority, but
instead leave the decision to private haulers and privately owned disposal facilities.

•

It is immoral and wrong for government to be subsidizing waste disposal.

•

The Solid Waste Plan should make it clear that there should be no government subsidies, no
long-term government contracts, no government-backed debt, or any other subsidy for waste
disposal.

•

Landfills and incinerators are a blight on the landscape and produce dangerous toxins that
cause cancer, and they should not receive any government support at all.

•

The SWMP plan should specify waste exploration via private collection, haulers, and facilities
as the proposed alternatives.

•

Many solid waste management units have chosen the private/long haul disposal route for
residual wastes, leading to significant savings to citizens.” WC1:

Response: This commentator’s suggestion is similar to the no action alternative presented in Section 5.2 of
the SWMP/DGEIS. That is, let the planning unit disband and have each municipality fend for itself in the
provision of solid waste management services. The no action alternative was rejected because it did not meet
the goals and objectives of the SWMP, particularly the objective of maintaining or expanding the Planning
Unit.

Comment RPI12:

At steering committee meetings I attended, CHA and Bill Bruce indicated
that creation of a regional authority is necessary for construction for a large
treatment facility because a disposal facility such as they envision would not
be economical in the much smaller existing planning unit. WC2

Response: The economy of scale associated with a larger planning unit would facilitate the development of a
solid waste treatment facility, and this is one of the benefits of a regional solid waste authority that is presented
in the SWMP.
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ECONOMY/FUNDING
Comment RPI13:

Several commentators thought that economic development and job creation
were not adequately addressed in the SWMP.

Job creation through recycling and reuse is not adequately addressed in the SWMP. OC1
“Given the economic climate, failing to seriously examine the opportunities for economic development
is irresponsible to taxpayers but most of all for the many people currently unemployed in the region.”
WC4:
Response: These comments imply the notion that more jobs are created as a result of waste reduction and
recycling than are created from waste processing or disposal, but the commentators provide no data to support
this notion.
Nevertheless, it should be noted that the primary purpose of the SWMP is to maximize waste reduction and
recycling in a coordinated, practicable manner within the Planning Unit, so to the extent that there are
preferential employment benefits associated with recycling and reuse, then the programs to be implemented as
part of the SWMP will result in those benefits. The SWMP also calls for the continued development and
enhancement of the solid waste management infrastructure in the region, and notes that this will require new
investments in facility construction and operations. An economic analysis of each alternative was included in
Section 5 of the SWMP/DGEIS.

Comment RPI14:

Several commentators had alternative suggestions for how to finance waste
reduction, recycling and composting programs.

“A new tax on solid waste disposal should be implemented to fund government subsidized
remanufacturing, recycling, and composting programs.
•

Solid Waste disposal should be highly taxed to account for the extranalities and social costs.

•

A $40 a ton tax on top of all tipping and disposal fees would provide a predictable source of
government supported and/or run recycling, composting, and remanufacturing programs.

•

I strongly support pay-as-you throw, especially for commercial dumpsters and large
generators of waste.

•

Pay-as-you-throw for low volume producers -- like those who throw out less than 30 gallons
per week should not be implemented, but only reserved for larger producers of waste.

•

Many pay-as-you throw programs are very regressive, as they over charge small producers of
waste while exempting large producers of waste. The program must be progressively
structured, so smallest generators pay less.

Solid waste generation is NOT AN INDIVIDUAL PROBLEM but a societal problem, we should be
taxing large generators of waste and not harassing individuals.” WC1
“In Tompkins County an annual solid waste fee is levied on residents, businesses and institutions. This
annual fee combined with revenues enables funding of an aggressive waste reduction and recycling
program. However, the consultants determined that this would not be practical because every
municipality would need to agree on an annual fee and a mechanism for collecting it.
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Apparently the consultants believe that this would represent an impossible task when the
municipalities currently are supposed to be coordinating waste reduction and recycling programs,
and enforcing recycling requirements. The question is – is it really easier to just cede complete control
to an authority and agree to pay whatever bill and whatever shortfall that develops than to work on an
agreement on a fee and collection mechanism?” WC4
Response: The imposition of a $40/ton tax suggested by WC1 is not practical or feasible. Such a tax imposed
on waste delivered to the Rapp Road Landfill would cause that waste to be redirected to other facilities which
did not levy such a tax. For such a tax to achieve its intended purpose, it needs to be levied on a statewide
basis and in such a way that it does not result in the diversion of waste to out-of-state disposal facilities.
Regarding the comment on PAYT, large commercial generators are already somewhat incentivized because
typical large commercial disposal accounts involve separate charges for container rental and hauling and
disposal of the full containers. The comment on PAYT as a regressive policy has some validity. It has been
suggested by some that PAYT is discriminatory against low income households, particularly those with large
families, and this is also a legitimate concern that must be addressed when considering the implementation of
PAYT.
The annual waste fee levied by Tompkins County has been an effective mechanism for funding that County’s
waste reduction and recycling program and in ensuring that tax-exempt educational institutions pay their fare
share of the cost of the County’s solid waste management programs. Because the existing Planning Unit is not
coterminous with a county government, it is not empowered to levy a solid waste fee similar to Tomkins
County.

DEFICIENCIES IN THE SWMP
IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE
Comment DIS1: The implementation schedule provides insufficient detail.
“The following passage from Pages 6-12 of the SWMP provides insufficient detail: "A detailed
implementation schedule for the SWMP is presented in Figure 6-1, through the year 2020. While it
contains a detailed listing of activities, and allows for functional dependencies between tasks, the
schedule is intended to be a generalized representation of SWMP implementation. The start dates and
finish dates are not intended to be actual dates or deadlines, and all dates should be considered
approximate. Many of the components of the existing SWMP components related to waste reduction
and recycling will be ongoing throughout this period. Many of these activities will be conducted
periodically rather than continuously, but for ease of presentation all are shown as a continuous line.
The above quoted sentences should be read a few times. How can something be simultaneously
detailed and generalized? The matter of "for ease of presentation," is unacceptable. It allows the
planners to avoid presenting precise, specific details about which, how, when, or if recycling
programs will be improved. SPB want specifics.” WC2
Response: The rationale for the schedule is explained in the passage quoted by the commentator. More
details on the implementation of the waste reduction and recycling measures that were also part of the SWMP
Modification can be reviewed in that document.
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Comment DIS2:

The Detailed Implementation Schedule does not provide an up-to-date
timeline as of the date of the report (March 11, 2010).

“The "Detailed Implementation Schedule" has other flaws. Why did CHA not present an up-to-date
timeline as of the date (March 11, 2010) of the report? For example, the City of Albany's Pay As You
Throw study is identified in the timeline as having been completed by the end of 2009. At the
September 22, 2010, meeting of the ACC General Services Committee, Frank Zeoli, the city's
recycling coordinator, said the city's consultant had nearly completed the report and "we should have
it in a few weeks." Another flaw is the detailed implementation schedule only extends until the last day
of 2020 despite CHA saying the plan runs through 2030.” WC2
Response: The timeline has been updated for the final Draft SWMP and FGEIS.

DURATION OF PLANNING PERIOD
Comment DIS3:

Several commentators claim that the SWMP is deficient because the
recycling goals and implementation schedule only cover a ten year period.

My question is, are there no waste diversion recycling goals for the year 2021 through 2030 and, if
not, why not?” OC1
“The SWMP as written is a ten year plan, falling far short of Part 360 statutory requirements for Solid
Waste Plans. It must be expanded to fulfill the requirements of statue…”.
•

“The current plan only includes 10 years of projected diversions.

•

The plan should include goals through 2030, including a minimum target of 90% diversion rate by
2030.”

•

“While individual communities should be allowed maximize flexibility in how they obtain
increased diversion of waste, the goal should be hard goals with clear timetables, set for review
by the Solid Waste Management Committee.

•

The Solid Waste Management Committee should have the power to review individual communities
efforts at reaching their goals, and failure to comply should lead to sanctions up and including
expulsion from the Planning Unit.” WC1

“A major defect in the report is that while CHA asserts (page ES-1) it is a 20-year plan (2011-2030),
waste diversion (from disposal facilities) data are provided (pages ES-5 and 6-2) for the years 20102020 only. No data for 2021-2030 is provided. Are there no goals for the third decade of this
century? If not, why not? If goals for the 2020s have been established, why are they excluded from
the report? How can it be a 20-year-plan without this information?” WC2
“The failure of CHA to include projections for 2021-2030 is an enormous defect in the report and
renders it incomplete. The ACC should not adopt the report, nor should it be forwarded to DEC in its
present form.” WC2
“While it is said to be a 20 year plan, it really does not go beyond 2020. This is another reason it is
incomplete. Is it a 10 year plan or a 20 year plan?” WC7
Response: The SWMP has been prepared to cover the 20 year period from 2010 through 2030, but the
implementation schedule and recycling goals only cover the ten year period through 2020. This appears to be
a source of confusion for these commentators.
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The 10 year implementation schedule is presented because all of the elements of the SWMP are expected to be
implemented and operating by that time. Regarding the recycling goals, see response to Comment RRR14.
It is also worth noting that the Part 360 regulations specify a minimum 10-year time horizon for a local solid
waste management plan, among other requirements. The Draft SWMP as written meets these requirements.

WASTE CHARACTERIZATION STUDY
Comment DIS4:

The waste characterization study is inadequate.

“The waste characterization study if you can call it that was extremely limited and inadequate for any
long term plan. A five day survey in February is not representative of all seasons for an entire year. It
especially should not be used to represent the Yard waste for the Capital District, since yard waste is
not collected in the middle of winter. The Plan only accounted for yard waste generated in the Town of
Bethlehem-14,000 tons and the City of Albany- 5600 tons. In the absence of data the plan should have
assumed that other jurisdictions are generating similar quantities and much of it entering the mixed
waste stream unless there is evidence to the contrary. Appropriately treating yard waste would
increase the maximum recycling possible from designated recyclables.” WC4
Response: Because the waste characterization study was undertaken during the low-season for yard waste
generation, CHA was also concerned that the yard waste composition might be underrepresented in this study.
As noted in Section 2.2.1, CHA examined the as-discarded yard waste fraction in the context of documented
yard waste composting in the Planning Unit, the USEPA estimates of as-generated yard waste and percentage
of yard waste generation that is composted, and the comparable yard waste fractions found during the OCRRA
waste composition study. This was done to determine whether an upward adjustment might be appropriate to
reflect an annual average percentage of yard waste that is discarded.
Over 23,600 tons of yard waste composting was documented in the Planning Unit in 2008. If this were added
to an assumed 1.2% fraction of yard waste in the discarded MSW stream, total annual yard waste generation
would total about 25,936 tons, or about 10.3% of the total measured MSW stream (recycled plus discarded)
attributed to the Planning Unit. Using this result, yard waste accounts for about 13 % of the total MSW
generated. This is only slightly more than the USEPA estimate of yard waste at 12.7% of total MSW generated
in year 2007. Based on these comparisons, it was determined that no adjustment to the as-discarded yard waste
fraction observed during the field study is appropriate.

BIOSOLIDS MANAGEMENT
Comment DIS5: The SWMP does not address bio-solids such as sewage sludge.
“Management of biosolids is not addressed in the SWMP.” OC3
“Although it was pointed out to the SWMP Steering Committee that certain wastes, such as Sludge
from water treatment plants, had been omitted from being planned for, nothing was added to the Plan
to correct this omission after learning of it.” WC7
Response:
BIosolids from waste water treatment facilities in the Planning Unit make up a minor fraction
of the solid waste that is presently disposed of in the Planning Unit. Table 3-2 shows the annual amount of
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waste accepted for disposal at the Rapp Road Landfill and notes that in both 2007 and 2008, approximately
1,600 tons of sludge were delivered to the landfill. This represents less than 1 percent of the total waste stream
accepted for disposal. The primary sources of the sludge sent for disposal are the wastewater treatment plants
in Bethlehem and Guilderland. A small amount of sludge is also accepted from the Albany County Sewer
District, which disposes of most of its sludge through incineration.
The Albany County Sewer District operates the two largest wastewater treatment plants which service the
Planning Unit. The North Plant is located in Menands, is designed to treat an average flow of 35 MGD, and
serves the cities of Cohoes, Watervliet, and parts of Albany along with the villages of Menands, Green Island
and Colonie, as well as parts of the towns of Guilderland and Colonie. The South Plant is located in the Port
of Albany, is permitted for 29 MGD, and treats wastewater only from the City of Albany. Biosolids from each
of these facilities are managed by sludge thickening, followed by dewatering with a filter press and combustion
in a multiple hearth incinerator.
According the Sewer District’s 2009 Annual Report, the incinerator at the north plant is being upgraded to
recover waste heat for electricity generation. This $8.6 million upgrade is being funded with $7.9 million in
grants from the state and federal governments and is expected to be completed in the summer of 2011. The
project will have a long term environmental benefit by reducing greenhouse gas emissions and will provide
significant economic benefit to the member communities through millions of dollars of energy cost savings.
In 2009, approximately 10,500 dry tons of sludge was incinerated at both the North Plant and the South Plant.
Ash resulting from the incineration of this sludge is delivered to the Rapp Road Landfill where it is used as an
alternative daily cover (ADC). Approximately 7,400 tons of ash from the Albany County Sewer District was
delivered to the landfill for use as ADC in 2010.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION/STEERING COMMITTEE
GENERAL
Comment PP1:

The SWMP Steering Committee should have included members of
environmental groups and should have asked more environmental
organizations to participate.

“None of the environmental groups were consulted at all as far as what they would think and we have
statewide and national groups based right near Albany that's baffling.” OC3
“Albany desperately needs an economic development plan that creates jobs, and increased income for
the city, while replacing the former cash cow that the landfill represents. We have offered to arrange
for Neil Seldman of the Institute for Local Self Reliance to come and meet with City officials about the
opportunities offered by preserving materials in the waste stream. He has worked for EPA and
published numerous reports which are available on the website www.ilsr.org. He is a national leader
on the issue of “Waste to Wealth.” He has worked with a number of local communities to develop ecoindustrial parks that maximize the recovery and use of materials in the waste stream for
remanufacturing.” WC4
“So this plan was drawn together by several people, a steering committee without knowledge of waste
management practices, many of whom sparsely attended, others not attending even one meeting, under
the guidance of Clough Harbour. It is difficult to understand why no environmental organization was
asked to participate in the planning process, especially Albany, New York’s Capitol City, is home to
many widely respected environmental organizations. Citizens’ Environmental Coalition, Sierra Club,
NYPIRG, Environmental Advocates of NY are all based in Albany, yet none were asked to share their
vast expertise and understanding of sustainable waste management practices….It would be wise to
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reject this plan and call for experts Dr. Paul Connett, Dr. Neil Seldman, Citizens’ Environmental
Coalition Executive Direct Barbara Warren, an Environmental Health expert, to help redraft it to
assure it has achievable and sustainable goals and is wise economically. ” WC7
Response: The Steering Committee consisted of key stakeholders appointed by Mayor Jennings to provide
input and guidance in the formulation of the SWMP. These key stakeholders included representatives of every
municipality in the Planning Unit, two members of the City of Albany Common Council, two representatives
from the NYSDEC, two representatives from the Council of Albany Neighborhood Associations (CANA), a
representative of the private sector solid waste management industry, the Commissioner of Public Works of
Albany County, and a citizen who is a member of a local environmental group called Save the Pine Bush.
After its first meeting in November of 2008, the Steering Committee met on a monthly basis from January
2009 through March of 2010. These meetings were well publicized and open to the public. Public comment
was invited and provided at all meetings except that last two. The minutes and presentations of these meetings
were posted on a website to provide for transparency and broad public access. This being the case,
environmental groups in the capital district and elsewhere had ample opportunity to provide feedback and
comment during the process of preparing the SWMP.

Comment PP2:

One commentator notes that some members of the Steering Committee were
absent from meetings, and claims that the draft SWMP was issued without
the consensus of the Steering Committee.

“…CHA and the steering committee met fourteen times between November 2008 and March 2010. I
attended thirteen of these meetings. Several steering committee members objected or strongly
objected to parts of the report. About one-third of appointed steering committee members … either
did not participate in the process or attended only one or two of the meetings. WC2
“CHA continues to misrepresent the views of the steering committee. At both the September 22 ACC
general services committee meeting and the October 25 public hearing, CHA asserted there was a
"consensus" on the steering committee in favor of the report's major recommendation to establish a
regional solid waste management authority. What CHA says is not true. At the February 9, 2010
CHA-Steering Committee meeting at which a vote was taken on the regional authority, eleven voted in
favor, two voted no, and three abstained. Eight SC members were absent. … Several steering
committee members attended no steering committee meetings for which minutes were recorded.
Less than half of the 24-member Steering Committee appointed by Mayor Jennings voted in favor of a
regional authority; less than half of the existing planning unit's municipal partners have endorsed the
authority.” WC2
Response: This comment is without merit. The Steering Committee was an ad hoc advisory body whose
actions did not require a quorum of the majority of its members. As noted in the comment, the majority of the
members in attendance at the Steering Committee meeting of February 9, 2010 voted to endorse the preferred
elements of the Draft SWMP, including the formation of a regional solid waste management authority.

Comment PP3:

Two commentators thought that the public participation process for the
SWMP was too limited.

“The limited public participation of this Solid Waste Management Plan process, especially
considering the scope of an expanded wasteshed, together with the implications for waste to energy
(incineration), show that the planning process is flawed - the environmental review is incomplete.”
WC6
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“Considering how vast an area is being considered as a wasteshed in the Plan, anywhere from 3 to 9
counties, (never clearly defined), one must consider the input from citizens to be affected by the plan,
before approving it without their knowledge. No effort was made to inform these citizens that in
Albany a panel of representatives chosen by Albany Mayor Jerry Jennings was planning their future.
Nowhere throughout this plan’s drafting process was feedback sought by the committee members from
their home legislative bodies to share with the committee at large.” WC7
Response: These comments are without merit. The process of formulating the draft SWMP was open and
transparent with multiple opportunities to accept input from interested parties and the general public. SEQRA
notifications have been sent to the surrounding planning units, counties, and municipalities as interested
agencies, as shown in Appendix B.
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Appendix A
Written Comments on the Draft
SWMP/DGEIS

Comments on the ANSWERS Solid Waste Management
Plan and DGEIS Statement
Andy Arthur / 15a Elm Ave / Delmar NY 12054 / 518-281-9873 / andy@andyarthur.org

Point 1: The SWMP should strike any provisions relating to the creation of a public
authority or government agency to deal with residual, and instead rely on individual
citizens and business contracting for private disposal of residual waste – materials that
can not be remanfuactured, recycled, or composted. Private ownership of all disposal
facilities is highly desirable.
•

The solid waste plan should not include residual waste except to say it will be handled by
private haulers.

•

There is more then adaquate solid waste disposal facilities in our country, there no need
for new incinerators or landfills.

•

Disposal options may be locally limited within Capital Region and within the borders of
NY State, however many other states in our country have an excess of disposal capacity.

•

The Solid Waste Plan should not specify any solid waste disposal facility or authority,
but instead leave the decision to private haulers and privately owned disposal facilities.

•
•

It is immoral and wrong for government to be subsidizing waste disposal.
The Solid Waste Plan should make it clear that there should be no government subsidies,
no long-term government contracts, no government-backed debt, or any other subsidy for
waste disposal.

•

Landfills and incinerators are a blight on the landscape and produce dangerous toxins that
cause cancer, and they should not recieve any government support at all.

•

The SWMP plan should specify waste exporation via private collection, haulers, and
facilities as the proposed alternatives.

•

Many solid waste management units have chosen the private/long haul disposal route for
residual wastes, leading to significant savings to citizens.

Point 2: The solid waste planning unit should be retained as is, allowing municipalities and
individual citizens the ability to choose the most cost-effective form of solid waste disposal.
•

The current system allows towns and cities to define recoverable materials as makes
sense for their community’s disposal needs.

•

Towns and cities should not be required to host any disposal facility or recycling facility
that they do not desire within their limits.

•

Individual towns and cities should have the right to site within their own borders disposal
and recovery facilities as they see fit.

•

No public authourity should be created.

•

No publicly owned or subsidized landfill, incinerator, or other disposal facility should
ever be built.

Point 3: The SWMP as written is a ten year plan, falling far short of Part 360 statutory
requirements for Solid Waste Plans. It must be expanded to fulfill the requirements of statue.
•

The plan lacks clear goals and processes for members of the loose coalition community
of ANSWERS to effectively increase diversion rates.

•

The current plan only includes 10 years of projected diversions.

•

The plan should include goals through 2030, including a minimum target of 90%
diversion rate by 2030.

•

Diversion rate should not include materials discarded in the remanfacturing, composting,
or recycling process.

•

The current plan lacks penalities or formal sanctions for non-compliance.

•

While individual communities should be allowed maximize flexibility in how they obtain
increased diversion of waste, the goal should be hard goals with clear timetables, set for
review by the Solid Waste Management Committee.

•

The Solid Waste Management Committee should have the power to review individual
communities efforts at reaching their goals, and failure to comply should lead to
sanctions up and including expulsion from the Planing Unit.

Point 4: A new tax on solid waste disposal should be implemented to fund government
subsidized remanfacturing, recycling, and composting programs.
•

Solid Waste disposal should be highly taxed to account for the extranalities and social
costs.

•

A $40 a ton tax on top of all tipping and disposal fees would provide a predictable source
of government supported and/or run recycling, composting, and remanufacturing
programs.

•

I strongly support pay-as-you throw, especially for commerical dumpsters and large
generators of waste.

•

Pay-as-you-throw for low volume producers -- like those who throw out less then 30
gallons per week should not be implemented, but only reserved for larger producers of
waste.

•

Many pay-as-you throw programs are very regressive, as they over charge small
producers of waste while exempting large producers of waste. The program must be
progressively structured, so smallest generators pay less.

•

Solid waste generation is NOT AN INDIVIDUAL PROBLEM but a societial problem,
we should be taxing large generators of waste and not harrassing individuals.

Point 5: Government has an important role in promoting efficent markets, by fostering
remanfacturing, recycling, and composting.
•

Landfills and incinerators are most expensive way to dispose of most wastes. It’s almost
always cheaper to beneficially use waste and scrap products in the manfacturing of new
products.

•

Whenever it’s not cost-effective for private businesses to engauge in material recovery,
government should step in using subsidies from taxes on waste disposal to increase
material recovery.

•

Transfer stations should remain publicly owned, especially for recycling, composting,
and remanufacturing colletion, although communities can choose to contract out their
administration if it makes sense for them.

•

While it should not specify a method of collection of recycables, single stream recycling
in urbanized areas is preferable as it's simplier for residents, lowers collection cost.

•

Single stream recycling does reduce the value of some materials, but it’s accessibility to
the every man and women far offsets any lost.

•

Glass fines, when not marketable should be used for aggregate, road construction, and
blasting materials.

•

Paper wastes recovered through such a problem, if not markable, should be used as a
source of carbon, and shredded for composting at muncipal composting facilities.

•

In-vessel composting of food, kitchen, and other organic wastes in urban areas is highly
desirable. The composted product can be used as clean fill and other construction
projects.
When food waste/organic composting is rolled out to residential neighboorhoods, it
should occur in sealed containers that reduce fruit flies and other animals from getting
into it, and keep smells in the containers.

•

•

The City of Albany should continue to provide free pick up of recycables, organic wastes,
and consider free or low cost pick up of recycables from all businesses and apartment
buildings.

•

The City of Albany should collect all plastic containers and seek to develop markets to
sell them to, including subsidizing new businesses that would locate in city to proceed No
3-7 plastics into salable materials.

•

The City of Albany once a month should provide free pick up of electronic waste and
househould hazarodous waste to all residents. City residents should be able to call a toll
free number and schedule a pick up or schedule one online.

•

All other towns should provide free drop off of electronic waste and househould
hazardous waste at least one Saturday and one weekday evening each month at their
respective transfer stations.

•

All other towns should be prohibited from charging any fees on their recycling,
composting, or remanfacturing programs. They should instead obtain all revenues for
running recycling programs through taxes on solid waste disosal.

•

The City of Albany should build a food waste and other organics composting plant at the
site of their existing Erie Boulevard Compsting Plant/former municipal landfill.

•

The Town of Bethlehem should build a second food waste and other organics composting
plant at the site of their existing composting site on Fuera Bush Road, in this industrial
area. This could also be utilitized by rural towns and farm businesses.

•

The SWMP should consider the views of th Albany County Farm Bureau and other farm
businesses, food producers, and retailers such as grocery stores more carefully.

Point 6: The SWMP should not penalize hard working individuals and small businesses, but
instead encourage material recovery.
•

We are an over-regulated society. We should make the recycling program as simple,
easy, and desirable to use.

•

While it should not specify a method of collection of recycables, single stream recycling
is preferable as it's simplier for residents, lowers collection cost.

•

The city and towns should invest most of it's education money in putting new recycling
bins and increasing recycling collection into new areas, such as large apartment buildings
and commerial areas.

•

Public space recycling should be standard. Every public trash can in the SWMP must be
next to a recycling bin – preferably larger and more visible then the trash can.

•

The value of recycling education is overstated -- the most common reason people do not
recycle is the lack of convient recycling options.

•

Recycling education should not make judgements on people’s lifestyle, but give people
straightforward information on how to recycle.

•

Ask the DEC to recind the open burning regulations they implemented in 2009. They
have no benefit to the public besides appeasing to special interest groups, and hurt rural
residents and farmers, and increase the amount of waste that has to be disposed of in
urban facilities.

•

Allow different communities to have different resource recovery programs. Rural
communities need not implement food waste collection, but instead should work to
increase recycling of agricultural plastics and feed bags and similar waste. Suburban
communities should put a priority on expanding e-waste materials.

Point 7: The SWMP should detail how the City should dispose of the unneccessary Coeymans
C-2 parcel that at one time was planned to be used for a municipal landfill for the SWMP.

•

The City of Albany should sell C-2 Coeymans property to NY State for the creation of a
Coeymans Wildlife Management Area/Public Hunting Grounds.

•

This parcel would provide excellent small game and large game hunting opporunities,
along with quality trout fishing in Coeymans Creek.

•

This purchase could be under written by Federal Aid in Wildlife
Restoration Fund Program and Pittman-Robertson funds.

•

The City should ask the DEC to fully fund the Division of Lands and Forests, to provide
needed funds to administer the Coeymans Wildlife Management Area.

I feel strongly that the City of Albany should not entertain the idea of forming an authority with other
communities to deal with the trash issue. Other communities should not have to burdon themselves
with Albany's trash and the debts that have already been incurred.
I believe that it does not make sense for the City to be saying that it is trying to improve it's recycling
reduce and reuse, if it is planning on using an incinerator to burn the trash. These are two conflicting
objectives ‐ i.e. if you are trying to reduce the amount of trash generated, and you also need to
guarantee a certain amount to be burned/treated each day, It would be reasonable to suppose that
they would use recyclable materials to make up the amount needed to "keep the fires burning".
It would seem to me that if the City could concentrate on reduction of trash that needs to be
"consumed/burned/landfilled or otherwise treated" and eventually, with diligent work, reducing the
amount left to 80% or more of total amount collected, it would only be necessary to "treat" a small
percentage of the generated trash which could then be transported to another facility, and would
eliminate the need for a "treatment facility" to be installed and save a huge amount being spent and
huge amount of debit being incurred.
My suggestions to reduce amount of trash to be "treated", would be:
1. to use the composting method whereby all foodstuff and lawn and garden refuse is composted
together, as well as wood and anything else that could be composted in a facility to be built using the
same method as the in vessel facility Peninsula Compost in Wilmington. Sell the end product for
income. Income producing.
2. Operate several salvage centers where household items that can be reused, can be taken to and sold
and or repaired to be sold. Sell end product for income or provide useful furnishings for charitable
organizations to distribute. Have people make appointments for pick up with amounts set for each type
of item. Income producing.
3. Make a collection Center for mattresses, rugs, appliances, tires glass (windows). These items can be
picked up by the City on an appointment and pay per item schedule. If these items can be reused, the
City can take take them to a salvage center and if not, they can be taken to a collection center where
they can be picked up by companies that can dismantle them and make other useful products with them
.These items should be taken to centers that are designed to dismantle and salvage the various
materials. Income producing or just saving on "treatment" if they can be collected but no payment
received at this time.
4. Make Building Materials Collection Centers. Make building contractors separate wood waste from
sheet rock waste, and roofing shingles, and bricks/stone. These items must be delivered and deposited
in separate containment areas at the collection centers in order to be accepted. These items can be
sold. Income producing. Check the Delaware site to see how they collect and separate these materials.

5. Currently hazardous waste is not available to all constituents because some of these people work and
do not have access to automobiles to transport this waste to a site for proper disposal. Special pick ups
should be made, on a quarterly basis or by appointment by people who have no way of complying.
Respectfully submitted by:

Sally Cummings
Gardener and friend of the earth.

John Marsolais
marsoj@ci.albany.ny.us
Albany City Clerk
Albany City Hall
24 Eagle Street
Albany, NY 12207
Re: draft EIS on proposed draft solid waste management plan for the Capital Region Solid Waste Management
Partnership
Dear Mr. Marsolais:
Below are comments regarding the above-referenced matter. I offer these on behalf of Save the Bush (SPB). Please
forward these comments to members of the Albany Common Council. Please confirm receipt of these comments.
Thank you.
Tom Ellis
-------Dear members of the Albany Common Council,

Early this year, the City of Albany's solid waste consultant, Clough Harbour & Associates (CHA), completed a draft
long range solid waste management plan for the Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership (the planning
unit of Albany and the dozen or so municipalities who now dump trash in the Rapp Road landfill). CHA worked for
16 months with a 24-person "Steering Committee" appointed by Albany Mayor Gerald Jennings. CHA and the
steering committee met fourteen times between November 2008 and March 2010. I attended thirteen of these
meetings. Several steering committee members objected or strongly objected to parts of the report. About one-third
of appointed steering committee members (the mayors or supervisors of mostly Albany County municipalities that
use the dump) either did not participate in the process or attended only one or two of the meetings.
The Albany Common Council (ACC), as lead agency, voted October 4 to accept the report as complete and opened
up a 45-day public comment period that ends November 19. The ACC held a public hearing October 25 at which
five spoke after CHA made a presentation.
A major defect in the report is that while CHA asserts (page ES-1) it is a 20-year plan (2011-2030), waste diversion
(from disposal facilities) data are provided (pages ES-5 and 6-2) for the years 2010-2020 only. No data for 20212030 is provided. Are there no goals for the third decade of this century? If not, why not? If goals for the 2020s
have been established, why are they excluded from the report? How can it be a 20-year-plan without this
information?
The CHA report has good ideas and others SPB opposes. For example, on pages 6-3 and 6-4 of the March 11, 2010
draft, there is a list of ten steps the planning unit can take to minimize residential waste generation. These include:
* Promote PAYT [Pay As You Throw] system implementation;
* Educate consumers about how to consider waste reduction and product packaging when they are making
purchasing decisions;
* Promote the use of existing programs that re-use or redistribute materials in the second-hand marketplace;
* Promote the concept of repair instead of replacement:
* Aggressive education and enforcement programs; and
* Aggressive waste reduction and recycling programs.
These ideas are all excellent. However, the report provides very few details about how, when, and if, they could or
would ever be implemented. Nothing was offered about how enforcement would occur in the residential sector even
though the issue of vigorously enforcing existing recycling laws in Albany was raised at several meetings by one - a
CANA representative - steering committee member. At the January 13, 2009 meeting, he said, "The Melrose

Neighborhood Association would like to see strict enforcement of existing laws with penalties for people who never
put out blue bins with their six trash bags."
In the two-page "Detailed Implementation Schedule" (Figure 6-1) that immediately follows page 6-13, it is clear
what the real priorities of CHA are. Precise short timelines are presented for each phase of "Institutional Measures"
which concerns establishing and staffing the proposed regional waste authority:
* Regional SWMA feasibility study and Consensus Building: March 1, 2010 - February 25, 2011
* Enact Enabling Legislation for Regional SWMA: February 28, 2011 - August 26, 2011
* Establish SWMA and Appoint directors: August 29, 2011 - February 24, 2012
* Hire SWMA Staff and commence operations: February 27, 2012 - August 24, 2012
Compare that to the "Develop recycling program improvements" section timeline:
* Assess local programs: October 8, 2009 - December 31, 2020
* Consider additional materials for recovery: October 8, 2009 - December 31, 2020
* Consider ways to increase collection efficiency: October 8, 2009 - December 31, 2020
* Consider new incentives for reduction and recycling: October 8, 2009 - December 31, 2020
* Implement selected program improvements: October 8, 2009 - December 31, 2020
* City of Albany PAYT Study: July 1, 2009 - December 29, 2009
* PAYT Recommendations: December 31, 2009 - March 23, 2010
* Implement PAYT if applicable: March 24, 2010 - September 21, 2010
Notice the language: With respect to the authority, the planners will "enact," "establish," and "hire." For recycling,
the planners will "assess," "consider," and "if applicable."
On page 6-12, the report states: "A detailed implementation schedule for the SWMP is presented in Figure 6-1,
through the year 2020. While it contains a detailed listing of activities, and allows for functional dependencies
between tasks, the schedule is intended to be a generalized representation of SWMP implementation. The start dates
and finish dates are not intended to be actual dates or deadlines, and all dates should be considered approximate.
Many of the components of the existing SWMP components related to waste reduction and recycling will be
ongoing throughout this period. Many of these activities will be conducted periodically rather than continuously,
but for ease of presentation all are shown as a continuous line."
The above quoted sentences should be read a few times. How can something be simultaneously detailed and
generalized? The matter of "for ease of presentation," is unacceptable. It allows the planners to avoid presenting
precise, specific details about which, how, when, or if recycling programs will be improved. SPB want specifics.
With respect to waste minimization, reuse, and recycling, the report is not really a "plan" as the word is usually
understood, with specific strategies, targets and dates to achieve identified goals, but an outline or a series of ideas,
often vague, planners can pick and choose from, or ignore as they see fit. If aggressive education, enforcement,
waste reduction and recycling programs are going to be set up and utilized, why are precise details of these
initiatives so skimpy or nonexistent in the report?
The "Detailed Implementation Schedule" has other flaws. Why did CHA not present an up-to-date timeline as of the
date (March 11, 2010) of the report? For example, the City of Albany's Pay As You Throw study is identified in the
timeline as having been completed by the end of 2009. At the September 22, 2010, meeting of the ACC General
Services Committee, Frank Zeoli, the city's recycling coordinator, said the city's consultant had nearly completed the
report and "we should have it in a few weeks." Another flaw is the detailed implementation schedule only extends
until the last day of 2020 despite CHA saying the plan runs through 2030.
CHA's use of the word "detailed" is problematic. Where are the details? Reuse is barely discussed in the report. I
recall one steering committee member - the CANA representative - spoke during at least two steering committee
meetings urging CHA and Bill Bruce to be make reuse a formal goal to be extensively discussed and analyzed. At
the second steering committee meeting on January 13, 2009 - the meeting where the establishment of goals was
discussed - he said, "We need to explore reuse programs. For example, bicycle parts, furniture. We need to explore
this seriously, make it a formal goal...Almost everything is reusable somewhere in the world." Bill Bruce and CHA
declined to adopt his recommendation and judging from the incredibly skimpy discussion of reuse in the report, they

are not interested in pursuing reuse in a serious or systematic manner.
The report asserts that by the end of 2020 (ten years from now), 65 percent of what residents, businesses,
institutions, and governments discard can be minimized, recycled, composted or reused in some way, compared to
45 percent predicted for 2010. The report states 65 percent is the "maximum expected diversion that is achievable
with the implementation of the expanded waste reduction and recycling program elements that are put forth in this
SWMP [solid waste management plan]. However, implementation of a continuous improvement process in
connection with both current and future waste reduction and recycling program efforts could help push beyond these
above-noted waste reduction and recycling goals." (page ES-6)
On the one hand CHA insists the planning unit will pursue "aggressive education and enforcement programs" and
"aggressive waste reduction and recycling programs," but then says it will be very difficult to get above a 65 percent
rate even twenty years from now. In life we know that if you aim low you achieve low; aim high and you might
achieve great things. If, with "aggressive education and enforcement programs" and "aggressive waste reduction
and recycling programs," a 65 percent diversion rate is to be achieved by 2020, then surely diversion rates far above
65 percent should be attainable by 2030?
The failure of CHA to include projections for 2021-2030 is an enormous defect in the report and renders it
incomplete. The ACC should not adopt the report, nor should it be forwarded to DEC in its present form.
Failure to include projections for the third decade of this century, fuels speculation that CHA, Steering Committee
Chairman Bill Bruce, and Mayor Gerald Jennings do not want highly successful waste diversion rates because
achieving rates of 85, 90, or 95 percent shatters the justification for the large disposal facility they so clearly desire
to have built and operating by the end of 2018. The first (December 15, 2009) version of the CHA report (page ES11) called for a disposal facility "with a nominal capacity of 1500 TPD" [tons per day]...assuming a 65 percent
recyclable material diversion rate is achieved."
The term "zero waste" is mentioned in the report although it receives little attention.
CHA continues to misrepresent the views of the steering committee. At both the September 22 ACC general
services committee meeting and the October 25 public hearing, CHA asserted there was a "consensus" on the
steering committee in favor of the report's major recommendation to establish a regional solid waste management
authority. What CHA says is not true. At the February 9, 2010 CHA-Steering Committee meeting at which a vote
was taken on the regional authority, eleven voted in favor, two voted no, and three abstained. Eight SC members
were absent.
Less than half of the 24-member Steering Committee appointed by Mayor Jennings voted in favor of a regional
authority; less than half of the existing planning unit's municipal partners have endorsed the authority. My review of
the CHA-produced and supplied minutes of the first thirteen steering committee meetings - no minutes were
produced for the fourteenth and final meeting - showed that steering committee members:
* Robert Conway, Mayor, Village of Voorheesville, attended two meetings;
* Thomas Dolin, Supervisor, Town of New Scotland, attended zero meetings;
* Daniel Dwyer, Mayor, City of Rensselaer, attended zero meetings;
* James Gaughan, Mayor, Village of Altamont, attended two meetings;
* Mike Hammond, Supervisor, Town of Knox, attended one meeting;
* Jost Nickelberg, Supervisor, Town of Rensselaerville, attended zero meetings;
* Richard Rapp, Supervisor, Town of Westerlo, attended zero meetings;
* Ken Runion, Supervisor, Town of Guilderland, attended zero meetings.
At steering committee meetings I attended, CHA and Bill Bruce indicated that creation of a regional authority is
necessary for construction for a large treatment facility because a disposal facility such as they envision would not
be economical in the much smaller existing planning unit.
At the May 19, 2009 steering committee meeting, I asked CHA and Bill Bruce what specifically would be burned in
a mass burn waste-to-energy facility such as they had discussed at that meeting, and, despite a follow-up question
from me, they could not identify any item or category of items that would be destroyed in such a facility.

Among the problems with authorities are they tend to be anti-democratic and unaccountable. Sometimes they are
established for precisely for this reason. Authority directors would likely be appointed by elected officials. The
elected officials would then be able to deflect criticism of unpopular authority decisions from themselves, saying
they - the elected officials - did not make the decision, the authority did. Authorities are sometimes created to site
hugely expensive, controversial, and unnecessary facilities; authorities are convenient mechanisms for borrowing
large quantities of money for difficult-to-site facilities. Some unlucky municipality, probably one that is rural and
poorly governed, would likely be targeted by the authority for a large treatment facility its residents strongly oppose.
The CHA report (page 5-24) identifies four disadvantages of an authority: These are:
* "Cedes local control of solid waste management to another layer of government;
* Potentially increases costs through this additional layer;
* Municipalities subject to shortfalls in Authority budget; and
* Financing of facilities is complex and more costly because Authority facilities cannot be financed through
general obligation bonds - to be credit-worthy, Authority would likely need to do facility revenue bonds with the
municipalities agreeing to guarantee any shortfall."
For local governments, the combination of ceding local control and simultaneously being required to make up
authority budget shortfalls will be problematic. In this era of tight budgets, such an obligation would make shortand long-term budgeting even more difficult than today.
The "Alternative Implementation Scenarios" discussion beginning on page 5-27 is written to make Scenario # 3
appear the best. Scenario # 1, which would retain the size of the existing planning unit, does not include designation
of additional recyclable materials as called for in Alternative Scenarios # 2 and 3? Why not?
The CHA report states that Scenario # 1 would include implementation of Pay As You Throw. The report also
states an advantage of Scenario # 1 is the minimization of future capital costs because no new disposal facilities
would need to be constructed. "After the Rapp Road Landfill is at capacity, it is anticipated that disposal cost will
increase, perhaps significantly, due to the need for waste exportation. While this cost increase is by itself a
disadvantage, it will create a greater avoided cost incentive to increase recycling and waste reduction even further."
(page 5-29)
Some variation of Scenario # 1 is the best option. It greatly minimizes financial risk to local governments and
taxpayers, creates a powerful incentive to quickly and aggressively maximize recycling and reuse, and minimize
waste generation. Scenario # 1 allows for the development of a variety of of small, low-cost facilities to reuse,
exchange, repair, recycle, and compost discarded materials. Such facilities would stimulate economic development,
build communities, be more flexible to changing needs, easier to establish and discontinue, generate many more
jobs, be less risky financially, and save and/or recover far more energy than a centralized, large or giant-sized
disposal (resources destruction) facility.
Tom Ellis
43 North Pine Avenue
Albany, NY 12203

November 19, 2010

John Marsolais, City Clerk
City Hall Room 202
Albany, NY 12207

Re: Comments to the Draft Solid Waste Management Plan for the Capital Region Solid Waste
Management Partnership

1.

Current Albany Landfill Debt
I am concerned about what the City of Albany intends to do about is growing Landfill debt for
the following reasons: a.) Past and continued use of Landfill Revenues for the general operation
of other City services rather than paying off the bonds issued for the landfill, and b.) the
discussion at a City of Albany General Services meeting (recorded on videotape) for possibly
transferring the (City of Albany’s ) landfill debt to a future Regional Landfill Authority such as
discussed in the Solid Waste Management Plan update. The City of Albany should not be
allowed to transfer its debt, it would be like someone reaping the benefits from credit card
purchases, and then passing the debt onto someone else. The SWMP must be clear that all
debt incurred by Albany in the operation/construction of the landfill shall be the sole
responsibility of the City.

2. Proposed creation of a public authority.
The State of NY does not need more public authorities, together they account for over 90% of
the entire New York State debt. It is the State that is ultimately responsible for the debt in case
the Authority disbanded, and it is unlikely that the State of New York can afford, or even will
honor the debt. Consider the problem of faced by the City of Camden whereby that State of
New Jersey has indicated it will not help the City make payments on its incinerator debt.
Public Authorities do not have sufficient oversight or public involvement. Authority Board
members are appointed rather than elected which is another way of removing the public from
decision‐making. Further, the 90% plus New York State debt incurred by public authorities
exemplifies the out‐of‐control debt with little oversight to control spending/issuing bonds.
Every day there is a new article about a State, County or local government that is unable to pay
its bills and raising taxes and fees.
3. Planning Unit Area.
The SWMP recommends the expansion of the Planning Unit. Based on this and the early drafts
of the SWMP, a significant expansion might include as many as 9 counties. Currently, there are

eleven members of the current ANSWERS Consortium. The Capital District area consisting of
Albany, Rensselaer, Saratoga and Schenectady Counties contain about 78 municipal and county
jurisdictions. The Greater Capital District Region referred to in the SWMP update process,
would encompass several more counties. The impact of this proposal alone would be a
profound impact on the community or communities selected for handling the wastes. The
truck traffic alone, from 78 or more than 100 municipal and county jurisdictions calls for an
environmental review, including review under Environmental Justice. This Draft and Final
Environmental Review does not take this into account, considering the implications of the
proposed planning unit expansion, this review is incomplete.
It would make much more sense to limit the wasteshed to only the County of Albany. The
general public nor the many other entities being considered for the four counties of the Capital
District, or the Greater Capital District referred to in the plan, have not been adequately
apprised of the SWMP being considered. The SWMP should not be approved when most of
those affected have not had a say in its development.
4. Alternative Daily Cover and Petroleum Contaminated Soils.
Whatever the technology, some level of land filling will be needed. We need safeguards to
prevent the selling off of valuable landfill space by taking in unprecedented volume as done in
2006 when combined ADC and PCS almost doubled the total waste tonnages. During the
period when the stench from the current landfill that permeated our area was the highest
generating thousands of complaints, there was a decision made to bring in as much revenue as
possible by taking in the enormous and unnecessary amount of Alternative Daily Cover. The
financial gain by the City of Albany, which received income for each ton of ADC, was at the
expense of our health and welfare. Not to mention a profound impact on quality of life issues,
especially for the residents, visitors and businesses of the Village of Colonie.
5. Waste to Energy.
I am concerned with the possibility of creating a very large public authority that would
not effectively reduce wastes in order to run possible waste incinerators. A large guaranteed
flow of garbage is needed for waste to energy facilities, were tipping fees insufficient
for the operation of all the elements of this Solid Waste Management Plan, it would likely be the
municipal members which would be required to fill the gap. The Albany area sits in a
geographic bowl with the Heldeberg/Catskills to the south, the Adirondacks to the North and
the Taconic Range to the east. Air quality would significantly be impacted by any incineration of
wastes, especially on the scale which is referred to in the SWMP. It seems that the City of
Albany does not want to get out of the garbage business; otherwise they would have sold the
Coeymans site after realizing a landfill cannot be built there. Are there plans to possibly build
an incinerator and/or other infrastructure at the site? Have the residents of the Town of
Coeymans been adequately notified of the SWMP effort?

6. Lastly, it is clear the City of Albany should not be allowed to lead any waste programs outside
the City based on the operation of its Landfill. The impact on the public’s health, safety and
welfare from years of odorous emissions, decisions to place revenues ahead of the public by
filling up the landfill early by accepting enormous volumes of Alternative Daily Cover and
Petroleum Contaminated soils along with reducing tipping fees to bring in more garbage from
outside the ANWERS communities when space was at a premium, the decision to not mitigate
the current leachate plume polluting the aquifer and nearby 6 Mile Reservoir, the sale/lease of 6
Mile Reservoir (Rensselaer Lake) to a Water Authority for use as an emergency water supply it
cannot use also created most of the Water Authority’s debt, are only a few of the many reasons
the City is not the entity to lead the Solid Waste Management effort. If decisions were made to
safeguard the remaining landfill space, enforce recycling and remove food and other organic
wastes that could be composted, the current expansion would not have been necessary. The
members of the Answers community did not benefit from the landfill revenues, rather they have
been hurt by the revenue based decision‐making by the City which owns and operates the
current landfill. The limited public participation of this Solid Waste Management Plan process,
especially considering the scope of an expanded wasteshed, together with the implications for
waste to energy (incineration), show that the planning process is flawed ‐ the environmental
review is incomplete.

Sincerely yours,

Bertil K. Schou
11 Norwood Street
Albany, NY 12203

From: James Travers [mailto:jatrav@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, November 19, 2010 4:30 PM
To: John Marsolais
Subject: SWMP Comments

John C. Marsolais
Albany City Clerk & Clerk of the Council
City Hall - Room 202
518-434-5088
marsoj@ci.albany.ny.us
Dear Mr. Marsolais,
Please find attached my comments on the Capitol Region Solid Waste Management
Partnership Planning Unit Draft Solid Waste Management Plan Draft Generic
Environmental Impact Statement.
While there are some interesting ideas raised in the plan which I support, such as
organic waste diversion for composting, unfortunately, it is at the same time far overreaching in its scope territorially and yet inadequate and incomplete.
Considering how vast an area is being considered as a wasteshed in the Plan,
anywhere from 3 to 9 counties, (never clearly defined), one most consider the input from
citizens to be affected by the plan, before approving it without their knowledge. No effort
was made to inform these citizens that in Albany a panel of representatives chosen by
Albany Mayor Jerry Jennings was planning their future. Nowhere throughout this plan’s
drafting process was feedback sought by the committee members from their home
legislative bodies to share with the committee at large.
One of the objectives set as a goal is the concept of the creation of a Waste
Management Authority. The reason an Authority would be necessary, the Committee
was told and the plan explains, was to be able to effortlessly institute Flow Control, a
practice mandating all waste within a designated geographic be directed to a certain
governmental owned or operated regulated waste facility, regardless of whether or not
another perhaps privately owned facility offered a more affordable option.
But the City’s own legal counsel on waste management, Nixon Peabody Attorney Ruth
Leistensnider explained in her memo of February 3, 2010, an Authority does not need to
be created for a consortium of communities or planning unit to establish Flow Control.
One must consider the body that drafted this plan, its history and the history of the
consortium of communities formerly known as ANSWERS, Albany New York Solid
Waste Energy Recovery System, now known as the Capital Region Solid Waste
Management Partnership Planning Unit.
The consortium of ANSWERS communities was formed in order to gather together

enough garbage to feed the ANSWERS Waste Incinerator on Sheridan Ave. in Albany.
Wisely, this poisonous incinerator was closed in 1994. After its closing, the
communities, continued to dump their waste in Albany at the City’s Rapp Road Landfill,
but ANSWERS as a consortium of representatives meeting regularly no longer existed.
No meeting since had been held nor had any official representative from any community
been appointed to serve in this capacity, until Mayor Jennings made his appointments
to the steering committee in the Fall of 2008.
So this plan was drawn together by several people, a steering committee without
knowledge of waste management practices, many of whom sparsely attended, others
not attending even one meeting, under the guidance of Clough Harbour.
It is difficult to understand why no environmental organization was asked to participate
in the planning process, especially considering Albany, New York’s Capitol City, is
home to many widely respected environmental organizations. Citizens’ Environmental
Coalition, Sierra Club, NYPIRG, Environmental Advocates of NY are all based in
Albany, yet none were asked to share their vast expertise and understanding of
sustainable waste management practices.
Dr. Neil Seldman, President of the Washington DC based Institute for Local Self
Reliance offered at no cost his assistance in educating the steering committee and the
Albany Common Council on how to establish an economy based in part upon “Waste
To Wealth,” but was rejected. All waste alternatives have not been explored and
therefore the Plan is insufficient.
DEC’s website offers a wealth of information providing assistance to communities
engaged in solid waste management planning:
http://www.dec.ny.gov/chemical/47861.html
To the right at the top of the page first listed under “Related Links” is a .pdf power point
presentation that clearly outlines the steps a community must take in preparing a
SWMP. It is entitled “NYSARO 2008 Conference Presentation on Preparing a LSWMP”
(Local Solid Waste Management Plan) Here is a direct link to the 83Kb file:
http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/materials_minerals_pdf/nysaroct08.pdf
It doesn’t take highly paid legal or engineering consultants to learn this information and
every member of the steering committee should have been made aware of this helpful
website, yet I was never mentioned by the consultants. The above cited power point
presentation references Sludge several times.
Although it was pointed out to the SWMP Steering Committee that certain wastes, such
as Sludge from water treatment plants, had been omitted from being planned for,
nothing was added to the Plan to correct this omission after learning of it. Williard Bruce
asked the DEC representative if this was true, that sludge must be planned for and
included in the Plan and was told that it was true and needed to be included. Because
of this omission, the Plan is incomplete.

Albany’s only obligation is to plan for disposing appropriately the waste generated by its
citizens, its businesses and its institutions. Albany need not plan for the waste disposal
needs of anyone else. It is not their obligation to do so and should certainly not be done
in any case without the consent of those their planning may impact upon.
It would be wise to reject this plan and call for experts Dr. Paul Connett, Dr. Neil
Seldman, Citizens’ Environmental Coalition Executive Direct Barbara Warren, an
Environmental Health expert, to help redraft it to assure it has achievable and
sustainable goals and is wise economically.
One of the problems in creating a Waste Authority is that once it has been created,
communities under its authority will lose control of regulating their own garbage disposal
and they will be forever locked in to the Authority, always subject to its whims and cost
increases. The only way for a municipality to be removed from such a formal quasigovernmental agency, would be through an act of the NYS Legislature, releasing them.
According to one Albany Common Council member, also a member of the SWMP
steering committee, Albany could dump its huge landfill-related debt upon the Authority
so all the communities involved would be responsible for paying for Albany’s
mismanaged landfill and Coeymans C-2 site debt.
This is exactly the kind of abuse our Governor-elect is concerned with doing away with.
A Resource Recovery Park would bring many jobs and putting into practice Zero Waste
principles would be wiser than what this plan offers.
Zero Waste International Alliance (ZWIA) defines Zero Waste as:
"Zero Waste is a goal that is ethical, economical, efficient and visionary, to guide people
in changing their lifestyles and practices to emulate sustainable natural cycles, where all
discarded materials are designed to become resources for others to use.
Zero Waste means designing and managing products and processes to systematically
avoid and eliminate the volume and toxicity of waste and materials, conserve and
recover all resources, and not burn or bury them.
Implementing Zero Waste will eliminate all discharges to land, water or air that are a
threat to planetary, human, animal or plant health."
http://www.zwia.org/joomla/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=56:zwdefinition&catid=31:general&Itemid=64
While it is said to be a 20 year plan, it really does not go beyond 2020. This is another

reason it is incomplete. Is it a 10 year plan or a 20 year plan?
Some good ideas, but this plan is unsatisfactory and does not meet the criteria set by
DEC for a LSWMP and therefore it must be rejected and redrafted.
Jim Travers
587A Blodgett Hill Road
Ravena, NY 12143

677 Broadway, 10th Floor
Albany, New York 12207-2996
(518) 427-2650

Fax: (518) 427-2666
Ruth E. Leistensnider
Direct Dial: (518) 427-2655
Direct Fax: (866) 947-1299

E-Mail: rleistensnider@nixonpeabody.com

Memorandum
TO:

Willard A. Bruce, Chair
Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership
Solid Waste Management Plan Steering Committee

FROM:

Ruth E. Leistensnider

DATE:

February 3, 2010

RE:

Proposed Solid Waste Management Plan
Mechanisms for Flow Control in Absence of Authority Legislation

You have asked for a short memo outlining potential mechanisms which
might be available to municipal members of the Capital Region Solid Waste Management
Partnership to implement the equivalent to flow control, should legislation establishing a
solid waste management authority not be established. This memo is intended to provide
a short outline of the mechanisms which might be available to municipalities.
1.

Undertake collection of solid waste as a municipal function. This

option would entail each municipality to collect solid waste itself, and transfer the cost of
managing solid waste within the municipality to the tax rolls. Property taxes could then
be used to pay for all costs of collection, recycling, and disposal of residue.
2.

For towns with a population in excess of 25,000, those towns can

elect to become a suburban town pursuant to Article 3-A of the Town Law, and create
special improvement districts for the management of solid waste. Both Babylon and
12859053.1

-2Smithtown on Long Island created special improvement districts for residential and/or
commercial solid waste. The Towns essentially took control/ownership over all of the
solid waste generated within the districts, bid out the right to collect solid waste within
those districts, and required as a condition in the contract with the successful bidder that
the waste be handled at designated facilities. This method of flow control was upheld by
the federal courts on the grounds that the Towns were acting as market participants rather
than market regulators.
3.

Counties have the ability to create a county-wide solid waste district,

and can act similar to suburban towns in mechanism #2.
4.

Create a permit system within each municipality for the right to

collect solid waste. Permits could require either (a) an accounting of waste, with a
potential revocation of the permit if demonstration of recycling not made (something akin
to what Bethlehem has); or (b) use of a specified facility, where the tip fee at the facility
covers both recycling and disposal (something akin to what Onondaga’
s system looks
like).
Methods 1 through 3 result in solid waste management costs being added to
tax bills, or separate district bills. Method #4 does not, but has a greater potential for
challenge. The creation of a franchise is theoretically possible, but the use of a franchise
for the collection of solid waste (and bidding out the franchise) is untested as a legal
matter, and may be questionable.
You have also asked whether municipalities could accomplish, through an
inter-municipal agreement (“
IMA”
) something akin to flow control. General Municipal
Law § 119-o authorizes municipalities to enter into IMAs for solid waste collection and
disposal. However, such contracts are only authorized for a term of five years, unless a
project involves issuance of debt by the participating municipalities. In that case, GML
§ 119-o authorizes such contracts for a term no longer than the useful life of the project
under Section 11.00 of the Local Finance Law.

In addition, in order to survive a

challenge on either state or federal antitrust grounds, specific state legislation should be
sought to authorize such agreements, as they could be construed as being in restraint of
trade, depending upon the scope of the agreement. See, e.g., Waste Stream Management,
12859053.1

-3Inc. v. St. Lawrence County, et al., 156 A.D.2d 111 (3d Dept. 1990) (because St.
Lawrence County had specific state legislation authorizing local laws in restraint of trade,
the local law was immune from challenge on antitrust grounds).
Please let me know if you have any questions.

/rel
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Timothy C. Truscott
131 Jay St.
Albany NY 12210-1805
(518) 449-8450 phone
(518) 689-5923 fax
empirestate@att.net

November 19, 2010

John Marsolais, City Clerk
City of Albany
City Hall
Albany, NY 12207
& Members of the Albany Common Council
Re: Proposed Solid Waste Management Plan for the Capital Region Solid Waste
Management Partnership

Dear Mr. Marsolais and Members of the Albany Common Council:
Please find below my comments which I trust you will thoughtfully consider and find
useful in adopting and implementing a Solid Waste Plan for the City of Albany and the
Capital Region.
Best regards,

Timothy C. Truscott
empirestate@att.net

What is Waste?
A simple definition of waste is that it is anything we no longer need or use.
Why Do We Want to Reduce or Eliminate Waste?
By reducing or eliminating waste, we conserve our resources. We conserve not only our
natural resources (which is important to do), but we conserve our financial resources.
Waste costs money, whether it be by way of our local governments, direct individual
Citizens or by other government entities many years in the future. The economic
consequences of waste may be short-term or immediate, or they may be long-term and
difficult to calculate.
The economic consequences of taking action now are both real and compelling. Garbage
collection and disposal costs will continue to rise. The avoided costs associated with an
annual community-wide waste reduction will be large and will affect the Citizens in
many ways, both directly and indirectly.
At the local government level, beneficial programs which are not optimally funded
because of budget constraints will have more opportunity to serve the people they were
designed to serve. At the state and national level, not as much of the governments’ annual
budgets will be consumed by the need clean up waste sites. Individual Citizens will have
more money available in their household budgets to accomplish things which make their
lives better.
Government budgets at the local, state and national level are being seriously strained
today. At all levels of government, ways need to be found to reduce operating costs.
Long-range waste reduction policies are a logical, economically viable and important
alternative to today’s situation.
On a broader scale, what are the implications for our planet if we do not reduce our
waste?
For every ton of waste buried in municipal solid waste landfills, about 71 tons of
manufacturing, mining, oil and gas exploration, agricultural, coal combustion and other
wastes are produced along the way (Brenda Platt and Neil Seldman, Wasting and
Recycling in the United States 2000, prepared by the Institute for Local Self-Reliance for
the GrassRoots Recycling Network, page 13).
If materials are buried in a landfill or burned in an incinerator, industry must extract and
process new virgin materials to make new products. It’s as if there is a long shadow of
depleted resources and wastes left over for every product and package used that is much
larger than the product or package itself.
What Is Zero Waste?
The Zero Waste Alliance International broadly defines Zero Waste as:
“A philosophy and visionary goal that emulates natural cycles, where all outputs are
simply an input for another process. It means designing and managing materials and
products to conserve and recover all resources and not destroy or bury them, and

eliminate discharges to land, water or air that do not contribute productively to natural
systems or the economy.”
Humans are not perfect. And while it may seem impossible to achieve zero waste, it is a
goal we should work toward.

What Methods Are Available for Solving Our Solid Waste Disposal Problem?
A. Waste Reduction or Prevention is at the top of the Waste Hierarchy.
It is the most efficient, least wasteful option, and it saves the most money for
municipalities and residents. However, the savings and efficiencies can be difficult to
quantify. Often local jurisdictions believe this method is not part of their responsibility
and can only be dealt with at the state or national level. That is not true.
It is important to look at two approaches to Waste Reduction for our purposes.
1. Legislative Measures Geared Tow ard Extended Producer Responsibility or
Product Stewardship. Such measures will likely be supported by the new State Solid
waste Plan. While some measures might be examined locally, this area is best handled
under state or federal governments. It will probably take a number of years before
product stewardship programs are fully implemented. However, in 2010 New York State
enacted an electronics product stewardship law which has been embraced by the
electronics manufacturing industry and is well on its way toward becoming successful.
2. Reductions in Waste Collected for Disposal by Municipal Systems. This includes
several kinds of local government measures that divert waste before it gets put out at the
curb for disposal. The Collection of Waste is usually around 2/3 of the cost of an entire
waste management system. Reducing waste at the curb can be very important for
lowering costs for municipal collection systems. (Private collection systems charge
households through fees, so savings to municipalities are less available here; however,
the individual household may save money.)
a. Backyard Composting - Backyard Composting Devices can serve most households
even with minimal yard space. New designs limit vermin and food scraps and yard
materials can degrade quickly. Households need only a small amount of training.
b. Special Collections - Municipalities can facilitate special collections by working with
non-profits to sponsor clothing pick up days and allowing non-profits to conduct pickups
of specially marked bags.
c. Requirements for Large Deliveries - Some municipalities require used appliances,
carpets and furniture to be picked up at the time of delivery of new purchases.
d. Web Exchanges and Public Information - Web exchanges and public information
about where to take quality used goods in your area can facilitate the diversion of

materials to higher and better uses—books, magazines, furniture, toys, metal, etc. People
must know about these options to be able to utilize these resources.
e. Demolition and Renovation - Some municipalities require a fee for all renovation or
demolition projects. The deposit fee is returned upon documentation of the amount of
material reused and recycled from the project. This stimulates the recycling of
construction and demolition debris.
f. Flea Markets & Ba ckyard Sales - Municipalities can encourage flea markets and
backyard sales.
g. Zero Waste Event promotiona l Materials - Municipalities can prepare Zero Waste
Event promotional materials and require all special events to aim for zero waste goals.
B. Re-use is at the second level in the hierarchy of waste management.
Re-use also has significant environmental, economic and social benefits. Like waste
reduction, reuse is a method of waste reduction which the City of Albany has ignored.
Reuse is the second most neglected resource/waste management method. Reuse is
different from recycling in that with reuse we are talking about complete products or
goods being reused, not just the materials. Because of the important opportunity for the
social benefits attended to reuse, reuse must be measured by transferred value, not just
tonnage removed from the waste stream. Avoided collection, and disposal costs should be
used to identify appropriate levels of financial support.
Re-use can be done informally and effectively. For example, empty egg cartons can be
taken to local farmers’ markets and given to egg farmers for re-use. A single egg carton
can be used many times, and does not need to be disposed of with garbage which is unre-usable.
Reuse operations can and should be supported by government assistance. Integrating
reuse operations with other government programs can maximize the overall benefits to a
municipality. Transferring furniture and other goods to families as they are placed in
subsidized housing is just one example. Job training is another. Reuse operations can also
be an outlet for commercial “seconds” that are still perfectly useable, just not saleable.
People love bargains and flock to flea markets. This attraction can help Reuse centers
serve important educational functions for recycling as well as providing drop off
locations for books, magazines, clothing, furniture, etc. and also serve to provide
recycling and composting information.
Municipalities must overcome the idea that because they are in the waste business they
cannot subsidize reuse. It may be useful to find the funds from different departments
because of the multiple benefits. The reality is that, over time, small initial subsidizes can
benefit the municipality into the future. This is very true of Urban Ore in Berkeley
California. This was initially operated as a non-profit and Berkeley provided support.

Now it is a profit-making enterprise with quite a few jobs. Yet Berkeley is provided with
an outlet for goods that is less costly than trucking them for landfill disposal.
Organizations Which Promote and Facilitate Re-use of Items:
The Freecycle Network™:
The Freecycle Network™ is made up of 4,885 groups with 7,017,000 members across the
globe. It’s a grassroots and entirely nonprofit movement of people who are giving (&
getting) stuff for free in their own towns. It’s all about reuse and keeping good stuff out
of landfills. Each local group is moderated by a local volunteer or volunteers.
Membership is free. The Albany Freecycle group is part of Yahoo! Groups.
Membership:
Albany 8310
Rensselaer County 1654
Schenectady 395
Schoharie County 1097
Montgomery County 1144
Saratoga County 1071
Columbia County 2861
Total: 16,532
AlbanyNYReUseIt Group:
The Albany, NY ReUseIt group is an online forum that serves as a tool to make
connections between community members who want to help each other, themselves, and
their environment. In a disposable society where many items are discarded long before
they have actually outlived their use, the ReUseIt Network helps get things from people
who have them but don’t want them to people who want them but don’t have them.
Our goal is to find new uses for unwanted items that would otherwise be thrown into the
trash. The ReUseIt Network also provides an opportunity for those looking for an item to
ask for it. Requests for items may jog the memory of someone who has an unused item
stashed in the garage or basement waiting to be used. It is a great way to help get rid of
those things we may have forgotten, giving every member the chance to ReUseIt!
AlbanyNYReUseIt is also part of Yahoo! Groups.
Total Membership: 1,635
Habitat Re-Store:
The Albany Habitat Re-Store, 454 North Pearl St. in Albany, is operated by Habitat for
Humanity, a national non-profit organization. The Habitat Re-Store accepts new and used
donated building materials and supplies, as well as some furniture and other usable items.
The items are then sold at a nominal price to individuals for re-use. Information is not
available at this time as to the number of items or the number of transactions performed

annually by the Albany Habitat Re-Store. This excellent method of re-use is not
mentioned in the Albany SWMP.
.
Historic Albany Foundation Parts Warehouse:
The AHP Parts Warehouse, located at 89 Lexington Ave. in Albany, is operated by the
Historic Albany Foundation, a local non-profit. The Parts Warehouse accepts donations
of mostly used (and some new) architectural items such as doors, windows, interior wood
trim, plaster ceiling medallions, doorknobs, door locks and many other items. These
items are then sold at a nominal price to individuals renovating historic buildings in the
Capital Region. Information is not available at this time as to the number of items or the
number of transactions performed annually by the Albany Habitat Re-Store. This
excellent method of re-use is not mentioned in the Albany SWMP.
ElFun Society Computer and Peripherals Rehab:
The ElFun Society, a non-profit group comprised of General Electric retirees in
Schenectady, accepts the donation of used computers, printers and other peripherals. The
Society’s volunteers then evaluate and refurbish the equipment and in turn donate it to
schools and other non-profits in the Capital Region. The ElFuns rehab and donate
approximately 600 computers per year, as of 2010. This excellent method of re-use is not
mentioned in the Albany SWMP.
Capital City Rescue Mission:
The Capital City Rescue Mission, as one of its social service activities, accepts used
furniture and clothes and makes them available to families and individuals in need.
Clothes are inspected for suitability and either distributed, if suitable, or recycled as rags.
The Mission has abundant storage capacity for used furniture. However, the Mission does
not have the capability of collecting used furniture and moving it to its storage facility.
The Mission is tied into an extensive network of social service agencies and does an
excellent job of distributing to those individuals and families who need them the most.
Goodwill:
Most people are familiar with Goodwill as a charity which will reuse unwanted clothes
and shoes. Goodwill has local shops where goods can be dropped off, and there are many
drop-off boxes located in the region.
Salvation Army:
The Salvation Army is another charity which accepts clothes, shoes and furniture for
distribution to needy citizens. The Salvation Army has local shops where goods can be
dropped off, and, like Goodwill, there are many drop-off boxes located in the region.

What Can Be Done to Increase Re-use in the Capital Region?
As can be seen from the above list of organizations, there is ample infrastructure
available to provide opportunities for the re-use of items. These opportunities simply
need to be promoted, and the public needs to be educated about them.

1) Actively promote the organizations in the region which re-use goods and help
publicize and promote the services these organizations provide.
2) The public needs to be educated as to the value of re-use and how to take advantage
of these opportunities.
3) The City of Albany, as well as other municipalities in the region, could make pickups of used furniture and transport it to the Mission storage facility. One might ask,
how can the City justify the expense of collections? The answer is that if the furniture
is not re-used, the City will collect it anyway as part of its garbage collections and it
will end up in the City landfill. Landfilling will be a more expensive solution to the
disposal of used furniture than will collection for re-use.
C. Recycling is at the third next level of the waste management hierarchy.
The concept of recycling is not new and should not be unfamiliar to most people.
However, like other forms of solid waste reduction, it will take a great deal of education
of the public to maximize this method of solid waste reduction. Many people simply do
not have the habit of recycling anything, while others do not think about all the items
which could be recycled. On the other hand, some people are very conscientious about
recycling.
We are all familiar with recycling plastic, metal and glass beverage containers by
returning them to the supermarket or beverage center and receiving the five-cent deposit.
These containers are returned and their deposits collected because consumers recognize
that they have a monetary value. The container deposit system not only helps to reduce
the waste stream, it helps to reduce litter in our communities. Non-deposit containers
made from glass, metal and plastic go into the “blue bin” for collection with household
trash. Paper and cardboard are also collected.
Metal cans (both steel and aluminum) and plastics are commodities which have a value,
though their value fluctuates over time, depending upon global market conditions. Once
they are collected within a municipality, there is the opportunity to generate revenue from
the sale of these commodities, and to use that revenue to further the goals of waste
reduction. In order to accomplish that, the metal, plastics, paper, cardboard and glass are
processed at a materials recovery facility (MRF), where they are sorted, prepared for
shipment and sold. The business model used by municipalities for operating MRF’s and
selling the commodities is very important.
Why Should the Arrangement fo r Processing and Selling Recyclables be Carefully
Designed?
The purpose of recycling is to remove from the waste stream materials which have some
value and which can be re-used in some fashion. These materials are known as
commodities, and may consist of ferrous metals, aluminum, various types of plastics,
glass, cardboard and paper. Some commodities are worth more than others. Commodities

also fluctuate in value over time, depending upon world markets for individual
commodities.
The commodities which are collected through recycling programs come from the citizens,
the taxpayers. The programs are operated for the benefit of the citizens and taxpayers. In
essence, the commodities belong to the citizens and taxpayers.
Therefore, how these commodities are disposed of are of interest to the citizens and
taxpayers. It is the responsibility of the government to look out for the interests of the
citizens and taxpayers, as those interests are not necessarily the same as the interests of
private parties involved in processing and selling the commodities. As is the case with
most areas of government, it is the government’s responsibility to provide the taxpayers
with the best return possible on their tax dollar investment.
The arrangements for owning and operating the Material Recovery Facilities (MRF’s)
and the arrangements for the sale of the commodities recycled must be such that the
taxpayers’ interests are protected. The cost of accomplishing the recovery of materials
must also be low enough to make this task feasible; contracting out the task of operating
the MRF may provide the lowest cost of operation. At the same time, there must be
sufficient incentive that the contractor is rewarded for his efforts, while the taxpayers
interests are protected..
There are specific arrangements or business models which accomplish this. Tompkins
County (New York) and Chittenden Solid Waste District (Vermont) use these models
very successfully. The Onondaga County Resource Recovery Agency (OCRRA) was
operated this way a few years ago and may still be operating this way, though I am not
certain at this point.
The arrangement works this way:
The municipality/solid waste organization owns the MRF and contracts with an
experienced private firm to operate it for a negotiated flat fee. The municipality/solid
waste organization always has at least one person on-site to monitor operations and to act
as the municipality’s/solid waste organization’s on-site representative in day-to-day
operations.
Recovered materials (commodities) are sold by the municipality/solid waste organization
for the best price they can get. The commodities must be aggressively marketed and these
sales must be conducted thoughtfully.
The municipality/solid waste organization and the contractor split the profit after
expenses are paid.
This arrangement has the checks and balances necessary to protect the interests of the two
parties involved (municipality/solid waste organization and the operating contractor) and
provides the necessary incentives for both parties to do the best job they can do. The risks
are shared by both members of the venture, and the rewards are likewise shared. The
model is fair for both parties.
The other part of the model which helps it to be successful is transparency with regard to
all information. Once again, the three municipalities cited above (Tompkins County,
Onondaga County’s OCRRA authority and Chittenden County, Vermont’s Solid Waste

District all provide transparency with regard to operational information and finances.
Information is available on each of their websites as to total tonnages of solid waste,
tonnages of recyclables received, revenue from the sale of recyclables and expenses.
Transparency with the public helps to encourage public cooperation with regard to
recycling and other aspects of the solid waste system.
Recycling Glass
But glass is especially difficult to recycle once it is collected, as uses for it are not widely
known and therefore has little monetary value at this point. Most of it is landfilled.
However, progress is being made in finding new uses for recycled glass.
Andela Products of Richfield Springs, New York, has developed a patented method for
pulverizing glass into different grades so that it can be used for other purposes. Fine
grades of pulverized glass can be used as play sand, as well as a medium for sandblasting.
Pulverized glass can also be used as an aggregate to replace sand and gravel in drainage
applications, as well as in concrete. In addition, pulverized glass, with a size of 3/16-inch
or less, can be used to replace sand in the manufacture of asphalt for the base layer of
asphalt paving in an amount of between five and ten percent by weight of the total asphalt
product.
Andela also has developed a patented method of pulverizing laminated glass windshields,
which should be useful in disposing of waste from autoglass shops.
Andela has developed a second glass collection and pulverizing facility at the Port of
Coeymans, on the Hudson River south of Albany. (Contact Cynthia Andela, President,
Andela Products, 493 State Route 28, Richfield Springs, NY; 315-858-0055;
candela@andelaproducts.com; http://www.andelaproducts.com/)
Dual-stream vs. Single-stream Recycling
There are two basic methods for collecting and processing recyclable materials at a
Materials Recovery Center (MRF): Dual-stream and single-stream.
Under the dual-stream recycling scheme, the citizen separates paper and cardboard from
the cans, plastics and glass, either by using two recycling bins, by placing the papers in a
paper bag on the top of the other recyclables in the recycling bin, or by simply placing the
papers loose on top of the other recyclables in the recycling bin. The two categories of
recyclables are kept separate as they are placed in two separate compartments in the truck
picking them up, and the two categories of recyclables are dumped separately at the
MRF.
Under the single-stream recycling scheme, all of the recyclables (paper and cardboard,
plastic, metal and glass) are mixed in one bin by the citizen, the bin is dumped into a
truck with one compartment when they are picked up, then dumped into one pile at the
MRF. The MRF then sorts these materials into paper, metals, plastics and glass.
While it is true that single-stream recycling decreases the cost of collection of recyclables
and makes the collection more convenient for the hauler, advocates of single-stream
recycling also claim that the convenience of this method increases the recycling rate, i.e.
that citizens recycle more and throw less recyclable material in the trash. However, there

is clear evidence that single-stream recycling results in contamination of paper and
cardboard by residual liquids from bottles and cans, as well as by broken glass which
becomes embedded in the cardboard and paper. The net result is that the paper and
cardboard is less useful to paper and cardboard recyclers at the mills and there fore less
valuable financially.
While single-stream recycling may increase the tonnage of materials going into a MRF,
or the percentage of the solid waste stream going into a MRF, that is not the same as the
tonnage of sorted material coming out of the other end of the MRF. Potentially recyclable
material is lost because of contamination created when paper and cardboard is mixed
with the other materials.
These claims of contamination of paper and cardboard have been substantiated by paper
and cardboard recyclers, as well as by a study conducted by CM Consulting on behalf if
the Container Recycling Institute (CRI).
CRI selected Clarissa Morawski, principal of CM Consulting, to research this issue. Ms.
Morawski is a leading expert on Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR), and has
authored numerous reports on beverage container recovery systems. For this study, Ms.
Morawski reviewed 60 previously-published studies, reports and articles in trade
magazines. Ms. Morawski was interested to find that, as a result of the struggling
economy and plunging market prices for recyclables, she is seeing increased market
sensitivity to quality issues.
“End markets are really starting to quantify their economic losses from poor quality of
material, and from a qualitative perspective, they feel this problem is very serious indeed
and could have an impact on any future investments of capital to increase capacity of
secondary feedstock.”
The report finds that there are many negative downstream impacts of contaminated
feedstock due to the mixing of materials through single-stream curbside collection.
“Basically, the report confirms that you can’t unscramble an egg,” explains CRI
Executive Director Susan Collins. “Once the materials are mixed together in a singlestream recycling system, there will be cross-contamination of materials and significant
glass breakage. Those cross-contamination and breakage issues then result in increased
costs for the secondary processors.”
The CRI report attempts to quantify those costs, but the study acknowledges that there is
a need for more comprehensive data.
“Nor are costs calculated on an apples-to-apples basis, because the tons that are handled
through various recycling systems are not necessarily the same as the tons recycled”
Collins observed. “If you take the contaminants out of the equation, the cost per ton
recycled increases. With such high contaminant levels, some of these recycling systems
are merely shifting costs to the paper mills, aluminum manufacturers, glass beneficiation
facilities and glass manufacturers, and plastics recyclers.”
“To date, the impacts on various collection methods—source-separated curbside,
commingled curbside, deposit/return—on the quality of materials destined for recycling
have not been formally researched and documented. In fact, rarely is “material quality” or

the “end-destination” of the material considered by government decision-makers when
choosing an appropriate recycling system.”
The report (“Understanding economic and environmental impacts of single-stream
collection systems”) is also available for viewing on the Container Recycling Institute’s
website: http://www.container-recycling.org/
So, the question is, “Are the Citizens being best-served by dual-stream or single-steam
recycling?” While more research needs to be done, it appears that single-stream recycling
does not have all the advantages claimed by proponents.
D. Composting is at the fourth level of the waste management hierarchy.
Composting or organic waste can be performed with yard waste (such as grass clippings,
hedge trimmings, leaves, etc.) and with food waste. Collection of yard waste for
composting is a common practice nowadays, though no municipalities in New York State
currently collect waste food for composting. It is desirable to collect waste food and
compost it in order to remove it from the larger waste stream, as it is one of the most
active ingredients in generating methane in landfills and makes recycling other materials
in the mixed waste stream more difficult. The percentage of waste food which can be
collected and composted seems to vary widely, depending upon who is doing it.
After recycling, the amount of food waste disposed is approximately 37% of all waste
disposed. (From Beyond Recycling
http://beyondrecycling.org/pdf_files/FinalReport.pdf)
The big question is, what is a reasonable percentage of recovery of the food waste to
composting or other organics recycling system. San Francisco, which most of us think of
as so progressive, recovers about 40% of residential food waste. Toronto, Canada
recovers about 70%! See ‘Beyond Recycling’ for more information.
So with a very strong residential collection program, we are talking about 37%
multiplied by about 50% recovery which is approximately 15-20% of the disposed
material. It is unknown how much Albany disposes each year.
Commercial Composting of Waste Food - In some parts of the country, commercial
composting of waste food from food processors, institutions and restaurants has been
successfully undertaken. One of the most successful of these is Peninsula Compost
Group, which operates a facility in the Port of Wilmington, Delaware. Peninsula’s
Wilmington facility has not yet operated a year and designed with a capacity of 600 tons
per day.
As of June, 2010, they were receiving approximately 300 tons per day and growing.
Peninsula receives waste food from a 100 mile radius of Wilmington. It attracts
customers by offering tipping fees which are lower than what would be charged at
commercial landfills, thereby saving the customers money on disposal. The finished
compost, which takes eight weeks to process, is sold by the truckload for landscaping

purposes. Peninsula employs the Gore method of composting, which utilizes the patented
Gore fabric to cover the composting windrows while they age. The fabric retains the heat
generated by the aerobic process, as well as the moisture in the composting material.
(Contact: Scott Woods, CEO, Peninsula Compost Group, (917)678-6947;
scott.woods@peninsula-compost.com; http://www.peninsulacompostcompany.com/)
Collection of res idential waste food (as opposed to institutional and commercial food
processors) is the most difficult part of composting. But, it is being done in metropolitan
areas like San Francisco and Toronto, so it is possible to do. It just requires more
organization and better management than ordinary recycling or trash disposal.
Incremental Implementation of Waste Food Collection – The best way to implement
waste food collection is to use an incremental approach, depending upon the sources of
waste food:
1) Food Processors and S upermarkets – Food processors, distributors of fresh fruits
and vegetables, as well as supermarkets, may provide the easiest opportunity for
diversion of organic waste. They generally produce fairly large volumes, the waste
has not been cooked and therefore will not putrify as readily during transportation and
handling, and the producers have a distinct financial incentive to divert it from the
rest of the solid waste stream. Collection from supermarket chains should be fairly
easy to organize. Perhaps the largest supplier of food waste to Peninsula Composting
at this time is the food processing industry.
2) Institutional Sources of Waste Food
– Since institutions, such as colleges,
universities, hospitals, jails and prisons are sources of large volumes of waste food
and have a distinct financial incentive to lower their solid waste disposal costs, they
should be the next highest priority in implementing a waste food collection program.
These sources may also provide some fairly large quantities of organic waste.
3) Restaurants and Bars – Restaurants and bars also have a distinct financial incentive
to lower their solid waste disposal costs, and they should be the next highest priority
in implementing a waste food collection program. These sources will probably
provide a modest, though important, source of organic waste reduction.
4) Residential Food Waste – Residential food waste, while it may provide a very large
aggregate volume of organic waste, is the most difficult to collect. Each residence
provides a fairly small volume of organic waste each week, and the environment in
which it is collected is more difficult to control. Because of the large numbers of
individual collections of small quantities of organic waste, there is more opportunity
for undesirable odors to be created, and more opportunity for the odors to escape into
the environment.
What is Composting – Composting is a natural biologic process whereby organic
material deteriorates into simpler carbon materials because of the action of microbes.
Composting is an aerobic process, which means it requires the presence of oxygen and
does not produce methane as a byproduct. In contrast, what occurs inside a landfill is
anaerobic, i.e. it is a process which does not use oxygen, and its byproduct is methane.

Methane is also produced in a controlled environment in an “anaerobic digester”, a
device used to generate methane which, in turn, is used as an energy source.
How Compost is Proc essed – Producing a mature or “finished” compost from organic
waste requires careful monitoring of conditions inside the compost pile, or windrow. The
monitoring can be accomplished using electronic probes which reach into the center of
the windrow and record the temperature and humidity of the material. Maintaining a
record of the temperature and humidity during the course of the composting process will
also be useful in documenting its quality when it is sold.
The temperature of the center of the windrow should be maintained in a range of 120-150
degrees Fahrenheit. This temperature range not only promotes the biologic processes of
composting to proceed expeditiously, it kills pathogens in the composting material. If the
temperature at the core of the windrow gets too high (i.e. about 150 degrees F), there is a
danger of fire (“spontaneous combustion”) and the temperature should be lowered. The
temperature of the material is lowered by turning the windrow so that the hotter, inner
material is on the outside and exposed to air, and the cooler outer material is moved to the
center of the windrow.
The composting windrow can be additionally aerated by forcing air through the windrow
using various arrangements. This will also help to maintain a constant, desirable
temperature.
Categories of Compost – There are two distinct categories of compost, defined by the
sources of the organic materials which are composted:
1) Class I Compost – is derived from food waste and yard waste only.
2) Class II Compost – is derived from food waste and yard waste, but also includes
sewage sludge.
Class II Compost is prohibited from being used for any kind of agricultural purposes.
Common uses for it are on golf courses and other landscaping applications. One of the
principle reasons Class II compost is prohibited from being used in agriculture is that it
may include heavy metals, commonly found in sewage systems.
The Value of Compost - Like recyclable commodities, mature or “finished” compost has
an economic and socially beneficial value. Compost can be used for agricultural
purposes, for landscaping, for erosion control and, if sold in small quantities on the retail
market, for individual backyard gardens. It may be sold by the truckload (60-70 cubic
yards), or it may be sold by the 20-lb. bag. Depending upon what applications it qualifies
for (i.e. is the compost a Class I or a Class II Compost), it may have various monetary
values.
Delaware County reports that they sell their Class II compost at their facility for around
$10 per cubic yard, but offer volume discounts for truckload sales for perhaps $5 per
cubic yard. The Cornell University Waste Management Institute, which collects
information on compost sales and pricing, reports that Class I compost may range from
$7 per cubic yard (for immature compost) to $50 per cubic yard (a value-added product
which would have fertilizer value). Cornell also reports that the highest-value compost is

vermicompost (compost produced by worms), which may sell for as much as $300 per
cubic yard. The majority of Class I compost sells for $12-25 per cubic yard.
Compost also has a beneficial environmental value which is not easily quantifiable. Our
soils, over time, erode because of human habitation and rainwater. These soils also lose
their ability to retain water, as well as minerals and other nutrients needed for plant
growth. By applying quality compost to areas appropriately, these desirable qualities are
returned to the soil.

Public Education, Program Outreach, and Enforcement of Recycling Laws
Continued enforcement of the local laws mandating source separation for recycling
through a system of public education and outreach is essential to having a successful
recycling program.
A. The Recycling Team
A professional recycling team must be employed to spread the recycling message and
bring technical assistance to the residents, schools, and businesses.
Depending upon the size of the solid waste district, several Recycling Specialists must be
employed to explore inquiries and complaints about business, apartment, and institutional
recycling. These personnel visit local businesses, apartment complexes, and schools to
offer assistance in designing recycling programs as well as free recycling containers and
decals. In addition, a large solid waste district should employ a New York State certified
teacher, who should speak to thousands of students in hundreds of classrooms each year.
When needed, Enforcement Officers must be available to supplement the efforts of the
business and apartment Recycling Specialists. An Enforcement Officer would call on
businesses and apartment buildings when it is determined that other approaches have not
resulted in cooperation. Each enforcement officer would spend a significant portion of
the week inspecting loads of solid waste at the solid waste district’s tipping station(s) or
disposal facility to ensure that those loads containing recyclables are issued warnings
and/or violations. Recycling Specialists will visit any waste generator that may be in
violation to determine the source of the problem and to assist in designing a recycling
program which will capture the mandated recyclables.
B. Communications
In order to maintain a high recycling rate, frequent communications from the solid waste
organization is necessary to advise those who recently moved to the area as to the local
recycling rules, to remind current residents of what’s recyclable, and to inform the public
of special events.
To keep the public informed of the recycling program, an ongoing and extensive public
communication program must be established. This communication program may consist
of an advertising campaign focusing on humor and basic recycling rules, or it may use
other approaches.
It has been shown that it is important to provide a public message that promotes the
“why” of recycling and the difference one person can make in preserving natural

resources for future generations. The advertising/educational campaign should emphasize
the solid waste organization’s website as a community resource.
C. The Value of Early Childhood Recycling Education
While it is important and even essential to have a recycling educational effort directed at
all age groups in the population, it is especially important to begin recycling education in
early grade school. This is the period during which children form their habits of life,
including healthcare habits, dental care habits, nutritional habits and so forth. If children
are taught the importance of recycling and the basic principles of recycling during this
period, what they learn will stick with them for the rest of their lives. It will be important
to remind these people of the importance of recycling and the principles of recycling, as
they grow and mature, but this will only require reminders. It won’t be case of educating
them “from scratch”.
The Importance of Commercial Recycling
In Albany, most of the public discussion about recycling seems to involve residential
recycling. While residential recycling is important, that segment of the solid waste stream
does not have the greatest potential for recovering significant volumes of discarded
material. The largest volume of recyclable material is probably on the commercial
recycling area (including multiple-unit dwellings), based upon the experience of other
recycling programs. The Onondaga County (OCRRA) recycling program is a case in
point:
For the calendar year 2009, OCRRA calculated a recycling rate of 64 percent. That is, 64
percent of the solid waste stream was recycled, while 36 percent was disposed of in some
other fashion.
In addition, OCRRA provides the following breakdown of recycling for residential vs.
commercial sources of material:
Curbside recycling (primarily residential recycling)
Commercial recycling (primarily business recycling)
Total

42, 014 tons
539,467 tons
___________
581,481 tons

42,014 tons/581,481 tons = 7 percent
539,467 tons/581,467 tons = 93 percent
So, for the OCRRA recycling program, which is a decidedly ambitious recycling
program, only seven percent of the recycled materials are the result of residential
recycling, while 93 percent of the recycled materials are the result of commercial
recycling.
To look at this situation in terms of the overall solid waste stream, 581,481 tons is 64
percent. Therefore, OCRRA’s total solid waste stream for 2009 was 908,564 tons, of
which 42,014 tons was residential recycled material while 539,467 tons was commercial
recycled material.

Residential recycled material accounted for 42,014 tons/908,564 tons = 4.6 percent, while
commercial recycled material accounted for 539,467 tons/908,564 tons = 59.4 percent of
the total solid waste stream. Meanwhile, 327,083 tons was disposed of in some other
way.
While there may be some variation from community to community in terms of the
percentage of the solid waste stream which is recyclable, the proportions are probably
very similar to OCRRA’s.
There are conclusions which may be drawn from the above information:
1) As much as we may try to improve the rate of residential recycling, it is impossible to
significantly improve the overall recycling rate of the total non-organic portion of the
solid waste stream by more than a few percent. This does not mean that the
improvement of residential recycling should not be pursued, but we should recognize
it s limits in improving the overall recycling rate.
2) There is great potential for recovering recyclable materials from the commercial
sector of the solid waste stream. The commercial sector deserves as much of the
educational and enforcement resources as the residential sector, and more.
Mandatory source separation of recyclables from commercial, industrial and institutional
sources was established when Section 313-16 was added to the City Code on October 1,
1990. Multiple-unit dwellings of more than four units are considered commercial
buildings and are subject to this section of the recycling ordinance. Multiple-unit
dwellings of four or fewer units are subject to the same provisions of the recycling
ordinance which applies to individual residences.
So, Albany’s ordinance covering commercial recycling (Section 313-16 of the City Code)
has been in effect since 1990 (20 years ago!), yet it has never been seriously enforced. In
fact, there is not information available on what the recycling rate is for the commercial
sector of the solid waste stream.
When Are the Benefits of Recycling the Greatest?
While the materials recovered by recycling and sold are in fact commodities which have
value, there is more to the equation that just the value of the commodities. If there are
added costs involved in recycling, these detract from the net value of the individual
commodities:
1) If the commodities coming out of the MRF are of poor quality because of
contamination or some other similar factor, the commodities will not bring as good a
price when they are sold.
2) If the recycled materials need to be shipped a significant distance for processing at a
MRF, the costs involved in that shipping will affect the net value of the commodities.
Transportation of low-grade materials over long distances can add significant costs
for recycling and solid waste.
The conclusion can be made that recycling’s benefits are strongest when the recycling
process is local.

Reduction of Construction and Demolition Waste (C&D)
Construction and demolition waste accounts for a very significant portion of the solid
waste stream. An emerging industry which has the potential for significantly reducing
C&D in the waste stream is that of “building deconstruction”. There are now firms which
specialize in deconstructing (rather than demolishing) buildings, i.e. the buildings are
taken apart carefully and as many parts of the buildings as possible are re-used. While
some of these projects involve the deconstruction of entire buildings, others involve
partial deconstruction of buildings for the purpose of renovation. Building sizes range
from residences to large office and university buildings.
One such firm, Institutional Recycling Network (IRN), plans and manages deconstruction
projects, and finds end-users for the recycled materials. Some of the items recycled by
IRN follow:

Furniture and Furnishings

Architectural Salvage, Casework, Cabinetry

Formed Concrete (including
rebar)

Ferrous Scrap (Structural Steel, Rebar, Steel Framing)

Brick and Block

Non-Ferrous Scrap (Plumbing, HVAC, Electric)

Asphalt Pavement

Gypsum Wallboard

Dimensional Lumber and
Plywood

Commercial (Membrane), Metal, and Slate Roofing

Engineered Wood Products

Asphalt Roofing Shingles

Treated Wood

Wood and Metal Doors and Windows

Ceramics (sinks, toilets)

Universal Wastes (Fluorescent Lamps, Ballasts,
Batteries)

Mixed Construction Debris

This approach allows renovation projects to be undertaken using recycled materials and
actually saves on total project costs. The rate of recycling in these projects may range
from 75 percent to 97 percent, and thereby keeps large volumes of material out of
landfills.
The Role of State Government in Recycling and Composting
While no formal study information is available, anecdotal evidence indicates that New
York State government heavily to the problem of solid waste disposal in the Albany area.
State employees do not receive enough recycling education and recycling is not enforced.
As a consequence, many recyclable materials (especially paper) end up in the landfill
when they could be recycled into new products. Similarly, large quantities of organic
materials are landfilled when they could be composted.

Summary
In summary, the City of Albany has the opportunity to devise and implement a state-ofthe-art system for waste reduction, re-use and recycling which will benefit its residents
for decades to come. The City’s leaders should seize the opportunity and lead Albany
into a new era.
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November 19, 2010

John Marsolais
City Clerk
City of Albany
Albany City Hall
Albany, NY 12207
& Members of the Albany Common Council
Re: Proposed Solid Waste Management Plan for the Capital Region Solid Waste Management
Partnership

Dear Mr. Marsolais and Members of the Albany Common Council,
We urge the Common Council to reject this Solid Waste Management Plan and call for
specific amendments. First we will delineate some of the most egregious problems with the draft
Solid Waste Management Plan.
Background
Albany has operated with an informal consortium, known as ANSWERS for a long time. Now
the name is being changed to the Capital Region Solid Waste Partnership but little about this
arrangement has changed substantively. Albany has operated a landfill under several modified
enforcement agreements that have allowed increased capacity for waste disposal. At the same
time the consortium was supposed to be making other long term arrangements including another
landfill while simultaneously increasing recycling programs. All of Albany’s long term planning
for another landfill and for creating a waste authority starting in 1989 has failed. Instead as the
deadlines for landfill closure loomed, there was always a new “crisis” to justify extending the
landfill’s life.
We believe the primary reason for this failure is that Albany has operated the landfill as a cash
cow that pays for the City’s operational expenses. Thus the City has little long term motivation
to properly manage solid waste. Albany’s need for current income always trumped the need to
close the existing landfill. And so we now enter a new phase in which the state is saying you
A Clean Environment* Green Purchasing* Pollution Prevention* Healthy People* Green Jobs* Zero Waste
A Healthy Economy* A Sustainable Future

must change the way you are managing waste and Albany’s need for current income has
worsened.
Current Economic Setting
The national and global economic crisis has been felt severely at the state level, particularly
given the significant role Wall Street plays in New York State’s economy. New York State is
witnessing deficits never seen before and simultaneously local governments at every level are
suffering. The City of Albany needs lower expenses and jobs and economic development now.
Albany desperately needs an economic development plan that creates jobs, and increased income
for the city, while replacing the former cash cow that the landfill represents. We have offered to
arrange for Neil Seldman of the Institute for Local Self Reliance to come and meet with City
officials about the opportunities offered by preserving materials in the waste stream. He has
worked for EPA and published numerous reports which are available on the website
www.ilsr.org. He is a national leader on the issue of “Waste to Wealth.” He has worked with a
number of local communities to develop eco-industrial parks that maximize the recovery and use
of materials in the waste stream for remanufacturing.
This clearly was not one of the alternatives that was studied in this solid waste management plan.
Given the economic climate, failing to seriously examine the opportunities for economic
development is irresponsible to taxpayers but most of all for the many people currently
unemployed in the region. We include our Jobs Factsheet for information on jobs in reuse,
recycling and remanufacturing in the Attachments.
Serious Long Term Solid Waste Planning Is Undermined by a hidden agenda
The mandates of state law and implementing regulations were designed to create a situation
where careful and transparent analysis of a community’s solid waste situation and the various
options would help guide future long term decisions.
Such planning requires careful analyses based on accurate information, honesty and transparent
presentation of information to the public and their public officials so that they can make
decisions about solid waste management. . Albany’s case is a particularly egregious example of
how planning can go through the motions, but in the end subvert the entire intent of the law.
A plan that showed in detail that Albany and its partner communities could expand zero waste
programs to reduce, reuse, recycle and compost the majority of the waste as a least cost option is
not a plan that Albany’s consultants wanted to produce. A plan that actually showed the
environmental benefits of doing so and the social benefits including jobs would then require that
the City pursue zero waste programs.
A hidden agenda and purpose for Albany’s solid waste management planning effort was to
establish another Cash Cow for Albany, a solid waste AUTHORITY and secondarily to build a
large solid waste treatment facility that will provide large fees for engineering consultants. The
public and taxpayers will not benefit from a $554 million solid waste facility (likely an
INCINERATOR) which will saddle them with capital debt for 30 years.
While the consultants may be telling the City that they will get a Cash Cow, the reality is far
different and we refer you to recent news stories regarding the Harrisburg, PA incinerator and the
Camden, NJ incinerator. See Attachments to this letter.
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Albany’s consultants knew at the outset that the public opposed incineration, and newer types of
similar thermal technologies- gasification, pyrolysis and plasma arc. They also knew that the
public fully supported zero waste programs. So if they wanted to actually build some type of
thermal technology, the only way to do so was to propose a Solid Waste Authority. An authority
has two unique characteristics—once established it is completely unaccountable to the public.
The public gets no say in future decisions and none of their financial dealings are open to the
public.
So by calling for an authority Albany consultants are saying they don’t like democracy and
democratic processes. Once an authority is established any bad project and any amount of money
can be spent on it without voter approval.
Thus the entire Long Term Planning Effort was undermined by a hidden agenda, to advance a
large solid waste facility for an expanded multi-county waste shed.
Advancing Two Proposals the Public does not want: A Solid Waste Authority and a likely
Incinerator
There has been a great deal of focus on authorities in New York State in recent years. The
legislature has supported reform measures. In August of 2010 NYS Comptroller DiNapoli
issued a report on public authorities in New York State. Outstanding public authority debt totals
over $214 billion. Even more astounding is the fact that 94% of all state-funded debt was issued
by public authorities without voter approval, reflecting an average increase of 9% per year since
1985.
At this time public concerns about the lack of public accountability associated with authorities is
actually overwhelmed by financial concerns by well positioned public officials. So it remains at
least somewhat surprising that this Solid Waste Plan continued to advance the idea of an
Authority. Although in this case the Plan does admit that municipalities are on the hook for any
budget shortfalls created by authorities. But when viewed in the context of what the consultants
really want to propose—a massive incinerator-- it is understandable. The Albany public having
succeeded in closing down the terribly polluting ANSWERS incinerator in 1994 would not want
to repeat that mistake. If the consultants want to build an incinerator in Albany, they must
advance an authority.
Advancing a Plan that the Public fundamentally does not want and that proposes to
exclude the public about future decisions requires misrepresentation of the facts.
The first major lie in the Solid Waste Plan is that the only way to proceed with any long
term management plan is through a Solid Waste Authority.
The City of Albany’s Environmental Counsel, Ruth Leistensnider, Esq. was asked to prepare a
memo regarding flow control and possible implementing options.
She presented those options at a meeting of the Solid Waste Management Committee.
Unfortunately the Plan as written chose to selectively remove any reference to other options
presented by the City’s own counsel and to present only the option of an authority.
We wish to emphasize that all that is really needed for the consortium to work together on a long
term waste management plan is to adopt matching municipal ORDINANCES, which stipulate
the solid waste plan and implementation for the consortium and clarify responsibilities,
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authorities for each partner and overall objectives. This could be accomplished in as little as 6
months if the partners have the interest.
As the Plan does detail the Towns of Smithtown and Huntington have created Solid Waste
Districts and exercise contractual flow control to ensure that waste is delivered to designated
facilities to ensure that waste reduction and recycling are fully funded. Solid waste districts are
also used in Vermont.
In Tompkins County an annual solid waste fee is levied on residents, businesses and institutions.
This annual fee combined with revenues enables funding of an aggressive waste reduction and
recycling program. However, the consultants determined that this would not be practical because
every municipality would need to agree on an annual fee and a mechanism for collecting it.
Apparently the consultants believe that this would represent an impossible task when the
municipalities currently are supposed to be coordinating waste reduction and recycling programs,
and enforcing recycling requirements. The question is – is it really easier to just cede complete
control to an authority and agree to pay whatever bill and whatever shortfall that develops than to
work on an agreement on a fee and collection mechanism?
And here is the major question- who is interested in this larger regional waste authority than
encompasses several counties? Half of the partner communities in the current partnership have
not showed much more than minimal interest in the proceedings.
Absolutely nothing has been included in this waste plan that demonstrates the continued
commitment of partnership entities to working together to implement a collective waste plan.
The only document we are aware of is the Intermunicipal agreement, which has not been made
available in the Plan. Because it has not been made available we cannot determine whether
sufficient authority and accountability exists within the partnership currently
.
This Plan is advancing an idea for a larger partnership by proceeding from the top down—calling
for legislation to establish an authority—rather that by working from the bottom up to establish a
basis of support in participating communities. Currently even those within the so-called
partnership are uninvolved.
The Second Problem for any serious solid waste plan is that you have to present factual
information and careful analysis.
Now the Consultants have a serious problem because incineration is the most expensive solid
waste management method available and stories in the media are documenting the problems.
Please see attachments for these stories Here we list just some of the factual problems with the
analyses presented in the Plan.

Total Recycling 118, 645 tons (2008)
Total Disposal 202,727 tons or 664 TPD, tons per day
31% of garbage delivered for disposal was designated recyclables or 206 tons.
Another 30 % has been estimated by this plan to constitute food waste and other paper, all of
which is compostable.
If recyclables were recycled, this leaves 458 tons per day to be managed.
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If the compostables are composted this leaves just 259 tons per day. But this doesn’t address the
fact that yard waste was not properly counted. The current partnership is too small to enable the
building of a large solid waste facility.
Yard waste was not properly accounted for.
The waste characterization study if you can call it that was extremely limited and inadequate for
any long term plan. A five day survey in February is not representative of all seasons for an
entire year. It especially should not be used to represent the Yard waste for the Capital District,
since yard waste is not collected in the middle of winter. The Plan only accounted for yard waste
generated in the Town of Bethlehem-14,000 tons and the City of Albany- 5600 tons. In the
absence of data the plan should have assumed that other jurisdictions are generating similar
quantities and much of it entering the mixed waste stream unless there is evidence to the
contrary. Appropriately treating yard waste would increase the maximum recycling possible
from designated recyclables.
Regulation and Enforcement regarding Commercial haulers is supposed to be an essential
part of the new program but there are few details in the Plan and no evidence of a developed
program for all of the partnership communities. 25% of Albany’s housing stock is in multifamily
buildings with 4+ units that are picked up by private carters.
All of the new Recycling Initiatives are poorly defined and not matched by any information
about what is happening within partnership communities. Since a new website with this
information was supposed to be developed it would have been nice to mention it in the plan.
Maximize Recycling. The Plan says it believes that the maximum that can be reached is 65%.
San Francisco is already above 75% recycling. The major element to changing the rate is to
target 100% of the waste stream for recycling. But Waste reduction and Reuse have largely been
left out of this plan and are essential zero waste programs. All zero waste programs in
combination are the key to higher diversion rates and lower costs.
Cost Distortions in the Analysis
For the Onondoga incinerator the Plan somehow manages to leave out payment on the capital
costs. This change would make the cost per ton over $80, not $41. It is not a surprise to find that
the cost analysis for scenario #3 shows the lowest cost per ton. Such pre construction estimates
don’t often reflect reality or future maintenance and repairs requiring millions of dollars in
further investment.
However, there is always an advantage to economies of scale and we believe a more realistic
scenario could have been constructed with more organic waste composting under For food scraps
alone, the amount should be around 200 TPD, and a facility also doing yard waste should have
been considered for Scenario #2 that would have shown substantial cost advantages over
scenario #3.
However, as we know from experience with incinerators built with excess capacity—shortfalls in
tonnage are a real problem for the sponsoring community. This has caused Washington and
Warren counties to pay for waste shortfalls at the Hudson Falls Incinerator and a similar situation
at the Dutchess County Resource Recovery Incinerator.
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Lastly, we have included the New Yorkers for Zero Waste Platform, which indicates the
level of support Zero waste currently has. It also call for a moratorium similar to the one
that Massachusetts has and includes newer thermal technologies.
Thank you for your attention.
Sincerely,

Barbara
Executive

J. Warren
Director

Attachment #1 Harrisburg’s Incinerator leads toward bankruptcy
Harrisburg's Failed Infrastructure Project
A new incinerator was supposed to earn Harrisburg, Pa., $1 billion. Instead, it’s a cautionary tale
for what happens when an infrastructure project goes bad. John Buntin | November 2010
Standing atop Market Square Plaza, an 18-story skyscraper that opened in 2005 in downtown
Harrisburg, Pa., former Mayor Stephen Reed surveys the city he built.
“That’s Harrisburg University,” he says, pointing north to an impressive 16-story building that
houses the university he almost single-handedly created five years ago. Restaurants and bars
stretch west to the state Capitol. Virtually every one was built on his watch. “Three-quarters of
the lots on this street were vacant -- unused,” says Reed of one restaurant-filled artery. Vacancies
lined many other streets too. Things were so desperate in Harrisburg when he took office in 1982
that on his first day as mayor, he found on his desk a plan for declaring municipal bankruptcy.
He ignored it and today Harrisburg is a city transformed. Upscale hotels, Class A office
buildings, bars and restaurants fill the streets near the Capitol building. The old Holiday Inn,
which was on the cusp of being transformed into a complex with a strip club on the bottom two
floors and subsidized housing above, is now a Crowne Plaza, one of the city’s two convention
hotels. Lawyers and lobbyists occupy the historic federalist townhouses that look out over the
Susquehanna River. Bicycle-riding hipsters and state employees walking to work share the
narrow sidewalks of the historic district. The renaissance is Reed’s legacy.
Yet despite the outward signs of prosperity, all is not well in Harrisburg. Last year, after 28 years
as mayor, Reed was turned out of office. Several things contributed to his downfall, among them
a rising dissatisfaction with Reed’s autocratic management style and an economy gone sour. But
what really doomed Reed’s bid for an eighth term in office was an infrastructure project gone
bad.
In 2003, the Harrisburg Authority, a public entity charged with providing solid waste
management services and whose board was handpicked by the mayor, approved a plan to retrofit
Harrisburg’s incinerator for $120 million. Today Harrisburg, a city of about 49,000, owes more
than $280 million on the project and has amassed a per capita debt burden more than three times
the second most indebted city in the state, Philadelphia.
Harrisburg isn’t alone in piling up debt. Over the past five years, state and local governments
have been on an epic borrowing binge, bringing outstanding debt to a formidable $2.4 trillion -that’s a 35 percent increase since 2005.
There’s nothing inherently wrong with borrowing money, particularly to build infrastructure.
Done properly, it’s one of the best tools governments have to boost productivity and by
extension, raise incomes. Done improperly, there’s no better way to destroy a balance sheet. And
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that’s where Harrisburg is today. Pennsylvania’s capital is teetering on the edge of bankruptcy, a
prospect that has spooked bond markets and worried Gov. Ed Rendell, who recently warned that
“If Harrisburg fails, every other municipality in Pennsylvania is in danger.”
The story of Harrisburg’s debt-driven downfall is a cautionary tale of how a city -- even one run
by a mayor who considers himself a builder -- can fall prey to the vagaries of a large-scale
project. It also raises provocative questions about the context in which key decisions are made: Is
Harrisburg the victim of fraud and malfeasance? Or is it the victim of a political climate so
poisonous as to make problem solving impossible?
Harrisburg Gambles on a Resource Recovery Facility
For more than three decades, the city incinerator’s lone smokestack has stood in the center of
south Harrisburg. Technically it’s not an incinerator at all, but a waste-to-energy resource
recovery facility that burns garbage and uses the heat released to generate electricity. When it
opened in 1972, the plant was seen as a way to convert what is a municipal expense -- garbage
disposal -- into a profitable product -- electricity. But the project seemed troubled from the
beginning. Breakdowns were frequent. Tests established that the dark plumes of smoke that
occasionally wafted over the city were rich in mercury and dioxins, two highly toxic materials.
By the time Reed took office, the incinerator was actively losing money.
Reed managed to stabilize operations and return the incinerator to the black by bringing in more
professional management. In the early 1990s, the city sold the facility to the Harrisburg
Authority. Doing so provided a cash infusion into the city coffers and moved the politically
sensitive task of raising trash disposal rates out of elected officials’ hands. But the incinerator
soon encountered a new problem -- more stringent emissions standards of the newly amended
Clean Air Act. At first, the city scrambled for a loophole: It sought to be “derated” by reducing
its burn rate to no more than 500 tons a day. But one of its two boiler units continued to struggle
to meet U.S. Environmental Protection Agency dioxin guidelines. In December 2003,
environmental regulators shut the facility down until standards could be met.
Local environmentalists, worried about the potential health problems associated with the facility,
argued for leaving it shuttered. But there was a problem with that approach. The city still owed
$104 million on it. As a result, the city’s elected leaders faced a choice. They could shutter or
sell the facility at a loss, a course of action that would cause city leaders budgetary pressures.
They would either have to reduce spending or increase taxes. Or they could double down on the
incinerator, issuing $120 million in new debt to retrofit and expand the facility in order to
generate new revenues that would cover both the old and new notes.
The city decided to double down.
In 2004, the Harrisburg Authority awarded the contract to retrofit the incinerator’s two existing
boiler trains and build a third unit to Barlow Projects Inc., based in Fort Collins, Colo. Barlow
Projects had developed a patented boiler and stoker technology that minimized moving parts (a
common cause of breakdowns) and provided innovative pollution controls. But what made
Barlow’s offer most compelling was its price: The company was willing to build the new facility
for $77 million -- about one-third less than other major players in the industry.
To Reed, Barlow checked out. True, it had never built a project as large as the one Harrisburg
envisioned, but the company had a good track record with smaller projects. Its founder and CEO,
James Barlow, an electrical engineer and ordained minister, was a man of impressive conviction.
Engineering firms hired by the city, authority and county signed off on the technology and
certified it at that price, modernizing the incinerator and expanding its capacity would cover the
note’s costs.
Not everyone was smitten with Barlow’s offer. Fred Clark, a Reed protégé and a member of the
Harrisburg Authority, was worried by the low-ball bid. “It was $40 million less than the other
bids,” says Clark. “You don’t have to be a rocket scientist to think, ‘What the hell?’”
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Another Reed protégé, newly elected councilwoman Linda Thompson, who is now Harrisburg’s
mayor, was worried too. When the Harrisburg Authority went to the City Council with a request
for the city to guarantee a $120 million bond for the retrofit, Thompson hesitated. Ultimately
though, Barlow’s bid seemed to offer the only affordable way for the city to proceed. “I kept
coming to the conclusion that there was no way we could pay for this, particularly if we had to
ask the taxpayers to pay for it,” Thompson says.
In short, Harrisburg’s residents were simply too poor to pay a higher price. If the plant cost more,
the authority wouldn’t be able to pay off the note. So despite her reservations, Thompson joined
five of her seven colleagues on the City Council in voting “yes.” The county signed on too, as a
secondary guarantor for some $95 million in debt. Responsibility for overseeing the retrofit fell
to the Harrisburg Authority and its five-member board. But de facto responsibility resided with
the mayor, who appointed all of the board members.
By 2005, Reed had become the capital’s indispensable man, the Richard Daley of Harrisburg.
But the arbitrary nature of his reign was put on display when Reed used Harrisburg Authority
money to purchase items for a rather exotic economic development initiative: a Wild West
museum that would include a replica of Tombstone, Ariz., on the day of the famous shootout at
the OK Corral. Unbeknownst to the public, Reed had spent more than $7 million purchasing
such items as the gates of the OK Corral and gambler Doc Holliday’s dentist chair for the
museum, using funds provided by the Harrisburg Authority. But even such extravagant rule
bending failed to dent Reed’s popularity or reputation for competence. A May 2005 editorial in
the local Patriot-News described Reed as “practically a legend in his own time” and asked where
Harrisburg would be “without the juggler in chief?”
Meanwhile, the incinerator retrofit was falling apart.
The Missing Performance Bond
There are numerous ways state and local governments seek to ensure that contractors perform
their work correctly on large infrastructure projects. One is to hire a project manager.
Unfortunately for Harrisburg, Barlow Projects was its own project manager. From the beginning,
it struggled to oversee local subcontractors and manage a project far larger than any it had ever
done before.
Another means is to write a contract that fines companies for failing to meet deadlines.
Harrisburg’s contract with Barlow included provisions of this sort, but there was a problem the
city had not anticipated: The company was too financially shaky to pay such fines.
A third provision is to withhold a retainage fee, typically 10 percent of the total cost of the
project, until the job is completed. The Harrisburg Authority’s contract included a provision that
left $7 million in its hands. But in late 2005, the authority released the money to the struggling
company as part of a desperate effort to help it complete the project.
A fourth provision that most municipalities insist upon -- and probably the most important -- is
for a performance bond, which protects against loss in case the contract’s terms aren’t filled. It
was here that the Harrisburg project went terribly wrong. Barlow didn’t qualify to be bonded.
Rather than stop the process altogether, city officials and the authority devised a workaround.
Instead of a performance bond that a bank or insurance company would guarantee up to the bond
limit in the event of a default, the city cobbled together a series of less impressive guarantees.
According to Thompson, the City Council never knew the performance bond was missing.
“Countless hours of tapes prove that the council went through very intensive public hearings,”
she says. “How that got away from us is mind-boggling to me.” But Clark says the lack of a
performance bond was something discussed, and that even though the city’s legal counsel OK’ed
it, it should have been a red flag. “It didn’t have a performance bond, ‘Hello!’” he says.
By late 2006, the project’s construction was not going well. On-site problems at the incinerator
could no longer be ignored. That December at Reed’s behest, the board voted to fire Barlow
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Projects and bring in a major national player, Covanta Energy, to take over the project. When the
Covanta team arrived at the site, it was shocked by what it found.
“I don’t want to say I was scared,” says Covanta Vice President Jim Klecko, “but I had
reservations about physically going through the facility.” Streams of water flowed through the
facility, amidst piles of ash. Worse of all, the all-important third boiler had been “completely
scavenged” to maintain the two existing boiler units. The third boiler was the linchpin of the plan
to pay the note by expanding burning capacity from roughly 530 to 800 tons a day. But with the
third boiler incomplete, the facility was operating at about two-thirds capacity and losing roughly
$1 million dollars a month.
Rather than address the problem, the City Council and mayor went to war.
Indentifying the Root of the Incinerator's Failure
To Reed, the failure of the incinerator retrofit was a regrettable but unforeseeable engineering
failure. When asked, “What went wrong?” Reed demures, saying, “to this day, I must tell you
candidly, I have yet to hear a rational explanation.”
The City Council, led by Thompson, who later became the council president, and thenCouncilmember Dan Miller, identified a different root problem -- the mayor’s leadership style.
To Thompson and Miller, Reed had built a house of cards. “Everybody was so impressed with
the new buildings and additional restaurants, and the excitement in the main downtown
corridor,” Thompson says. “No one was checking the facts.”
In January 2007, the City Council, acting on a legal opinion provided by the city solicitor, passed
a resolution that stripped the mayor’s authority to appoint the Harrisburg Authority’s board.
Reed vetoed the measure, but the following month, another councilmember came over to the
majority, providing a veto-proof majority. A new board was installed. Reed sued. Three years of
legal battles followed, which led to the seating and unseating of several boards. (Earlier this year,
the state supreme court finally ruled in the mayor’s favor.)
Meanwhile, Reed was trying to solve the problem. As a step toward paying off the incinerator
debt, he proposed leasing the city-owned garages downtown (which serve state government
agencies) for 75 years, a step that would have netted the city around $100 million. The City
Council rejected the measure out of hand. Nor could the mayor and council agree on a new board
for the Harrisburg Authority. What had been an engineering project management failure became
something more serious -- a political debacle.
In February 2009, Thompson announced that she was running for mayor against Reed.
Emboldened by 3,000 new voters who had registered one year earlier to vote for President
Barack Obama, and by a skillful campaign that targeted Harrisburg’s ministers and AfricanAmerican majority, Thompson won the Democratic primary. With a 4-1 Democratic-toRepublican advantage in voter registration, Thompson’s election should have been ensured.
Instead, she defeated the Republican candidate, a lobbyist, by just more than 800 votes.
As mayor, Thompson slipped with alarming speed into the same groove that had frustrated her
successor. An early attempt to sell or lease assets and raise property taxes and water rates was
rejected by the City Council. After Thompson vetoed the council’s modified version, the budget
reverted to what Reed had proposed instead. The City Council expected the mayor to return with
a new plan after her initial rejection. She didn’t. The city then hired a consulting firm to prepare
a detailed plan that outlined the city’s options, which went nowhere. Soon councilmembers were
openly questioning the new mayor’s ability to do the job. It was a skepticism that the mayor
herself sometimes seemed to share, noting on at least one occasion, “This is above my pay grade.
It’s above the City Council’s pay grade or the controller’s pay grade too.”
Meanwhile, the debt payments keep adding up. Harrisburg owes $34 million on Dec. 14. For the
past year, however, the city and authority have failed to make payments on the $288 million
debt, and that has forced its other guarantors, notably Dauphin County and bond insurer Assured
Guaranty Municipal Corp., to make millions of dollars in payments on its behalf. Earlier this fall,
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Dauphin County commissioners, furious about Harrisburg’s failure to craft a solution to the
crisis, authorized Assured Guaranty Municipal to file a lawsuit against the city.
A majority of Harrisburg’s City Council has reacted with defiance, criticizing Wall Street for
lending Harrisburg “excessive” sums of money. So dysfunctional has the relationship between
the mayor and City Council become that when the state offered to provide the mayor with
$850,000 to hire financial consultant Scott Balice Strategies to advise the city, the City Council
rejected the money, infuriating Rendell. In an appearance with Thompson after the vote, Rendell,
the man who saved Philadelphia from fiscal failure in the 1990s, attacked the City Council for
saying that an outside consultant would want to pay off bondholders first.
“That’s what cities do,” Rendell said, in a hastily called press conference. “They borrow money,
and they meet their obligations: They pay off the bondholders. If you don’t do that, a city will
have no long-term or short-time viability. The city will crumble.”
Indeed, one of the most notable things about Harrisburg’s crisis is how little pain the city has
endured. Trash disposal rates have been raised. At $200 per ton, they’re now considerably higher
for the city than the county. But property taxes haven’t gone up, service cuts have been slight
and no assets have been sold. And yet, the city owes bondholders more than it can afford to pay.
The original $120 million project has ballooned to more than $280 million in debt, thanks to the
$104 million the city already owed on the old incinerator, $25 million for the new operator to
complete the incinerator and an additional $31 million that was borrowed to pay maturing debts
and restructure some of the remainder.
A declaration of bankruptcy is one talked about solution to the debt problem. As Thompson sees
it, that ought to be “our last option,” and she’s criticized the City Council for treating it as a first
option instead That ultimately may be Harrisburg’s true tragedy. The incinerator’s problems are
the result of bad choices and bad luck. But the problem’s persistence has been caused by poor
leadership, including an unwillingness to confront citizens with the reality of the problems
Harrisburg faces.
“With [Reed] going down, no one knows how to deal with politics in Harrisburg,” says former
Councilmember Dan Miller, now the city controller. “He was it. He was the kingmaker.”
Sitting in his office off Front Street in the upstairs parlor of a historic home where both former
President Abraham Lincoln and Confederate Gen. Thomas “Stonewall” Jackson once slept, Reed
sits, wreathed in cigarette smoke. Shades are drawn as Reed, dapper with a pencil thin mustache
and wearing an enormous, diamond-encrusted Mason ring, shakes his head in disgust. “Yes, it is
frustrating,” he says of the city’s plight and the criticism directed at him. “But I have moved on.”
As for the criticism that the closely held way in which decisions were made under his tenure
contributed to the problem, Reed dismisses it out of hand.
“Closed door?” he says in response to a question about his management style. “I wouldn’t say
closed door. ‘Autocratic’ would be the word. It’s an autocratic style based on a certain level of
impatience. I am not one who is fond of, ‘let’s have formal committees and study this problem
for the next three years and let’s have a hundred people serve on this committee.’”
Reed may not be dwelling on the enormous financial problems wrought by the failed incinerator
project -- or on the breakdown in government that has thus far prevented Harrisburg from
addressing the issue -- but the rest of the city is. Along with his many accomplishments, these
too are Reed’s legacies.
This article was printed from: http://www.governing.com/Harrisburgs-failed-infrastructureproject.html
Attachment #2 Camden Incinerator. NJ will no longer subsidize it.
New Jersey pulls plug on Camden trash authority debt support. New Jersey won’t pick up a
$26.1 million payment due Dec. 1 on the Camden County Pollution Control Financing
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Authority’s incinerator bonds after covering payments since 1999, a spokesman for Treasurer
Andrew Sidamon- Eristoff said. Bloomberg News. 13 November 2010.
New Jersey Pulls Plug on Camden Trash Authority Debt Support
November 12, 2010, 4:33 PM EST
By Dunstan McNichol

Nov. 12 (Bloomberg) -- New Jersey won’t pick up a $26.1 million payment due Dec. 1 on the
Camden County Pollution Control Financing Authority’s incinerator bonds after covering
payments since 1999, a spokesman for Treasurer Andrew Sidamon- Eristoff said.
“We have been and remain willing to work with the authority to come up with a way to
restructure the debt,” said Andrew Pratt, the treasurer’s spokesman. “However, there is not
money in the budget to make a $26 million-plus payment for them.”
Standard & Poor’s today lowered its rating on the authority’s series 1991A-1991D revenue
bonds to CC, the third- lowest, from CCC. The firm warned of “the increased likelihood that the
authority will default on its last payment Dec. 1,” according to a report explaining the
downgrade.
New Jersey has scheduled a special meeting of the Local Finance Board in Trenton on Nov. 23
to review options for managing the Dec. 1 balloon payment, which the authority says cannot be
covered without state aid. The board must approve all borrowing by the state’s municipal and
school agencies.
The authority operates a landfill in Pennsauken, where it is based, and a trash-to-energy
incinerator in Camden, a city where more than one-third of the residents live in poverty,
according to the U.S. Census Bureau.
Tough Competition
Since 1999, New Jersey has made almost $150 million in debt-service payments for the
authority, according to S&P. The agency can’t charge trash haulers enough to meet its financing
costs, due to competition from neighboring Pennsylvania, said David Luthman, deputy executive
director of the authority.
The operation generated $36 million in operating revenue in 2008 against $28 million in annual
costs, according to the most recent annual financial report filed for bondholders. Since at least
2007 it has received $6 million annually in state aid to cover debt-service expenses, the reports
show.
The authority doesn’t have enough cash on hand this year to cover the full $26.1 million that
comes due Dec. 1, Luthman said in a telephone interview today from the Pennsauken
headquarters.
“We have issued a continuing series of public notices that evidence our concern that without
significant state aid we are going to have a problem,” he said. Regarding prospects for
restructuring the debt he said, “Your guess is as good as mine.”
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--Editors: Stephen Merelman, Mark Schoifet.
To contact the reporter on this story: Dunstan McNichol in Trenton, New Jersey, at
dmcnichol@bloomberg.net
Attachment #3

Dutchess County Resource Recovery Agency: Inefficient, expensive & in
debt
Obligations, costs exceed 13 other NY, Conn. plants

BY MARY BETH PFEIFFER • POUGHKEEPSIE JOURNAL • MAY 10, 2009

The Dutchess County trash-burning plant needs milions from taxpayers to break even each year, costs 46 percent more to operate
than 13 other plants in New York and Connecticut and has debts stretching years beyond all of them.

The findings come from a Poughkeepsie Journal analysis of the finances and functioning of the 22-year-old Town of
Poughkeepsie facility on the Hudson River. In almost every respect, the waste-to-energy plant, which burns about 150,000 tons a
year and generates enough electricity to power 10,000 homes, fares poorly when compared to other plants, the Journal found.
One bright spot is that it meets state emission limits for seven key pollutants.
"This burn plant uses obsolete technology, and it's very expensive," said R. Stephen Lynch, a newly appointed board member of
the Dutchess County Resource Recovery Agency, which oversees the plant. Lynch, a solid waste consultant who is administrator
for two of the plants in the Journal's analysis, said the Dutchess facility has been "mismanaged from a financial and taxpayer
point of view for many years."
Officials of the trash agency, a public authority whose board is appointed by the county executive and Legislature, defended the
plant and said its fiscal picture had been influenced by expensive environmental upgrades, competition for waste from cheaper
alternatives and less waste delivered by haulers in a down economy. They questioned whether figures provided by other plants
reflected the true cost of waste processing and whether the comparison was "apples to apples."
"This business is full of variables," said William Conners, board chairman. "It all depends on what you're looking at, what
number you come up with."
The Journal analysis raises questions about the economics of the trash plant at a time when county leaders have seen revenues
decline and have made frequent calls for austerity. Among the findings:
• While the Dutchess plant receives a multimillion-dollar county subsidy every year - one that's grown 250 percent since 2001 seven other facilities are self-sufficient, operating almost entirely on the sale of electricity and trash-dumping fees. The Dutchess
facility receives that money and then some. In 2008, it brought in $11.1 million in "tipping," or dumping, fees and $4.2 million in
electricity revenues - but still needed a $3.5 million county subsidy to break even.
The subsidy added $24.50 to each ton of trash burned, bringing the plant's total per-ton processing fee to a little less than $102.
The 13 other plants averaged $70 a ton. As significantly, Dutchess' cost will likely rise about a fifth this year.
• Four other plants are supported by taxes paid to governments that arrange trash pickup, while one, in Hudson Falls, Washington
County, gets a municipal subsidy as in Dutchess. However, all five operate far more economically than the Dutchess facility and
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cost taxpayers far less. Westchester County's plant, for example, costs $72 to burn a ton of waste in 2008; with its subsidy, the
Washington plant cost $75.
• Though older than 12 other plants, the Dutchess plant has debt extending years beyond every other facility in the two states.
Among the 14 plants, four have paid or will pay their debt by the end of 2009, six more will be debt-free by 2019, as will three
more by 2023. The Dutchess plant's debt extends to 2027 - with $49 million in bond payments remaining.
• The plant also lags behind others in "availability," namely the percentage of hours annually that it operates and thereby
produces revenue. The 13 other plants operated an average of 91 percent in 2007 or 2008; Dutchess' figure was 86 percent for
2007 and 85.3 percent for 2008; 85 percent is the lowest acceptable level under state environmental regulations.

Operating deficit grows
The Journal inquiry was prompted by the plant's growing operating deficit, which the county is obligated to cover in the form of a
subsidy or "net service fee." In 2001, the facility received $1.1 million in county support; by last year, the figure had more than
tripled to $3.5 million. For 2009, the county has budgeted $6.3 million to cover agency deficits, which promise to continue and
perhaps worsen as competition for trash intensifies in a slowing economy.
Dutchess County Executive William Steinhaus deferred to agency officials on questions about the burn plant.
"Without looking at the numbers, I can't tell you why" other plants function without subsidies, said Conners, the agency
chairman.
William Calogero, the Resource Recovery Agency's executive director, estimated the cost to burn a ton of trash at the plant was
$76 to $79.
"The comparisons being made can be misleading without complete system understanding and need to be clearly presented to be
understood properly," he wrote in an e-mail. However, he acknowledged his figure did not include the additional $24.50 per ton
paid by taxpayers in the form of the county subsidy.
One reason the plant may be costlier than others is its relatively small size, burning 450 tons a day, Calogero said. Indeed, Neil
Sheehan, the overseer of a 900-ton-per-day plant in Huntington, Suffolk County, said there are "economies of scale" in trash
burning. Both plants have about the same staffing - 44 at Dutchess and a little less than 50 at Huntington - a prime expense.
On another point, Calogero said the Dutchess plant operated less time than other plants because of difficulty obtaining waste,
while also noting other plants may overstate their operating time by measuring it in a different way.
"When we're shut down because we don't have fuel … that's why our numbers are lower," said Calogero, who was a board
member for eight years before becoming director in 2006.

Landfill fees drop
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Indeed, the plant seldom comes close to operating at its maximum capacity of 164,000 tons per year because there are cheaper
places, primarily upstate landfills, for haulers to dump their trash. In 2008, the plant, which takes about half the county's waste,
processed its lowest tonnage since at least 2000 - 142,800 - as tipping fees elsewhere dropped.
Ulster County, for example, transports its trash to landfills at a cost, including dumping and transportation, of $70 a ton. The
Ulster County Resource Recovery Agency also receives a government subsidy to offset tipping fee shortfalls but, unlike
Dutchess', it is dropping, from an average of $4 million from 2000-03 to $1.3 million this year.
While acknowledging that dumping trash in a landfill is cheaper, officials of the Dutchess agency maintained waste-to-energy
technology was environmentally superior, a point of debate among environmentalists.
"This whole plant is the most socially responsible approach to waste management this county could have," Conners, a Republican
appointee, said. "I personally do not believe putting waste in a truck and hauling it 250 miles and burying it is a solution. It may
be cheaper but it's garbage-be-gone."
Conners, who is also an outdoor sports columnist for the Poughkeepsie Journal, estimated 850,000 gallons of diesel fuel were
saved annually by not having to truck Dutchess' waste to landfills. If the plant closed, its waste would likely go 245 miles away to
Seneca Meadows Landfill in Waterloo, Seneca County, which takes 85 percent of Ulster's 125,000 tons a year of trash. (It should
be noted the Dutchess plant produces about 50,000 tons of ash yearly, which is trucked to landfills.)
The Dutchess facility - built with $40 million in bonds and a $13.4 million state grant - has been troubled virtually since the
agency entered into a construction agreement with Pennsylvania Resource Systems Inc. in 1984. Pennsylvania went belly up in
1988 and construction was completed in 1989 by Westinghouse Electric Corporation. Westinghouse operated the plant until
1998, when it sought to get out of its contract, and Montenay Duchess LLC, now Veolia Environmental Services Dutchess LLC,
was hired to take over. The parent company of Veolia operates 10 waste-to-energy plants in the United States; its Dutchess
contract expires in 2014.
Standard industry practice is for plants to structure loan payments so debts are paid off simultaneously with the expiration of
long-term contracts with plant operators - on the assumption that plants will at least operate through that time. But Dutchess'
debt, due largely to $16.1 million in bonds issued in 2007, will extend to 2027. The bonds were issued in order to pay off shortterm notes from 2005, which in turn had funded modifications to the plant's emission-control systems required under the federal
Clean Air Act.
"Everything was extended when it were reissued," Calogero said about the bonds.

'Dinosaur' tied to county
Roger Higgins, D-New Hamburg and chairman of the county Legislature, said the findings point "to what appears to be
mismanagement" of the facility, which he called a "dinosaur with tremendous implications to the taxpayers."
Dutchess essentially guarantees the plant's debt under its agreement with the agency, extended in 2007, to pay operating shortfalls
and assure delivery of 140,000 tons of waste a year.
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Based on its current budget, the Dutchess plant's per-ton processing cost will rise 20 percent this year, according to a separate
analysis by Lynch, the board member and solid waste consultant. Lynch, a registered independent who was appointed by the
Democrat-controlled Legislature in January, compared the Dutchess facility to two similarly sized plants he is contracted to
manage as part of his Millbrook-based waste planning and administration business.
He found Dutchess' 2009 per-ton cost will be $121, based on its adopted budget, compared to $74 and $84 for the two other
facilities, located in Lisbon, Conn., and Hudson Falls. Significantly, if the Dutchess plant's debt were structured to be paid off in
tandem with the expiration of Veolia's contract in 2014, as other plants' do, the cost would be an "astronomical" $147 per ton, he
noted.
Lynch is also a member of the Higgins-appointed Green Ribbon Solid Waste Management Task Force, which began meeting this
spring and poses a clear threat to the future of the Resource Recovery Agency. The task force's mandate, along with
recommending ways to expand recycling and waste reduction, is to "complete a review of the need and feasibility of continuation
of the Resource Recovery Agency."
At the same time, the agency recently hired its own consultant, at a cost of $60,000, for a mission seemingly at cross purposes
with the task force's: to study waste-generation in the county and suggest ways to manage it - ideas that "may include expansion
of the Resource Recovery waste-to-energy facility, the construction of an additional facility, the construction or leasing of
transfer stations and requiring all carters to bring a percentage of their collected waste to DCRRA," according to an agency
document.
Given the plant's cost and performance, any proposal for a new or expanded burn plant would likely be highly controversial.
Shabazz Jackson, president of Greenway Environmental Services in Newburgh and a task force member, said, "It's not
sustainable. We're seeing the technology, the mass-burn technology, nearing the end of its life."
"It would be met with resistance - that's a good word," said Higgins, who blamed the agency's poor performance on "lack of
oversight by the previous Republican-controlled Legislature of this agency. That's what happens when you have a one-party
government."
Conners maintained Dutchess residents pay only $21 per capita for solid waste disposal while Westchester County residents, who
also have a burn plant, pay $108 per capita in their county taxes.
He acknowledged, however, the $21 is the taxpayer cost of the Dutchess plant's subsidy alone and does not reflect private trash
collection bills paid by most Dutchess residents, generally about $300 a year for a household. In Westchester, Conners' figure of
$108 per capita pays for municipal trash collection in 36 of 43 communities, although some additional amount may be paid in
town or village taxes.
In addition to burning trash, the Resource Recovery Agency manages a recycling center on Fulton Street in the Town of
Poughkeepsie - which may exacerbate the agency's fiscal straits this year. While the agency broke even on recyclables last year
and made $650,000 in 2007, Calogero said the agency expects to lose money in 2009 as recycling markets collapse in the
economic downturn.
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"Right now we're losing money every month," he said.
The economy has also prompted trash volumes to plunge - by about 10,000 tons since 2006 - a constant worry for plant operators.
The biggest user of the plant is Royal Carting, which is contracted to deliver 115,000 tons of waste a year in exchange for a
discounted tipping fee. The City of Poughkeepsie delivered about 12,000 tons last year - its total output - and Waste
Management, another private hauler, delivered about 6,800 tons.
Royal officials defended the plant.
"It's a stable, reliable, locally controlled facility," said James Constantino, general counsel. While asserting there is a
"phenomenal amount" of landfill capacity with disposal costs in the mid-20s per ton, he added: "That's what it is today. We don't
know in five years … We have clear recollection of what it was like when we had no place to bring it."
Reach Mary Beth Pfeiffer at 845-437-4869 or mbpfeiff@poughkeepsiejournal.com

Attachment # 4

Reuse & Recycling GROWS JOBS Locally!
Factsheet

National Estimates
The Reuse and Recycling Industry has had sustained growth for over 30 years nationally.
In 1967, there were 8,000 companies employing 79,000 people with sales of $4.6 billion.
As of 2000, the industry had grown to 56,000 public and private sector facilities with 1.1 million
people and $236 billion in gross sales. A total growth of 1300%!
The growth in employment in this sector was 5 times the growth in total employment
nationwide.
The "Indirect" effects of this industry on supporting businesses were estimated to provide an
additional 1.4 million jobs and $173 billion in receipts.
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(U.S. Recycling Economic Information Study, prepared by RW Beck for the National Recycling
Coalition, July 2001, available on the Web at: http://www.epa.gov/waste/conserve/rrr/rmd/reirw/index.htm)
Waste Reduction, Reuse, Recycling and Composting offer the most direct economic
development tools available to local communities. Not only are resources and energy saved in
the process, but there are new jobs created in the process. Discarded materials provide the local
resource to increase local revenues, create jobs, and attract new businesses to the ready supply of
materials.
Simply the sorting and processing of recyclables provides 5 to 10 times more jobs than
landfilling or incineration. But Reuse and remanufacturing can provide many times more jobs,
between 28 and 296 jobs for each one in disposal. (Wasting and Recycling in the US, 2000,
Grassroots Recycling Network citing ILSR.)
Manufacturing from locally collected discards adds value by producing finished goods. This
picture is more sustainable economically and environmentally that exporting
raw materials and importing finished goods.
According to the Institute for Local Self-Reliance, "Closing the loop locally" -by recovering more materials and developing local remanufacturing, reuse, and
composting businesses as markets for these materials -- is the key to
maximizing recycling-based economic development.
Consider Philadelphia. This story is provided by the Institute for Local SelfReliance and available at www.grrn.org Since implementing curbside
recycling, between 1986 and 1993, Philadelphia attracted 46 new recyclingrelated businesses interested in locating in and around the city (with a potential
to create 2,000 new jobs). Between 1993 and first of half of 1994 (latest figures available), eight
new businesses were established that created 81 jobs, and another 7 businesses, slated to create
284 jobs, were considering locating or expanding in and around the city.
In New York State 2009 Data
Businesses and Jobs associated with the REUSE, RECYCLING AND REMANUFACTURING
INDUSTRY.
3,948 businesses
32,240 employees
$1.39 billion in payroll
$10.1 billion in total receipts
(Northeast Recycling Council Economic Study for the Northeast,
Sept. 2009).
The DEC estimates that the NEW State Solid Waste Plan
would create more than 74,000 new jobs as the result of DEC's
proposed major expansion of material recovery efforts.
Not Yet Adequately Quantified
Jobs in some areas are not adequately quantified yet. Recycling educators and outreach workers,
those involved in oversight, and planning tasks, and those that utilize compost materials in
nursery businesses, farms and greenhouses are not regularly included in job estimates. We do
know however that the supply of compost runs out in the early summer, while there is a demand
for this valuable soil amendment for 3-4 more months.
Tons vs. Value
Solid Waste is most often measured in Tons. Yet when we purchase goods at a store, we are
paying in dollars. Remanufacturing sells products for dollars. Where this gets tricky is in the
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REUSE arena. Too often former solid waste managers want to count reusable goods as tons
diverted rather than for value- added goods sold and the benefits provided. The overall social
benefits of reuse to schools, charitable organizations and those on fixed incomes can be
extraordinary. For Reuse operations- Count Value Not Tons!
Prepared for NY Zero Waste Alliance, managed by Citizens' Environmental Coalition, 33
Central Ave. Albany, NY 12210, 518-462-5527. Contact Barbara Warren also at 845-7547951 or warrenba@msn.com
Attachment #5

New Yorkers for Zero Waste
Platform 2010
The N.Y.S. Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) has prepared a new State Solid
Waste Plan that recognizes that materials in our waste stream are valuable and need to be
preserved. We strongly endorse its preference for waste reduction, reuse, recycling and composting
over disposal. The less waste we dispose of the more environmental, economic and social benefits
that we will enjoy.
Unfortunately, millions of tons of garbage are still being wasted through disposal in landfills or
incinerators. The DEC estimates New York’s recycling rate to be only 20%, far short of the 50%
reduction and recycling goal that was to be met by 1997 under the State Solid Waste Management
Act of 1988. A large portion of waste headed for disposal is recyclable (50%) or compostable (30%).
To achieve the goals of the Plan, we must stop trashing our resources through disposal!
•

Incinerators emit toxic air emissions and produce toxic incinerator ash that needs landfilling.
They also emit more CO2 than coal burning plants per MWh. Incinerators must have
burnable materials and therefore compete with recycling.

•

Recycling saves 4-5 times the energy an incinerator recovers.1 Incineration is not renewable
energy.

To address climate change we must address waste in our society!
•

For every trash bag we put at the curb, 70 bags of trash were generated by
industry to make the products we buy. The production of products and
packaging is associated with 44% of all greenhouse gas emissions.2

•

Biodegradable materials in landfills emit methane, a gas that has 72 times the
global warming potential of CO2, over a 20 year period.3 Landfill gas collection systems
capture only about 20% of landfill gas.4

•

The best strategy is to divert biodegradable organic material away from landfills and
incinerators to composting. Compost provides nutrients for healthy soils and plants.
Burning and burying garbage wastes money, energy, and natural resources; it
contributes to climate change and places an unfair pollution and health burden on
nearby communities. Diversion saves energy and resources, and creates many more
jobs in collection, processing, reuse of goods and remanufacturing of materials.
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Maximizing waste reduction and diversion will dramatically decrease waste sent for disposal over
time by 70%, 80%, 90% and more, enabling New York to achieve the significant benefits of a more
sustainable system. The ultimate goal should be Zero Waste being sent to Disposal or very close to
it.

_____________________________________________
______________
1

EPA's WARM Model.
A recent EPA report found that non-food products are associated with 37 percent of U.S. greenhouse gas
emissions. Joshuah Stolaroff, PhD worked on the EPA report and subsequently extended the analysis to
include products produced abroad and consumed in the US. This white paper states total GHG emissions of
products and packaging is 44%. Both reports can be accessed at www.productpolicy.org
3
IPCC, 4th Assessment Report.
4
Ibid., Working Group III, Mitigation, 10.4.2.
2

We call on the Governor, the NYS DEC and the NY State Legislature to support a new,
sustainable direction for reducing waste, recovering resources and growing jobs as well
as obtaining other benefits for New Yorkers by doing the following:
•

Establish a moratorium on construction of all new waste incinerators or combustors as well
as expansions of existing incinerators. This would include newer, commercially unproven
thermal technologies such as gasification, pyrolysis and plasma arc.

•

Ban waste haulers and municipalities from sending recyclable materials for disposal, and
instead require recyclables to be source separated and transported to recycling processing
facilities.

•

Halt all increases in capacity at the state’s largest landfills.

•

Require all local solid waste planning units and haulers sending garbage for disposal to
demonstrate the presence of adequate programs of waste reduction, recycling and
composting in the service area.

•

Rapidly implement organics collection programs and develop the
needed composting and anaerobic digestion infrastructure. Ban yard
trimmings from disposal now and ensure the ban's enforcement.
Establish a statewide ban on the disposal of food scraps by 2013.

•

Require all communities to adopt incentive/disincentive programs,
such as Pay-As-You-Throw, which are proven to increase diversion
rates.

•

Adopt Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) legislation (also
known as product stewardship) to engage manufacturers and
importers in the design of products and packaging to reduce waste and toxicity and remove
the burden from government and taxpayers. Producers of products and packaging must be
part of the solution. Ten to fifteen percent of the waste stream should be reduced through
EPR measures.

•

Regulate solid waste generated by all sectors – residential, commercial, institutional and
industrial. Bring waste haulers and transporters under the jurisdiction of the DEC through
licensing, requiring reporting of all waste and recyclable collections and disposal, and
providing for oversight and compliance.

•

Require local solid waste planning units to prepare implementation plans that increase waste
reduction and diversion and decrease disposal. State and local plans must decrease
disposal by 50% by 2015, and 85% by 2020 for all waste streams. The implementation
plans must be enforceable by DEC.
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•

Ensure accurate measurements of diversion and waste quantities in order to measure
progress toward goals. Plan to reassess goals and progress and adjust programs under a
revised 2020 statewide plan.

•

Ensure that Zero Waste Programs and their greenhouse gas benefits become a substantial
part of the new state Climate Action Plan and its implementation.

Establish a secure funding stream to fund more sustainable solid waste programs over the
long term and achieve job benefits and needed greenhouse gas emission reductions.
Licensing fees, facility permit fees and surcharges on disposal should all be used to provide
dedicated funding. A surcharge of at least $20 per ton of MSW generated could provide $5
per ton to the state for solid waste activities and $15 to local planning units to support
needed recycling and composting facilities as well as educational programs.
To support this platform or for more information, contact: Barbara Warren, NY Zero Waste
Alliance, project of Citizens Environmental Coalition, warrenba@msn.com or 845-754-7951/
518-462-5527.
•

Organizational Supporters

Listed Below

New York Statewide Organizations
Atlantic States Legal Foundation
Citizens' Environmental Coalition
Clean New York
Clearwater
Environmental Advocates of New York
New York Public Interest Research Group
Sierra Club Atlantic Chapter
Local and Regional Organizations
Adirondack Communities Advisory League
Capital District Branch of NY Apollo Alliance
Concerned Citizens of Seneca County, Inc.
Concerned Citizens of Cattauragus County
Concerned Residents of Portland, NY + People Like Us (Crop Plus)
Finger Lakes Citizen's for the Environment
Finger Lakes Zero Waste Coalition, Inc.
Freshwater Future
Greenwich Citizens Committee, Inc.
Jamesville Positive Action Committee
NYC Apollo Alliance
people's Environmental Network of NY
Residents For the Preservation of Lowman and Chemung (RFPLC, Inc)
Save the Pine Bush
Selkirk, Coeymans, Ravena Against Pollution
Sure We Can
Sustainable Flatbush
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Sustainable South Bronx
The Solidarity Committee of the Capital District
Village Independent Democrats
Washington County Democratic Committee
National
American Environmental Health Studies Project
Center for Health, Environment & Justice
Institute for Local Self-Reliance
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PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:

I'd like to welcome

the public to this public hearing on the Draft Solid Waste
Management Plan, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership
Planning Unit.

Will the clerk, please, call the roll.
(The roll was called)
MR. MARSOLAIS:

We have eleven present, at

the moment, four absent.
PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:
you.

My name is Carolyn McLaughlin.

president.

Good evening, thank
I'm the common council

The common council has been designated the lead

agency for the review of this Draft Solid Waste Management
Plan pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review Act,
Part 617 of the New York Compilation of Law Rules and
Regulations.

And the common council accepted the draft

solid waste management plan draft and generic environmental
impact statement as complete for purposes of state
environmental quality review.
This hearing was noticed in the October 9th,
2000 [sic], addition of the Times Union and October 13th,
2010, of the Environmental Notice Bulletin.

Tonight we are

here to receive your comments on the plan and the impact
statement.
We will start the hearing with a brief
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summary of the solid waste management plan which will be
presented by Bill Bruce, the chairman of the steering
committee which formulated the plan and by Ken Gallagher of
Clough Harbour and Associates who compiled the documentation
and analysis of the plan.

This will be followed by comments

of anyone who asked for the opportunity to speak.
Were these individuals required to submit a
registration card or anything?
MR. MARSOLAIS:

I have two and there may be

two more speakers.
PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:

We have two that are

signed up to speak, if there are any others, please submit
your cards at this time.

When your name is called, please

come forward to the podium, state your name and address and
speak slowly and distinctly so that the court reporter can
take your testimony verbatim.
I would ask that your comments be limited to
five minutes so that as many people as possible have the
opportunity to speak.

Comments may also be presented in

writing and they will have equal weight with any that are
given orally this evening.

Written comments may be

submitted until November 19th to John Marsolais, City Clerk,
City Hall, Room 202, 24 Eagle Street.
Like to start now by calling on Mr. Bruce and
Mr. Gallagher to provide their summary of the plan, thank
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you.
MR. BRUCE:

Carolyn, I'm going to defer to

Ken Gallagher to do the presentation because he did the
PowerPoint presentation for tonight.

It's a scaled down

version of the one that we have presented before to the
whole council and to the committee meetings.

So for the

sake of brevity so that you can get to the public comment
which is why we are really here tonight, I'm going to let
Ken do a very brief presentation.
PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:
MR. GALLAGHER:
Madam Chairman.
adequately.

Thank you.

Thank you, Bill.

Thank you,

I hope everyone can see the presentation

It's a very brief presentation, should take no

more than ten minutes.

Basically I'll present a background

and overview of the solid waste management plan process, the
goals and objectives of the plan, the alternatives that are
examined and the majority of the presentation will focus on
the elements of the draft solid waste management plan.
By way of background, this solid waste
management plan was prepared as a condition of the New York
State DEC Part 360 Permit for the Rapp Road Landfill
Expansion.

The draft plan was prepared with extensive input

from the steering committee, appointed steering committee,
which consisted of 24 members from the communities
throughout the planning unit and also other stakeholders in
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the process.

Fourteen meetings were held from November 2008

to March 2010 and all members were invited to comment on the
preliminary draft of the plan and the resulting final draft
represents the group's consensus.
There were two primary goals of the solid
waste management plan, these goals and objectives were
worked out in connection with the steering committee.

The

first goal was to continue to provide reliable and
reasonably priced solid waste management services through
the year 2030, and the plan intended to do that by
maintaining and expanding membership in the planning unit,
maintaining and building on existing infrastructure and by
identifying new infrastructure and programs and
administrative structures to continue to provide that
reliable service.
The second goal of the solid waste management
plan was to minimize the amount of solid waste requiring
land disposal in the future and to do that by maintaining
and expanding reduction and reuse and recycling programs;
increasing the effectiveness of public education and
enforcement by placing more emphasis on the reuse
alternatives and pay as you throw and single stream
recycling, as well as food waste composting; also by
considering alternatives that recover energy from waste.
And as a final point to note, all of these objectives are
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consistent with this concept of zero waste that's getting a
lot of consideration lately.
We looked at a wide range of alternatives as
part of this planning process.

We looked at alternative

technologies, both proven technologies and emerging
technologies.

We looked at institutional alternatives

including the aforementioned of the solid waste management
authority and waste flow control.

And pursuant to state

environmental quality review, we also looked at the no
action alternative.
Based on those alternative technologies and
those alternative institutional arrangements we structured a
series of three alternate scenarios that were examined in
some detail.

The first scenario consisted of retaining the

current planning unit membership as it is, supporting New
York State product stewardship legislation to encourage
waste reduction, maximize recovery of currently designated
recyclable materials and no new landfill capacity to be
developed after the Rapp Road landfill reaches capacity.
By way of footnote that would mean
post-recyclable waste that requires disposal will be need to
be exported from the planning unit to some commercially
available disposal capacity.
Alternative Scenario Number 2 consisted of
all of those elements of the first alternative scenario but
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in addition also involved the establishment of a mechanism
for waste flow control, the designation of additional
mandatory recyclable materials such as Plastics Numbers 3
through 7 and source separated organic waste, and it also
develops source separated organic waste processing facility
or capacity for both commercial, industrial and
institutional waste and for residential source separated
organic waste.
Now, Alternative Scenario Number 3
incorporated all of those alternatives in Scenario Number 2
components, supporting product stewardship, maximizing
recyclable recovery, designating additional recyclables and
developing the SSOW capacity but in addition that
Alternative Number 3 was different in that it considered the
expanded size of the planning unit to establish a regional
solid waste management authority, also with waste flow
control, develop a regional facility to process or treat
mixed municipal solid waste to recover additional materials,
energy or byproducts so that landfill could be further
minimized and finally landfill disposal of treatment
facility residue and any other waste at available disposal
facilities either inside or outside the planning unit, the
expanded planning unit.
Now the rest of the presentation I will
highlight some of the key elements of the draft solid waste
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management plan.

They are highlighted here, waste reduction

and recycling measures, a solid waste treatment facility,
land disposal elements, implementing agency, interim
measures, new laws and regulations and implementation
schedule of key elements.
With respect to waste reduction and material
recovery, the plan calls for promoting waste minimization in
all sectors, commercial, residential, institutional,
industrial; supporting products stewardship initiatives at
the state level, continuing to promote and expand the local
recycling infrastructure, developing the source separator
organic waste processing capacity and a designation of
additional mandatory recyclables.

All of these were

components of that Alternative Scenario Number 3.
With respect to waste diversion and recycling
goals the implementation of the measures that are called for
in this draft plan are expected to result in an increase of
recycling from a 45 percent goal in the year 2010 which is
our current goal from our existing plan to a 65 percent
diversion recycling goal in ten years, in the year 2020.
The development of source separated organic
waste processing capacity would involve both development of
the facility and development of collection infrastructure to
supply that facility.

So the facility, we estimate, would

need a nominal capacity of about 40,000 tons per year from
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the existing planning unit and that facility, if developed,
would be developed incrementally to allow for the program to
grow as it comes into -- these programs typically do not
come into effect all at one time.
The source separated organic waste collection
program would initially focus on large commercial and
institutional generators, supermarkets, colleges, the state
office of general services, generators like that.

Pilot

programs for residential solid waste -- residential source
separated organic waste collection, excuse me, would need to
be started up and fine tuned before full-scale residential
programs could get rolled out.
The plan also calls for designating
additional mandatory recyclable materials.

City of Albany

has already designated Numbers 3 through 7 of part of its
program but not all the communities in the planning unit
have done that.

Film plastics are another material that the

plan considers for designation as it does source separated
organic waste and electronics and household hazardous waste.
Solid waste treatment facility component of
the draft solid waste management plan would recover
additional materials, energy bio-fuels and or other
byproducts from the post-recyclable waste stream.

Important

to note that the term post-recyclable waste stream means the
waste that's available after the full implementation of the
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recycling programs; it's not to compete with the recycling
programs.
The facility would also reduce the amount of
the post-recyclable waste which requires land disposal
that's the primary purpose.

The draft solid waste

management plan does not endorse conventional
waste-to-energy technologies over any other emerging
technology for this facility.

And finally the facility

would need to be sized based on the size of the regional
waste shed and developed as part of the regional
arrangements that I'm discussing in a minute.
With respect to land disposal, the Rapp Road
landfill expansion is expected to provide capacity at least
through the year 2016, maybe a year longer depending on
waste flows.

No new landfill capacity is proposed for the

planning unit as part of this new solid waste management
plan.

After the Rapp Road landfill closes it will be

necessary to use commercial solid waste disposal capacity
outside of the planning unit.

Now, because this alternative

involves expanding the planning unit into other
jurisdictions that surround us there is the opportunity for
continued use of some of that regional disposal capacity if
any of those other surrounding planning units decide to join
with us.
The implementation model called for by the
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plan is a regional solid waste management authority.

This

would involve the consolidation of several existing planning
units.

The participants in that expanded planning unit

would be determined by ongoing discussions and further
studies.

My understanding is the counties are currently

undertaking a study of the feasibility of regional solid
waste management authority and engaged input of most of the
surrounding planning units and will be completing that study
sometime in the next six months or so.
That regional solid waste management
authority, however it gets formulated, will manage the
development and operation of the regional facility and
programs that are called for by this plan.

Local

governments, however, will retain their jurisdiction over
local solid waste collection and recycling programs.
Quickly, just to note, the advantages of the
proposed implementation model, the regional solid waste
management authority would create a sustainable business
model for providing these solid waste services and the waste
reduction and recyclable programs have a funding mechanism
for that.

Economies of scale will be provided by a larger

service area and that will result in reduced user fees, and
waste flow control will provide an effective mechanism to
finance capital expenditures as well as to subsidize the
programs that don't pay for themselves like the waste
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reduction, reuse and recycling programs.
The plan also -- the solid waste management
plan also includes interim measures, three are shown here:
One is the existing planning unit will continue to function
until a regional solid waste authority becomes operational,
the existing planning unit will continue to implement waste
reduction and recycling by incrementally increasing
enforcement and diversion rates, and the procurement of the
source separated organic waste facility capacity will occur
or commence in advance of the formulation of the regional
solid waste management authority.
The implementation of the draft solid waste
management plan will require new laws and regulations
enabling legislation by the state legislation to establish a
regional solid waste management authority.

Localities would

need to enact flow control pursuant to that enabling
legislation.

Localities will need to revise the local laws

to designate additional mandatory recyclable materials, and
state and federal governments will need to enact product
stewardship legislation.
And finally that concludes my presentation on
the draft plan.

This last slide is just showing,

highlighting, the public review process as it sits now.

As

Council President McLaughlin noted the public comment period
on this draft plan is open until November 19th of this year
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after which time a final solid waste management plan and
generic environmental impact statement will be prepared to
address any comments from the public and then a final solid
waste management plan/DGEIS will be submitted, upon approval
by the council, will be submitted to the DEC for its
approval and to the member municipalities for endorsement.
Thank you very much.
PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:

Thank you.

Will the

clerk please call our first speaker.
MR. MARSOLAIS:
MR. ELLIS:

Tom Ellis.

Good evening.

My name is Tom

Ellis.
I welcome this opportunity to discuss the
Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement on the proposed
solid waste management plan for the Capital Region Solid
Waste Management Partnership.

I will also submit written

comments.
The plan is incomplete in parts.

While the

document provided considerable details on its authors'
recommendations to establish a regional solid waste
management authority, a disposal facility and a source
separator organic waste facility, it provides few, if any,
details about some of the other recommendations.
Few details are provided about how people
will be educated to minimize waste generation or to maximize
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reuse and recycling programs and services.

As far as I know

the City of Albany has no formal waste minimization or reuse
programs of any type at this time.
On Pages 6-3 and 6-4 in a section on waste
minimization a list of ten items to minimize residential
waste generation includes:

One of them is to promote a pay

as you throw system but few details are provided in the
report.
Second of them -- these are good
recommendations -- the second one is to educate consumers
about how to consider waste reduction and product packaging
when they are making purchasing decisions.

Again, few

details are provided.
A third one is to promote the use of existing
programs that reuse or redistribute materials in the
secondhand marketplace, again few details.
I recall one steering committee member at at
least two steering committee meetings urging Clough Harbour
and Bill Bruce to make reuse a formal goal to be extensively
discussed and annualized without any success.

At a second

steering committee meeting on January 13th, 2009, the same
meeting where Clough Harbour proposed capital district waste
authority, the steering committee member stated:

"We need

to explore reuse programs, for example bicycle parts and
furniture.
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formal goal.

Almost everything is reusable somewhere in

this world."
The fourth idea to minimize residential waste
generation mentioned in the report is to promote the concept
of repair instead of replacement, but where are the details
on this?
A fifth one, aggressive education and
enforcement programs, there are no details provided in the
report about enforcing recycling laws among residents of the
partnership municipalities.

This issue of enforcement came

up during many steering committee meetings I attended.

I

attended thirteen of the fourteen meetings from beginning to
end.

At the same January 13th, 2009, steering committee

meeting the same steering committee member referred to a
minute ago said, "Melrose Neighborhood Association would
like to see strict enforcement of existing laws with
penalties for people who never put out bins with their six
trash bags."
The sixth item mentioned in the report,
aggressive waste reduction and recycling programs but very
few details.

If something is going to be performed or

pursued aggressively why are the details so skimpy or absent
all together?
Page Executive Summary 1 states the new plan
defines the key elements of the future solid waste
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management program for the region for the years 2011 through
2030.

On Page Executive Summary 5 this contains a timeline

for each year from 2010 to 2020 for total waste diversion
and recycling goals with a goal of 65 percent established
for the year 2020 but no numbers are provided for the years
2021 through 2030, this is very a serious omission.
My question is, are there no waste diversion
recycling goals for the year 2021 through 2030 and, if not,
why not?

If there are goals, why are they not included in

the report.

The report Executive Summary Page 6 states a

65 percent goal is the "Maximum expected diversion that is
achievable with the implementation of the expanded waste
reduction and recycling program elements that are put forth
in this solid waste management plan."
After considerable pressure from the
interested citizens and three steering committee members
that December document, December 2009, was modified so that
the final version which you have added a new sentence which
says:

"However -- this is quote -- "However, implementation

of a continuous improvements process in connection with both
current and future waste reduction and recycling program
efforts could help push beyond these above-noted waste
reduction and recycling goals."
So there's a contradiction here, on the one
hand the plan authors say the planning unit will pursue
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aggressive education and enforcement programs and aggressive
waste reduction and recycling programs and on the other they
tell us that they don't think we can ever make it beyond
65 percent or much beyond it.
In life we all know that, if you aim low, you
achieve low and that, if you aim high, you may possibly
achieve great things.

I tell my students that 65 is a

passing grade but it's hardly a good grade.

If you aim for

100, you may get 90 or 85; aim for a 65, you'll be lucky to
get 65.

I believe that Clough Harbour and Bill Bruce and

probably Mayor Jenkins do not want to have highly successful
waste diversion rates because, if the diversion rates of
85 percent or 90 or 95 percent can be achieved, it reduces
the need for and possibly shatters the justification for the
recommended waste disposal facility, and they made it
perfectly clear they want a large disposal facility.
As you recall the December 15th, 2009, draft
of the report being discussed tonight, the first draft,
called for -- this is on Page Executive Summary 11 of the
original report -- "A disposal facility with a nominal
capacity of 1,500 tons per day assuming a 65 percent
recyclable material diversion rate is achieved."
Another weakness with the report is the lack
of the details about the employment impact of the various
alternatives.
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Management Strategy for New York, a draft report released by
the DEC earlier this year, states on Page 18, this is a
quote, "The state can also fuel economic development and job
creation using the materials that are not currently recycled
but ultimately could be with new programs and policy.

In

general terms, on a per-ton basis, for every job required to
operate a landfill or municipal waste combustor, ten jobs
can be created to process recyclable materials and prepare
them for market.

In the case of organics, four jobs can be

created in composing those materials for every one job in
disposal.

Once recycled materials are used in

manufacturing, the jobs ratio becomes even greater and the
quality and pay scales of those jobs is higher.
Remanufacturing industries are the most significant job
creators, with between 28 and 296 jobs depending on the type
of remanufacturing for every one disposal."
So while a discussion of employment impacts
may not have be required by DEC for inclusion in the report
job creation should be a key concern for city planners.
Thank you very much, I appreciate that you gave me a little
extra time here.
PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:

Thank you, Mr. Ellis.

Next speaker -- are there any questions from council
members?

Mr. Calsolaro?
MR. CALSOLARO:
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supposed to be a twenty-year, right, solid waste management
plan?

It's supposed to be twenty years yet you quoted

recycling numbers are only going to 2021, so it was only a
ten-year plan.
MR. ELLIS:

The plan was providing ten years

only, so the second half is a time period we don't have any
numbers.
MR. CALSOLARO:

I just want to be clear

because I thought it was a twenty-year plan and as you know
I voted against it for being complete.

I didn't think it

was complete.
Now, they brought up the number -- the plan
brings up a number of proposals, increasing recycling and
composting and things but I don't remember hearing or
reading the phrase resource recovery parts, total just about
zero waste processed for our waste.

I know they're doing it

in Alameda, California, and they have created, you know,
hundred of jobs.

They have cut their rates and the whole

goal is to go zero waste.
MR. O'BRIEN:

Madam President, is there a

question?
MR. CALSOLARO:

Yes, Mike.

I wanted to know

did you, in your reading of this proposal, come across
references or studies on establishing resource recovery?
MR. O'BRIEN:
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order is this is not a draft plan for the State of
California zero waste and I see no document of that.
PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:

You are supposed to be

asking for any comments -- you're not supposed to be making
comments.

You are supposed to be asking questions that

either Mr. Ellis can answer or maybe Mr. Gallagher.
MR. CALSOLARO:

Right.

I just asked a

question, was there any references in this document that you
saw that references creating a resource recovery park?
MR. ELLIS:

Possibly there were a few

sentences in there which could be interpreted along those
lines but there were no details about it.
MR. CALSOLARO:

Thank you.

PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:

Any other questions?

(There was no response)
PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:

Again, thank you, Mr.

Ellis.
MR. ELLIS:

Thank you.

PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:

The next speaker --

Mr. Gallagher, did you have a comment?
(There was no response)
PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:
MR. MARSOLAIS:
MR. ZIEMBA:
Russell Ziemba.
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Good evening.

My name is

I live at 1813 Highland Avenue in the City
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of Troy.

I work in Albany and I live in the capital

district and was a student at Albany State, so I'm fairly
familiar with the garbage situation in the capital district
and the City of Albany.
Garbage is very complicated because it
consists of everything as a society that we discard and mix
together and throw away and that's a problem.

We need to

look at garbage more comprehensively than on the back end.
So much is disposable, one-use -- one-use items, things that
can't be fixed and or planned obsolescence and it's very
hard to avoid that.
Just in recording music I can think of at
least a dozen different forms and all of the other -- some
people collect the other ones but generally they get rid of
them and go to the next form, so it's difficult.

But I

think the key is keeping the components separate.
I'm opposed to the concept of creation of
another authority.

Authorities are often not democratic.

They are not accountable.

They're generally not elected.

They're appointed and they're usually not transparent.

So

they -- I don't think they're the best type of body for this
type of thing.
I'm also very opposed to garbage
incineration, it's the worst way of dealing with garbage
because it -- yes, you can get some income from it but it's
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a very small percentage and the pollutants in the form of
vapors and ash are very toxic.
And I'm very opposed to the expansion and
continued use of Rapp Road as the Albany dump.

It's in the

Pine Bush aquifer in a very threatened ecosystem and even
though the newer sections are lined, much of the landfill is
unlined, there's a problem there.
When I go by there on the Thruway, I don't
have to open my eyes.

I know where I am without opening my

eyes and that's a very bad way to become familiar with
Albany to be noted for something that foul.

When I pass by,

this is years ago, I could smell the bag plant from miles
away.

And even though Savannah is -- I come from Savannah,

it's a very wonderful place, full of both interesting and
beautiful historic buildings, my first impression was a very
bad one and I don't think we should do that with Albany.
And I'm also opposed to the creation of the
proposed landfill.

I think it's a bad location.

Landfills,

yeah, there is a need for a very small landfill but
landfilling is a very poor concept.

One way of getting away

from garbage is promotion of local economy.

I work in a

grocery business and a local dairy, they use reusable
bottles, there's very little waste connected with that and
that was the model up until 1960's when plastic bottles came
into use because the bottling industry became regionalized.
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If we went back to making more use of the local economy,
reusing bottles may be feasible.
I'm very much -- I'm a member of Save the
Pine Bush.

I'm very much for the concept of zero waste.

I

think this plan -- I confess, I haven't read the DGEIS yet
but I will but just listening to the presentation I think
there are some improvements, looking at expanding the
recycling program more aggressively, municipal composting
program are very good ideas but I'd like to make some
further suggestions.
Recycling is good but reuse or not using,
not -- recycling is still a process.

You have to collect

it, treat it in some way, ship, it has to go through some
heating or, you know, there are number of processes involved
and there's energy used and toxins emitted, so it's much
better if you can reuse something.
Albany is a college town.

I went to school

here and when college students move out, generally in the
middle of May sometimes in the middle of December, all kinds
of apartments -- everything that filled their apartments,
many of them, ends up on the street and that happens, you
know, every year sometimes twice a year, and there's no
effort made to try to capture any of that.
And the same stuff, furniture, some white
goods, some carpets in the dormitories, when I was at Albany
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State, we tried to -- back in the early 70's as part of an
environmental studies program -- tried to analyze and
capture the reusables from the dormitory.
good job of it.

We did a pretty

But, you know, composting is good,

municipal system is good idea but it should allow for also
household composting and neighborhood composting.
But getting back to reuse I think that
furniture and all those things there should be some program
to try to capture those and give them back to the students,
sell them back to the students and keep them out of the
waste stream and the money involved isn't a big thing, it's
the waste stream.

And I would suggest using -- well, if

it's possible the old storage building that -- it may be
still be burning but if we put the fire out and I don't know
if it's possible but it's built, has huge timbers and made
to hold fantastic loads, and there are other vacant
buildings of that nature, even if it's not that one, those
would be places to store these things.
In California and the State of Iowa many of
the municipalities require fifty percent of construction and
demolition waste be either reused or salvaged.

We have no

requirement for that, I believe, in Albany or in the City of
Troy.

I'm trying to promote it there.
Years ago I was involved in taking apart

buildings and, you know, if you are willing to take the
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time, you can salvage ninety percent of the building,
fifty percent isn't that hard.

Usually there all the

woodwork, framing lumber, foundation that's made of brick
the brick can be reused, the roofing material, the copper.
We all know copper is being taken out of buildings.

So I

would ask that this common council look at an ordinance that
requires fifty percent of construction and demolition
materials be salvaged.
But more important than that, Albany and many
of the cities, wonderful cities I love in upstate New York,
have many vacant buildings and rather than salvaging
components of the building, much more important
rehabilitating those buildings, allowing opportunities for
people, for first-time home owners to buy those, to become
parts of neighborhoods because the buildings, many vacant
lots are created and will never be built on, not within our
lifetime, so the buildings that are built now, yes, they
meet energy efficiency and getting rid of that asbestos,
lead but often made of better materials, virgin forests are
in these buildings that once covered New York and the types
of materials that we find are not available these days.
So, you know, I ask you to look at a
comprehensive approach, perhaps even outlawing some types of
things, plastic bags, minor things like that create a
hazard, you know, people will change their ways of doing
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things.

I think that working towards zero waste and

achieving very lower levels of waste are very possible.
Thank you.
PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:

Thank you very much.

Questions for Mr. Ziemba?
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE CONTI:

Yes.

I just

wanted to ask, Mr. Ziemba, are you familiar with the
demolition ordinance that the common council passed earlier
this year?
MR. ZIEMBA:

No, I'm not.

PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE CONTI:

Then you're not

familiar with the construction waste provision that's in
there?
MR. ZIEMBA:

No.

I will take a look at it.

PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE CONTI:
PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:

Okay.

Are there any other

questions?
(There was no response)
PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:

If not, we'll go on

with the next speaker.
MR. MARSOLAIS:

Jim Travers.

PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:
last speaker that is signed up.

Mr. Travers is the

Is there anyone else who

wishes to be heard after?
(There was one hand raised)
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PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:

I've been very lenient

with the time because I knew that there were only a few
speakers so I was allowing people to get their full
statement out.
MR. TRAVERS:
Travers.

Thank you.

I live in Ravena, New York.

My name is Jim

I said at the last

common council meeting, when the vote was taken to decide to
consider this plan complete, I said that the plan was not
complete.

It doesn't contain waste management for biosolids

which is the sewage sludge, is not included in there.

And

as I said -- this was asked of -- by Bill Bruce if it needed
to be included and he said, yes, it did.
Now, afterward Mike O'Brien had a comment
that I couldn't respond to at that point in time.

He said

that the fellow from the DEC who also sat on this steering
committee said it did not need to be included.

Well,

recently it's been revealed that that man's superior, and I
think that considering that she's the author, the primary
author of Beyond Waste:

The State Solid Waste Plan, she

knows what she's talking about.

So the plan is not

complete, it doesn't deal with biosolids.
Again, it's almost a misnomer to call it a
plan.

It's a bunch of good ideas.

It's not all good ideas,

believe me, but there are a couple of really good ideas.
The separation of organic waste was something that was
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decided upon by the steering committee beforehand, they
weren't going to, so that's really to be admired.
But as far as coordination between these
fourteen communities, the consortium whatever you want to
call it, there's not really the coordination you need to
have Albany as lead agent in this matter because even though
Albany has passed this comprehensive recycling law the other
people dumping on Rapp Road don't have that same law in
their communities, so there's not a coordinated effort to
really oversee our waste management at our current landfill
rather than on twenty years in the future.
So that brings up the other question, why is
it Albany's responsibility, in these fiscally strapped
times, to manage the capital district's garbage; it's not.
Your only responsibility is to your own taxpayers.

As I

said 93.26 percent of the state's debt has been incurred
upon the tax payers by public authority and, yes, there are
good public authorities, power company, but there are many
failures in this plan and quite frankly it does a lot of
steering towards ideas but what are the goals.
Can't somebody please rattle off five goals
for this plan, I mean, we've been working on it for
two years, can anybody here do that?
bunch of ideas.

I don't know.

Let's create a waste authority, let's defer

all decision-making to this as yet uncreated waste
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authority.

No, it's your job to take care of the garbage

and you want to be lead agent for these fourteen communities
you have to do it responsibly.
A lot of you look at me as an adversary, I'm
just trying to help you do this the most economical way that
you can do this and a way you can actually profit off of,
through resource recovery, through reuse and comprehensive
recycling and waste reduction.

Pay as you throw is a

component of that that's another admired thing that they've
mentioned but recycling goals to set and not to meet is just
a terrible thing.

We had a recycling goal several years ago

but we really didn't pay any attention to it, there's no
belief that we'll pay attention to it in the future.
So I'll have more extensive comments in my
written comments, but I have to say too that it is not all
that much different from the prepared draft plan that was
submitted to Clough Harbour before this steering committee
set out and with this final project.
If you are thinking of considering to build a
waste center later on on the parcel of land that Albany owns
in Coeymans, you still have the same problems, sites with
national historic landmark status, slave cemetery, you have
the Army Corp of Engineers to contend with with trying to
bridge a freshwater creek to gain access to this site or
else you have the Thruway authority to build you off ramps
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to the site, and in these fiscal times I don't think any of
this is feasible.

As I said many, many years ago to you,

drive by the Saratoga dump, you know, the Glens Falls or the
Hudson Falls incinerator is up for sale you might want to
buy that.
You have a mandate from the state to reduce
waste and what do you want to do, you want to increase it.
You want to gather everybody's garbage from nine counties
around that's way beyond the scope of your responsibility.
It's nice to plan on a reasonable basis but it's not for the
politically appointed committee to determine where all of
those counties are going to go in the future.
So I have to say that I'm very disappointed
with this plan that it didn't go nearly far enough and
although the free expert advice was offered it wasn't sought
out and that's really a shame.

You would have had a much

stronger plan; you would have had a plan.
So whatever happens here with this I don't
see how the DEC could possibly consider this a completed
plan.

If you remember early in the process a couple of

years ago the DEC kept throwing things back on the landfill
expansion and they finally put their foot down and this plan
is a reaction to it and part of the modification of the
landfill and, again, trying to kill two birds with one
stone.

Really you need to really think this out, really
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need to research this stuff by going to a few different
industries to see what is out there.
None of the environmental groups were
consulted at all as far as what they would think and we have
statewide and national groups based right near Albany that's
baffling.

Even people who are building incinerators

ultimately come to the environmentalists and say how can we
work with you, you know.

Anyway, that's all I have to say,

thank you very much.
PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:

Thank you.

Any

questions -- Mr. Calsolaro has a question for you, Mr.
Travers.
MR. CALSOLARO:

Mr. Travers, are you familiar

with the Dutchess County Resource Recovery Agency?
MR. TRAVERS:

Yes, I am.

MR. CALSOLARO:

Are you aware that just this

month alone that they -- the meeting -- Dutchess County and
the legislative branches there are meeting to impose a fee
on residents to help cover the costs of running that
facility now, the facility that was supposed to at one time
take care of all the garbage problems in Dutchess County?
MR. TRAVERS:

Yes, I am.

MR. CALSOLARO:
MR. TRAVERS:

Thank you.

Yes, I'm familiar with the

legislator, he's asked me to come down to speak to him on
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those issues, Joel Tyner.
PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:

Thank you, Mr.

Travers.
MR. TRAVERS:

Thank you very much.

PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:

Yes, we have one other

speaker, one other person wanted to speak.

Please come

forward, state your name and address for the record.
MR. BELL:
Bell.

Good evening.

My name is Greg

I live at 536 Providence Street in Albany.

I would

like to -- well, first before I make any real comments let
me just disclose for those who might be concerned that until
recently I did actually work for a company which was
promoting anaerobic digestion.

I do want to talk about that

tonight but I'm not here representing that or any other
company.

I'm going to represent what I believe to be a

solution to the organic portion of the waste stream but not
any specific company's technology to do that.
I believe that the plan is, like the previous
speaker said, it's deficient and yet in a different way.

I

didn't count how many pages are in this document but
certainly a few hundred but in that I only found one,
slightly less than one page, which mentioned anaerobic
digestion.

I believe that anaerobic digestion, also called

biogas is a significant solution to the solid waste problem.
It does not solve a majority of the content of the landfill,
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but it does solve a pretty problematic portion of the waste
stream that is anything that, you know, any kind of food
waste, things like that that can decay.

They cause much of

the problem in a landfill.
Now there's lots of problems with landfill,
this does not solve all of those but does solve that one.
The decay of food waste is what caused most of the smell,
also caused most of the Methane which escapes directly into
the atmosphere.

Methane is a greenhouse gas which is

generally described as having an impact of about 23 times
the negative impact as carbon dioxide as a global warming
agent.

In reality, if you look at the decay rates over a

twenty-year period instead of a hundred-year period, the
impact of Methane coming out of a landfill is actually more
like seventy times the impact, the negative impact, of
carbon dioxide.

So Methane needs to be taken out of the

landfill.
You can do it partly by putting pipes in like
we're doing out there and flaring but that's really not
going to do the trick.

It captures a relatively small

portion, maybe ten to fifteen percent, of what's coming out
of there that is not really a solution.

It's part of the

solution and it looks good but it doesn't solve the problem.
The way to solve the problem is to keep the organic portion
of the stream from going into the landfill.
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Now, as quite a lot of things, technical,
Europe is well ahead of us on this topic.

In all of Europe

there is roughly 8,000 commercial scale anaerobic digesters.
Within that 8,000 4,000 roughly are located in Germany
alone.

Germany has a population of about one fifth of the

United States and yet 4,000 of these digesters, some of
which deal with waste from municipalities, most of which
deal with farm waste but anaerobic can be used for both,
either or a combination of both those types of waste
streams.
In comparison to 4,000 anaerobic digesters
commercial scale ones, in the relatively medium-sized
country of Germany, you want to know how many in the United
States we have?

We have 125 operating anaerobic digesters

compared to 8,000 in all of Europe and 4,000 in Germany
alone.
Now anaerobic digestion, this is a little bit
of background, is the process basically like composting only
one difference, with composting the material is exposed to
the air and specifically oxygen within the air.

Anaerobic

means no oxygen; aerobic means with oxygen, anaerobic means
without oxygen.

So you can't do composting in the open air

with no oxygen so you have to put the same materials into
this big tank, and basically there's various control systems
and temperatures and all kinds of balances and which
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microbes go in but basically it's a way to breakdown food
waste, things like cow manure, sewer treatment sludge that
create Methane.
Now the gas which comes out of -- the raw
biogas which comes out of the anaerobic digester is roughly
65 percent Methane that 65 percent mixture -- and then about
30 percent carbon dioxide -- that mixture by itself can be
burned in an internal combustion engine which creates both
heat and electricity that electricity can be fed into the
grid.

It can be fed into nearby houses, nearby businesses,

whatever, there are various grid connection issues which are
a problem under our regulatory system here which they don't
have in Europe that's why we don't see it here because we
don't pay enough to get the electricity into the grid but
there are ways to get around that.
There's also another route to using this
gas -- now, for those of you who don't happen to know the
gas composition of natural gas.

Let me just explain that

natural gas is basically Methane, it's about 95 to
97 percent Methane.

Raw biogas is 65 percent Methane so it

isn't really natural gas as it's coming out of an anaerobic
digester, however, it can be brought up to that standard by
removing various things.

Basically, if you take out the

30 percent carbon dioxide and there's also hydrogen sulfide
which also has to be taken out and then you can use it for
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certain purposes.
Now, if you do those two steps after
producing the gas, and there's well-known technology on how
you do that but, if you clean up the gas to a higher Methane
standard, you're going to get the chemical equivalent of
natural gas.

We don't use the word natural gas for this

because it's not coming out of the ground.

Natural gas is a

fossil fuel it's finite, it's going to be used up, there are
all kinds of problems of extracting that.
This is called within the field, particularly
within Europe, it's called biomethane.
different way to describe it.

It's just a

You get the bio is the root

from which you derive the biomethane, so biomethane
basically means an anaerobic digester derives Methane.

Now,

if you clean up the biogas to a point where it is chemically
equivalent to natural gas, what can you do with that.
Now turns out you can do some other things
besides just make heat and electricity.

I brought along

some things that I want to just give to the secretary to
hand out to the common council.

Just as an example, I just

received today an e-mail from the Baltic Biogas Bus Project.
I have been familiar with these folks for about a year.

And

the Germans really are ahead and are doing the best
anaerobic digester technology for producing the gas.

Now

the Swedes have taken that a step further and making the
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fuel.

They're cleaning up the biogas and the City of

Stockholm is now running many of its city buses on biogas.
A city in Sweden has about 70 to 75 buses in the entire
system and about 70 percent of those buses, probably around
15 of their buses are running on 100 percent biomethane.
Now this is a way to show the world
leadership.

We're the capital city why aren't we running

our city buses on biomethane?

We don't have the political

will for it and that's why I'm here, to try to encourage
political will.

There's no reason why we can't be source

separating our organic waste from hotels, restaurants,
hospitals, from universities, from all the different sources
for food waste, we can source separate that out, run it into
the anaerobic digester, clean it up and run things like
buses.
Linkoping in Sweden also runs taxis and cars
on it, they even run a train, a commuter train.

These are

things that are totally vacant, absent from the few hundred
pages of this report, so I really -- I really feel that this
should be looked into more.
Now there was a vague sort of mention that
there was outreach to one company and they wanted to do
other kinds of anaerobic digestion but, if the common
council wants -- and there was a comment in the report that
there was no company that responded for the request for
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proposals.
Now there is now an organization called
American Biogas Council and I was at one of the -- there
were two, two groups decided to form a national coalition of
biogas companies and within about a month last year I was at
one of the conferences in Syracuse and within that group is
now about fifteen or twenty companies as members, there are
a lot of other companies that are not members yet but, if
the council actually wants some proposals then all they have
to do is go to AmericanBiogasCouncil.com [sic] and you'll
find yourself at least fifteen companies right there.

Just

send them a letter, see if they are actually interested in
it, most of them probably have no clue that there was any of
these request for proposals.
I want to just turn briefly to another part
which is in the plan and that's this whole idea of
mechanical separation.

There is mention of the Delaware

County mechanical separation system, there is also a video
on the web page, sort of background web page, about the
city's solid waste draft plan and I don't know if anybody
has looked at that video or not but I would certainly
recommend that you look at it.

It's a very interesting --

yet again, another German technology but this is a German
technology that I think is a bad idea, the other, the
anaerobic, I think is a good idea.
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Now this was one on the video, I'm not sure
why it's on this website exactly but it's your website as
well as the DEC's site about your plan, and it's a
razzle-dazzle, high-technology source separation system
which basically crushes up everything.

They have all kinds

of machines that glow and light stuff materials, even has
electric eyes to separate out the green glass from clear
glass, it's really razzle-dazzle stuff.

Now I really --

this sort of technology, that type on the website and the
Greene County -- not Greene -- the Delaware County site
which is less sophisticated but very similar, these are not
good systems and I want to explain why.
First off, especially the German one,
millions of dollars to make possible for people not to take
their bottles out of their food waste and not to take their
newspapers out of food waste, not to do any separation, I
mean, this is one of the problems we have in the first
place.

Americans are taught in numerous ways -- and these

systems are technological ways of enforcing this idea -they're taught just throw everything away.

Now humans have

to be responsible and these systems teach people to not be
responsible.
County Waste right now is advertising on
local television their new system when everyone can have one
can, now it's easier to throw away everything in one can.
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think this goes to the Colonie landfill which is not part of
the Rapp Road landfill which is I think that's where they're
aiming at but they don't explain that.

The people of the

City of Albany and all the other twelve municipalities going
to the Albany landfill are seeing the same advertisements
the people in Colonie see and they're being taught that it's
hard to separate and County Waste has a simple solution.
Well, that's a terrible message for people to learn.
PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:
you ten minutes.

Mr. Bell, I have given

I have given everybody else

twelve minutes, so I'm going to -MR. BELL:
it's really a bad message.

All right.

Very good.

So I think

Also, I think it's just sort of

technology gone awry, just way too crazy.
Now on the German video, you know, the
website for this plan it does actually give a little chart
that talks about the final residue material that they then
burn.

In that chart it does admit that plastics go into the

product which is burned and incinerated.

Now I think it

should be well known by now, we went through the burn plan
over here on Sheridan Avenue, we should know by now what
that means.

When you burn plastics you get a 100 percent

certain result this is -- other results may not be 100
percent certain but the 100 percent certain result is that
you will get dioxins out of the system, this is a
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neurotoxin.

We should not be creating a system for putting

neurotoxins into the atmosphere, it's just bizarre, it's a
total violation of human health.
So any of these mechanized systems that
purport to separate out everything after everybody throws
everything, their combined, unseparated in one pile is
wrong, so that's all I have to say.

I would like to hand

out the Biogas Bus newsletter for today.

If there's any

questions.
PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:
MR. CALSOLARO:

Mr. Calsolaro?

Mr. Bell, are you -- is

biogasification, is that different than what you're talking
about?
MR. BELL:

Yes, yeah, unfortunately there is

about three or four different words and it gets all very
confused.

Gasification is not biogas, it's different

technology and it's also not bio-fuels.

Biogas -- in Europe

they use the word biogas just to mean anaerobic digestion
and it's the process as I explained.

Here in the United

States the technology is not known well enough, so people do
confuse these words.

Gasification is a totally different

technology making gas by heat.

The biogas product is not a

heat process, these digestive tanks do generate their own
heat, usually 120 degrees, not hundreds and hundreds of
degrees that creates this vaporization.
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MR. CALSOLARO:

The reason I asked is I saw

Orange County may be building a hundred million dollar
gasification plant to turn solid waste.
MR. BELL:

Gasification is another what I

call a pretty bad technology.
MR. CALSOLARO:
MR. BELL:

Thank you.

These are all these high-tech

space-aged things which sound cool but are really kind of
crazy.
PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:
MS. FAHEY:

Ms. Fahey?

Are you familiar with any biogas

facilities in New York State or this area?
MR. BELL:

There are biogas facilities in New

York State but they are agricultural based, they're not the
solid, municipal waste.

There's only 125 biogas facilities

in the entire United States.

This is not counting sewer

treatment plants, sewer treatment plants, actually, there's
quite a few -- several hundred, I don't know how many, three
or four found in the United States that do have biogas
plants.
MS. FAHEY:
MR. BELL:

Sewage?
Sewage treatment plants, yes, so

they basically take the Methane out of the sewer system and
make it into usable Methane.
MS. FAHEY:
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cost of this process, the composting process?
MR. BELL:

Well, it's a little hard to know

exactly, depending on the scale, but a typical biogas plant
is in the range of about $3 million, these would be smaller
than probably what we would need.

Depending on the degree

of source separation we achieve we probably need three of
those, you know, but a $3 million or $4 million biogas plant
will generate usually one to two megawatts of electricity,
plus an equal amount of one to two megawatts, that's an
electric measure but taking that same energy equivalent in
heat that generates approximately an equivalent amount of
heat.

So a lot of times people will just look at electric

output but if you vent off the heat, you throw away half the
energy.

In fact, you can use that heat for other things,

for running, heating houses, heating factories, greenhouses,
there's all kinds of things.
In terms of composting, I'm sorry you asked
about composting, yes composting is the cheapest of all
these things, there's no question about it, but composting
doesn't really -- I'm a big believer of compost.

I don't

know, I've given talks on this and people think I'm somehow
anti-compost.

I'm absolutely not anti-compost.

Compost is

wonderful as far as it goes, the problem is it doesn't go
very far.
You can do a compost facility, you know, in
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your backyard and it cost nothing but, you know, there's a
speaker here in Albany Public Library about a company
running a brand new compost plant from municipal compost in
Wilton, Delaware, don't remember what that cost, I think it
was in the range of $15 or $20 million, there are people
here who were at that same presentation and probably know
that answer.

The problem is compost gives you as a result

it gives you soil, I mean, that is a wonderful product but
that's all it basically gives us.
An anaerobic digestion process gives heat, it
gives Methane which can be used for various things, and I
didn't even mention this but it also produces a compost as
well, so out of that process does become a product that is
essentially the same as compost and is actually a higher
grade than regular compost that's been through this process
around 120 degrees of self-generated heat that kills the
pathogens which regular compost often does not, so that's
why it's a higher grade compost.

And somehow it manages to

retain it's nutrient values of the stuff that went in there,
the same as compost does.
MS. FAHEY:

Thank you.

PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:
MS. CUMMINGS:

Thank you.

Yes ma'am.

Would it be possible to speak

for less than one minute?
PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:
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to ask for the last time is there anybody else who wants to
speak?
(There was no response)
PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:

So this will be our

last speaker for the evening, and she has said she has just
a minute or two to speak her comments.

Please give us your

name and your address, please.
MS. CUMMINGS:

Yes, my name is Sally Cummings

and I live in West Menands, within smelling distance of the
current landfill.

I just wanted to say that this has been

going on for a couple of years, solid waste management plan,
and part of it is supposed to be education and I was
wondering, since we now have a recycling coordinator,
anything has been done about educating our children.

This

is where we're going to get our future cooperation of people
to put all this in action and it seems to me that it should
have been started.

What is everyone waiting for?

We still need to recycle even if you put in
all these different plans that you have.
should be -- a lot more should be done.

I just think it
And also I was

wondering, if a waste authority is formed if the current
debt that has been caused by the landfill is going to be
inflicted upon all the communities that are going to be part
of the authority.
PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:
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Mr. Sano?
MR. SANO:

I can only speak to the question

of what was being done in my school, I believe it's true for
all the public schools, is that each classroom now has a
recycling container and maintenance people do not empty
those, there are kids, certain kids, that are designated to
come around with larger bins and take the paper and the
other recyclable goods every week, in my school, and that's
all new and all been done by the city.
MS. CUMMINGS:
MR. SANO:

And --

And that's the new --

MS. CUMMINGS:

Are they being taught not just

to recycle in the class but what to do at home?
MR. SANO:

I believe so.

MS. CUMMINGS:

Okay.

PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:
MR. O'BRIEN:

Mr. O'Brien.

I was going to suggest she

should contact her school ask to be invited to one of the
training classes that is given on a regular basis.
MS. CUMMINGS:

That is great, thank you.

PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:
MR. CALSOLARO:

Mr. Calsolaro.

Were you a member of the

solid waste planning group?
MS. CUMMINGS:
MR. CALSOLARO:
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that I think you answered, can you just give a quick opinion
on the needs, you know, of perhaps, you know, those water
bottles and canned soda and putting promoting and marketing
to try to get the students to start recycling -MR. O'BRIEN:

Madam President --

MR. CALSOLARO:

-- do you think that could be

part of the education program, something like marketing, you
know, a proposal program not to just the elementary or
secondary schools but on the university level?
MS. CUMMINGS:
mean, everything.
the future.
the time.

I think it would be great, I

I think it should be started now.

It is

We can't go on having landfills filling up all

We need to do something about reducing and

recycling and reusing, there's lots of groups now that will
do -- they have swaps and this recycle and Craig's List
where they have recycle and lots and lots of stuff that's
still usable is exchanged and given away and we need to make
that in the schools as well and -- and let's get our
children very much involved.
PRESIDENT McLAUGHLIN:

Thank you, Ms.

Cummings.
This concludes the public hearing.

Thank you

very much.
(Whereupon at 8:23 p.m. the proceedings in
the above-entitled matter were concluded.)
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Industrial Waste Survey Results

1.0

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

CHA has been retained by the City of Albany for preparation of a new Solid Waste Management
Plan SWMP for the Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership the Planning Unit.
As part of the SWMP, CHA has studied several types of waste in the total solid waste stream of
Planning Unit in order to determine waste generation rates and other data. One of the waste
streams studied to obtain such data is non-hazardous industrial solid waste.
According to Census data, there were 260 manufacturing facilities in Albany County in 2002,
employing a total of more than 9,000 people. Not all of these facilities or employees are located
in the planning unit communities, but a substantial number are believed to be, as well as
manufacturing establishments in the City of Rensselaer and the Town of East Greenbush in
Rensselaer County.

In order to better understand the waste management practices among these industrial
establishments a survey was prepared and distributed to major manufacturing employers in the
planning unit. CHA compiled information about these facilities obtained from the 2008 New
York Manufacturers Register Manufacturers’ News, Inc. 2008 and survey forms and cover
letters were sent to approximately 135 establishments which had more than 10 employees. Of
these, 45 had more than 50 employees and 25 had more than 100 employees. The letters were
sent on February 10, 2009.

A copy of the Industrial Waste Survey Form and Cover Letter are presented in Section 2.

The

survey included questions regarding current solid waste management and recycling practices, as
well as any special problems or issues faced with either solid waste management or recycling.

The survey responses were compiled into a summary table, presented in Section 3.
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2.0

SURVEY FoRM AND COVER LETTER

This Section presents a copy ofthe Industrial Waste Survey Form and Cover Letter.
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a"
!iI

14

his

February 10, 2009

RE:

Industrial Solid Waste Survey
Capital Region SWMP

Dear Plant Manager:
Our firm is working with the City of Albany to assist with the development of a new Solid Waste Management Plan
SWMP for the Capital Region for the next 10 to 20 years. Part of the SWMP is focused on solid waste/recycling
collection practices of the industrial sector within the Planning Unit. You are being contacted because your business
is believed to be among the largest industrial establishments located in the Planning Unit.
The purpose of the attached survey is to identi’ current solid waste management practices, including recycling,
reuse, and other waste reduction programs for the non-hazardous solid wastes generated at your facility. This data
will be used to determine waste generation rates as well as to evaluate changes that could be implemented to
increase the overall effectiveness of solid waste management programs. Your completion of this information will
allow us to more accurately characterize the waste stream and to plan for future needs.
If we have not directed this correspondence to the appropriate person, please forward it to their attention. The survey
response should be completed and returned by February 27, 2009 as indicated on the attached survey. Should you
have any questions regarding the enclosed survey, or the project in general, please feel free to contact the
undersigned at 518 453-8287.
Very truly yours,

Valerie Spies
Assistant Project Engineer

Kenneth G. Gallagher, P.P., AICP
Principal Planner
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INDUSTRIAL MANUFACTURERS SOLID WASTE/RECYCLING COLLECTION
PRACTICES SURVEY

Part I. General Information
Firm name

Facility name

Street address

Mailing address______________________

Contact Person/Survey Respondent
Title
Contact telephone #
Principal Product Your Facility Produces___________________________________________
Number of Employees: Full time
Hours of Operation:

Part time

SIC Codes:

Part II. Solid Waste/Recyclable Information
1. How is non-hazardous solid waste collected for recycling or disposal note all that
apply?
* Self haul to disposal or recycling facilities? name/contact information of facility

*

Private hauler contracted by your business? name/contact information ofhauler

2. Which solid waste management facilitys are used by your business?

3. Approximately how much non-hazardous solid waste did you dispose of in 2008?
tons.
4. What percentage of non-hazardous solid waste was disposed of onsite in 2008?

Capital Region Solid Waste Management Plan
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5. Please describe any unique or problematic elements of your waste:

6. How much do you expect your waste volume to increase or decrease over the next five
5 years?
per year
Reason for increase/decrease:
7.

Do you anticipate any significant changes in your waste management practices in the
next five 5 years? If so, please describe:

Part III. Reuse and Recycling Program Questions
1. Please describe any material reuse or recycling at your facility:

2. What percentage of non-hazardous solid waste is recycled or reused on-site in 2008?

3. Do you keep records or prepare reports regarding your waste reduction and recycling
program? Please describe:

4. Are there barriers that reduce your recycling program’s effectiveness or result in no
recycling at your business? Please describe:

5. Suggestions to improve the recycling program?
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Part IV. Waste Characterization
1. Waste stream/recyclable composition information
Please estimate the composition ofyour non-hazardous solid waste stream and the amount you reused, or
recycled, and disposed for the following categories, in tons/year if possible. If other units of
measurement are used please specify.
A
=
B
+
C
Material
Material
Material
Generated
Recycled
Disposed
or Reused
*
+
*

Aluminum
Ferrous Metals
Other metals speci_____________

+
*
+

Newspaper
Office paper

*

Plate Glass
Tempered Glass

+
*
+

Corrugated Cardboard

Ceramics

*

Glass bottles & jars
Other Glass specify_________________

*

Plastic HDPE and PET

*
+

Plastic PVC
Other Plastic speci&______________

*
*
*
+
+
*
+
*
+
+
*
+
*
*
+

Rubber/Tires
Dry cell or other batteries
Lead acid batteries
Oil/oil filters
Textiles
Construction & Demolition Debris
Yard Waste
Food Waste
Wooden Pallets
Medical Waste
Electronics SpecilS’
Mixed Refuse such as cafeteria
and office waste
Other specify_________________
Other specify_________________

TOTAL
A

=

B

+

C

Note: The total disposed should equal the value entered in Part IT, Question 3.
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THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME.
Please FAX or email completed survey form by February 27, 2009 to:
CHA, LLP
Attn: Valerie Spies, Assistant Project Engineer
Fax Number: 973.299.1123
vspies@chacompanics.com
Telephone: 518 453-8287
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3.0

SURVEY RESPONSE SUMMARY

CHA set a survey response deadline of February 27, 2009, approximately three weeks from the
time the surveys were sent out.

During that time, CHA staff was available to answer any

questions regarding the survey. Five surveys were returned to CHA as undeliverable from the
Post Office, and 14 survey responses were received before the deadline. In the following weeks,
CHA continued to receive several additional survey responses from the industrial firms.

CHA then telephoned the 25 largest firms, those with 100 employees or more, to determine the
status of the industrial waste surveys and to inquire whether the firm had any additional
questions or comments that would assist them with completion of the survey. Additional surveys
were sent via email or fax based upon these telephone discussions and this effort yielded 3
additional survey responses. In total, CHA received 19 industrial waste survey responses.

The survey responses were compiled into a summary table, presented in this Section 3 so the
information from each firm could be compared side by side with the other firms. Most firms
were able to provide information about their current solid waste management practices on a
descriptive level, however, many were not able to provide quantities of solid waste generated,
recycled and discarded, and instead provided estimates of percentages of each material
component or other means of reporting their solid waste management. Some indicated that the
categorization of materials was handled by the solid waste hauler, or that the tonnage generated,
recycled and disposed was unknown.

The table summarizing the industrial solid waste survey results is attached below:
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Company

Company#1

Company #2

Company #3

Company#4

Company #5

not indicated
25
3678- NAICS 334417

metal parts
75
3449- NAICS 332114

asphalt concrete
4 FT/ 20 PT
2951 - NAICS 324121

dental manufacturing
40
3843- NAICS 339114

installation of sun rooms
13
3448- NAICS 332311

private hauler - thru lessor
Waste Management - contracted
by Arsenal
156 approx
not indicated
not indicated
0
none

private hauler

private hauler

private hauler

Allied Waste

County Waste

unknown
100%
none
0 - should stay same
none

private hauler
Allied Waste Services, Safety Kleen,
TCI Tire Center
160
0
not indicated
0
no significant changes expected

not indicated
not indicated
not indicated
5% - business volume
No

112
0
none
0
No

cardboard and paper

metal scrap

no recycling of solid waste

cardboard and paper

aluminum cutoff extrusions

0

100

0

not indicated

No

No

No

No

not indicated
not indicated

N/A
not indicated
respondent provided in %
generated
recycled
disposed
0
100
0
0
100
a

No
not indicated

No
not indicated

10% recycled
Records regarding aluminim cutoffs that are
brought to recycling yard
would like to recycle expanded polystrene foam
not indicated

General information
Produc
Employees
SIC Code
Solid Waste/Recyclable information
Non-hazardous solid waste collection
Solid Waste Management facilities
Disposed in 2008 tons
Percentage disposed onsite in 2008
Unique or problematic elements?
Volume increase or decrease in next S yrs?
Significant changes in next 5 years?

Waste Management

Reuse and Recycling Program Questions
Material reuse or recycling at facility
Percentage reused or recycled onsite in 2008
Records or reports for recycling/reduction.
Barriers to reduce effectiveness?
Suggestions for improvemen
Waste Characterization tons

Information not provided

Aluminum
Ferrous Metals
Other Metals specify
Newspape
Officepape
Corrugated Cardboard

0
0

0
0

disposed

mm

mm

mm

generated

21

mm

Plastic HDPE and PET
Plastic PVC
Other Plastic specify

Total

recycled

100
100

Plate Glass
Tempered Glass
Ceramics
Glass Bottles & Jars
Other Glass specify

Rubber/Tires
Dry cell or other batteries
Lead acid batteries
Oil/oiltilters
Textiles
Construction & Demolition Debris
Yard Waste
Food Waste
Wooden Pallets
Medical Waste
Electronics specify
Mixed Refuse such as cafeteria and office
Other specify
Other specify

generated

mm

2

2

5

5

0

100

0

1

1

0

0

100

mm
2

2

disposed

21

generated
1A

recycled
1.4

150

10

150

75

disposed
0

a

a

a

0.35

0

0.35

0
5
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0.125
0
ü
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0.125
0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
110
0
0.125
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
110
0
0
0.125
0
0
0

112

1.4

110.6

a

150

160

recycled

Industrial Waste Survey Data
Company

Company #6

Company #7

Company#8

Company#9

Company#1O

pre-built sheds
15
not indicated - NAICS 321992

paint, roof coatings, driveway sealers
35
2851 - NAICS 325510

wallboard, joint compound
9
3275- NAICS 327420

stone
19
NAICS 327900

animal feed
25
2048 - NAICS 311119

private hauler

private hauler

private hauler

private hauler

private hauler

Waste Management, Allied Waste

Waste Management of Eastern New York

Waste Management of Upstate New York

Allied Waste

156 cy estimate
0
not indicated
not indicated
no

146
0
N/A
not indicated - trying to decrease waste
no

not indicated

all paper/plastic sent to recycler

not indicated

100
Included in monthly report sent out by
Cargill; all waste is tracked
no
reduce flushing at mill; use less packaging

General In formation
Produc
Employees
SIC Code
Solid Waste/Recyclable information
Non-hazardous solid waste collection
Solid Waste Management facilities
Disposed in 2008 tons
Percentage disposed onsite in 2008
Unique or problematic elements?
Volume increase or decrease in next S yrs?
Significant changes in next 5 years?

BFI

-

Allied Waste

not indicated
0
scrap lumber, vinyl and shingles siding
10% decrease - business down
No

unknown
0
none
0
none

unknown

-

611.5
0
none
slowdown due to economy
no

Reuse and Recycling Program Questions
Material reuse or recycling at facility
Percentage reused or recycled onsite in 2008

5% recycled

Records or reports for recycling/reduction,
Barriers to reduce effectiveness?
Suggestions for improvemen
Waste Characterization tons
Aluminum
Ferrous Metals
Other Metals specify
Newspape
Office pape
Corrugated Cardboard

some latex paint reprocessed; metal
cans & corrugated boxes sent to
recycler via vendor
unknown

cardboard recycling

not indicated

no

used to recycle vinyl siding, but no longer
not indicated
respondent provided in %
generated
recycled
disposed
1%
1%
0%

no
not indicated
generated
X

5%

5%

0%

X

recycled

disposed

wallboard ground and reused; joint
compound pumped to reclaim tank and
reused
greater than 99%
track production waste; misc plant waste
tracked through WM records
not indicated
not indicated
generated

recycled

5

disposed

.

.

not indicated
not indicated
not indicated
generated

recycled

disposed

generated

recycled

disposed

5

108

0
1
1

108

Plate Glass
Tempered Glass
Ceramics
Glass Bottles & Jars
Other Glass specify
Plastic HDPE and PET
Plastic PVC
Other Plastic specify
Rubber/Tires
Dry cell or other batteries
Lead acid batteries
Oil/oil filters
Textiles
Construction & Demolition Debris
Yard Waste
Food Waste
Wooden Pallets
Medical Waste
Electronics specify
Mixed Refuse such as cafeteria and office
Other specify
Other specify
Total

X
15%

0%

15%

45%

0%

45%

2%

0%

2%

30

30

2%

0%

2%

0.5
468
5550
10

0.5
468
5550
10

6171.5

5560

20%

0%

20%

0
0.01
0
0.5
0.5
0
0
24
0
0.05
X

X
146
100

611.5

275.06

127.06

148

Industrial Waste Survey Data
Company

Company #11

Company #12

Company#13

Company #14

Company #15

sodium hypochlorite bleach
56
2819; 2842; 5169; NAICS 325998

recycled paper
45-55
NAICS 322110

portland cement concrete
56
not indicated - NAICS 327320

mfg. industrial ceramics, engineering design
75
3255- NAICS 327124

printed material
27
2759- NAICS 323117

private hauler

self-haul

private hauler

private hauler

Waste Management, Inc. Rapp Road Landfill

Company is high-grade paper recycling co.

private hauler
County Waste - office waste; CF Van Hall
Scrap Metal - disposal of scrap metal
10
0
N/A
0
no

County Waste

Northstar Recycling Group/DeBoer Recovery

832 cy estimate
100
none
10% - tough to determine, economy
no

20
0
none indicated
5% - Increased business
No

separate 8 cy dumpster used for paper &
cardboard; any steel is sent to scrap yards

paper & cardboard collected in carts for on-site
compactor; aluminum plates collected

0

0
monthly tonnage tracked through reports when
compactor storage container is changed
No
none indicated

General Information
Produc
Employees
SIC Code
Solid Waste/Recyclable information
Non-hazardous solid waste collection
Solid Waste Management facilities

Disposed in 2008 tons
20
Percentage disposed onsite in 2008
1
Unique or problematic elements?
not indicated
Volume increase or decrease in next S yrs?
should stay approx. same
Significant changes in next 5 years? would like to recycle cardboard, plastic if no cost

not indicated
not indicated
not indicated
-10% due to economy
not indicated

Reuse and Recycling Program Questions
plastic containers/drums are reused after cleaning;
obsolete computers recycled; office
paper/periodicals
Percentage reused or recycled onsite in 2008
1

not indicated

waste concrete placed in forms and sold to
contractors, also used for stackable wall units;
waste oil combusted for heat
100

N/A

not indicated

Not directly

5S program at the plant

cost prohibitive to recycle
would separate waste if no cost to company

not indicated
not indicated

No
None

discipline of employees; plastic soda disposal
incentives

Material reuse or recycling at facility

Records or reports for recycling/reduction.
Barriers to reduce effectiveness?
Suggestions for improvemen
Waste Characterization tons

generated

Aluminum
Ferrous Metals
Other Metals specify
Newspape
Office pape
Corrugated Cardboard

recycled

disposed

not indicated

generated

recycled
60

400
14000
6000

disposed

generated

recycled

disposed

100

100

0

2
1

0
1

2
0

Plate Glass
Tempered Glass
Ceramics
Glass Bottles & Jars
Other Glass specify
Plastic HDPE and PET
Plastic PVC
Other Plastic specify
Rubber/Tires
Dry cell or other batteries
Lead acid batteries
Oil/oil filters
Textiles
Construction & Demolition Debris
Yard Waste
Food Waste
Wooden Pallets
Medical Waste
Electronics specify
Mixed Refuse such as cafeteria and office
Other specify
Other specify
Total

generated

recycled

disposed

generated

recycled

416 cy/yr

250
10

250
10

260

260

832 cy/yr

100
50
5

5

0

2
8

2
7.5

0
0.5

0.5

0

0.5

118.5

115.5

3

75

20685

disposed

Industrial Waste Survey Data
Company

Company #16

Company #17

Company#18

Company#19

fabricates reinforcing steel
40
NAICS 332900

ready mix concrete
40
NAICS 327320

cannons
600
0630-1430 NAICS 332994

do not produce a product
600
4225- NAICS 493110

private hauler

private hauler

private hauler

Allied Waste Systems

Waste Management - Colonie Landfill

Allied Waste - Rapp Road Landfill

20
0
none
10% - growth
no

613
0
none
0
no

286
0
not indicated
0
no

source separate recyclables

recycle cardboard, cans, bottles

0
Solid Waste Annual Report SWARS U.S.
Army; no separate records of recyclables
No
None

50
monitor the recycle amounts sent to
vendor for reimbursement
No
not indicated
respondent provided in %
generated
recycled
disposed

General Information
Produc
Employees
SIC Code
Solid Waste/Recyclable information
Non-hazardous solid waste collection

private hauler
Heritage Crystal Clean Environmental
Solid Waste Management facilities
Services, LLC
Disposed in 2008 tons
403
Percentage disposed onsite in 2008
0
Unique or problematic elements?
none
Volume increase or decrease in next S yrs?
0 - expect zero change
Significant changes in next 5 years?
no

Reuse and Recycling Program Questions
Material reuse or recycling at facility

none

crush and reuse concrete for fill
material & waste blocks

Percentage reused or recycled onsite in 2008

96.8

99

no

sales receipts; crushing reports

no
better paper recycling within Co.

None
None

Records or reports for recycling/reduction,
Barriers to reduce effectiveness?
Suggestions for improvemen
Waste Characterization tons
Aluminum
Ferrous Metals
Other Metals specify
Newspape
Office pape
Corrugated Cardboard

generated

recycled

disposed
0

generated
0.5
2

recycled
0.5
2

disposed
0
0

387

387

3

3

0

2

2

0

0.5

0.5

0

2
0.2
1
2

2
0.2
1
2

0
0
0
0

1

0

1

2

0

2

17

0

17

7650

7650

0

7680.2

7660.2

20

generated

recycled

disposed

5%
90%

5%
90%

0%
0%

5%

0

5%

Plate Glass
Tempered Glass
Ceramics
Glass Bottles & Jars
Other Glass specify
Plastic HDPE and PET
Plastic PVC
Other Plastic specify
Rubber/Tires
Dry cell or other batteries
Lead acid batteries
Oil/oil filters
Textiles
Construction & Demolition Debris
Yard Waste
Food Waste
Wooden Pallets
Medical Waste
Electronics specify
Mixed Refuse such as cafeteria and office
Other specify
Other specify
Total

13

403

0

390

13

13
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APPENDIX E
ASSESSMENT OF EMERGING SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT TECHNOLOGIES

Assessment of Emerging Solid Waste Management Technologies

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND DEFINITIONS
As part of the New SWMP process, the City of Albany is identifying and evaluating solid waste
management technologies that could potentially reduce the amount of solid waste requiring
landfill disposal. The SWMP will consider both established and emerging technologies for
possible inclusion in the region’s long-term solid waste program.
This assessment of emerging solid waste management technologies was prepared as part of the
SWMP. This comparative evaluation is not intended to result in the selection of any particular
technology or any particular company. Rather, it is intended to facilitate a conclusion about
whether continued consideration of one or more of these technologies is appropriate as an ongoing element of the New SWMP.
For the purposes of this evaluation, “emerging” solid waste management technologies are
defined as technologies with the potential to provide commercial-scale, effective means of
municipal solid waste processing and disposal, but which currently have little or no commercial
application in the United States. Technologies that have only recently been introduced to the
U.S. in a demonstration or commercial capacity qualify as emerging. Emerging technologies
with existing commercial applications in other countries, but which have not been implemented
in the U.S, are also included in this analysis.
Proven technologies with widespread commercial use in the U.S. are not included in the
definition of emerging technologies. Waste-to-energy facilities (including both mass-burn and
mechanically processed refuse derived fuel), stand-alone material recovery facilities (MRF),
composting facilities for organic waste and conventional landfills do not qualify as new or
emerging technologies, and are not included in this assessment.
This analysis includes information provided by respondents to a Request for Information, as
further described in Section 2.0, as well as information about other new and emerging
technologies derived from recent studies conducted in other jurisdictions and from other sources.
A summary description of the details of many of the emerging technologies is presented in
Section 3.0, where they are characterized by type of process and other factors. Information
provided in the RFI responses is summarized in this section.

Capital Region Solid Waste Management Plan
Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership Planning Unit

2/24/2010
Page 1

Assessment of Emerging Solid Waste Management Technologies

Section 4.0 describes some recent assessments of emerging technologies conducted by other
jurisdictions who are evaluating these alternatives. Section 5.0 presents the findings and
conclusions of this analysis in the context of the Capital Region Solid Waste Management Plan.

2.0 REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
As part of this process, a Request for Information (RFI) was prepared and distributed to solicit
preliminary statements of interest and background information from parties wishing to
participate in the evaluation process. The availability of the RFI was advertised in national
publications (Waste Age and Waste and Recycling News) and began being distributed on
February 16, 2009. Responses were requested on or before March 27, 2009.
Interested parties were invited to provide basic information regarding their sponsored
technologies, including measures of actual or anticipated performance in each of the following
categories of criteria:
-

Experience of Project Sponsors
Facility Sizing
Costs of Ownership and Operation
Environmental Impacts
Readiness and Reliability
Beneficial Reuse of MSW Byproducts
Residues Requiring Landfill Disposal

A copy of the RFI is presented in Appendix A.
Fifteen (15) companies provided submittals in response to the RFI. Table 1 provides a summary
of the RFI respondents.
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Table 1 –Summary of Respondents to RFI
Name
Biogold

Primary
Treatment Type
Thermal

Primary Product
Electricity or
Biofuel/gasification

Carbon
Diversion, Inc.
Casella Waste
Systems, Inc.

Thermal

Covanta
Energy Corp.

Thermal

Electricity from Mass
Burn

Dongara Pellet
Factory

Mechanical

Solid Fuel Pellets

Ecodeco

Biological/
Mechanical

Aerobic Biodrying
with Solid Fuel
Product

Energy
Answers
International

Mechanical/
Thermal

Electricity from
Processed Refuse
Fuel

3,000 tpd
SEMASS
facility in
Rochester,
MA

Green
Conversion

Thermal

Electricity from Mass
Burn

1,100 tpd
facility in
Hamburg, GE

Mechanical/Therm
al

Electricity from
pyrolytic syngas
Electricity from
pyrolytic syngas

Reference
Facilities
No MSW
reference
facility

Capital Region Solid Waste Management Plan
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50 tpd facility
in Dunlop TN
3 reference
facilities for
single stream.
WTE
demonstration
unit under
acceptance
testing.
5 operating
facilities in
NY, 15 others
in Northeast
US.

110,000 tpy
facility in
Woodbridge,
ON.
Several
facilities in,
Italy, Spain
and U.K.

Comment
Produces
electricity
and/or ethanol
biofuel,
depending on
market for these
commodities.

Final element of
a 4 stage
approach.
Single stream
recycling and
processed waste
feedstock in
previous stages
Export to
existing WTE
facilities
through B-3
transfer station
in Columbia
County.
Fuel pellets are
to be used for
energy
production.
Solid Fuel
product could
potentially be
used to generate
electricity.
Company was
affiliated w/
reference
facility from
1988 - 1996
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Name
Nature’s Fuel

Primary
Treatment Type
Thermal

Primary Product
Electricity from
pyrolytic syngas

NORTERRA
Organics

Biological

Compost

Organic Waste
Remediation

Thermal

Electricity from
pyrolytic syngas

Plasco Energy
Group

Thermal

Electricity from
Plasma syngas

Powers Energy

Thermal

Biofuel from
gasification

StarTech
Environmental

Thermal

Plasma-converted
Syngas

Taylor
Biomass
Energy

Thermal

Electricity/
gasification

Reference
Comment
Facilities
86,000 tpy
facility in
Atwood, IN.
20,000 tpy
SSOW only
facility in
Joyceville,
ON.
250 tpd
facility
seeking
approval in
CT.
110 tpd
demonstration
facility in
Ottawa,
Canada
2,000 tpd
facility being
developed in
Lake County,
IN.
2 facilities
under contract
in Europe
Facility under
development

Five of the submittals provided information about technologies that are considered commercially
proven, including mass burn waste to energy, mechanically processed refuse derived fuel (RDF),
and the composting of source separated organic waste. The 10 remaining respondents presented
information about new and emerging technologies for waste treatment with recovery of
materials, energy or both. Information from these submittals was summarized and is presented
in the discussion of emerging technologies in Section 3.0.
A more detailed summary of each submittal is presented in Appendix B.
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3.0 EMERGING SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT TECHNOLOGIES
3.1

Thermal Processing

Thermal processing technologies encompass a variety of processes that use or produce heat,
under controlled conditions, to convert MSW to usable products such as recyclable materials
and/or electrical output. The organic content of MSW is converted to energy, and the inorganic
content is recovered as products such as metals.
Thermal technologies can potentially convert all organic components of MSW into energy (i.e.,
all carbon and hydrogen-based materials, including plastic, rubber, textiles, and other organic
materials that are not converted in biological processes). Thermal processing occurs in a hightemperature reaction vessel; reactor temperatures vary among technologies, but can range from
approximately 800°F to as high as 8,000°F.
Generally speaking, thermal processing of MSW consists of two primary steps (DSNY 2006):
Pre-processing requirements are typically minimal for thermal processing technologies. Many
thermal technologies require no MSW size reduction or separation by component, although some
do require waste to be shredded prior to processing. While recyclables such as metals can be
recovered in a pre-processing step, many thermal technologies recover recyclable metals after
the thermal conversion process.
In thermal conversion, the organic fraction of the MSW is converted to a gas form by processing
at a high temperature within the reaction vessel. Gas products are typically composed of
hydrogen, carbon monoxide and carbon dioxide gases, and may be called “syngas” or “fuel gas”,
depending on the technology. The gas may be converted to electricity by using it as a fuel in
traditional boilers, reciprocating engines and combustion turbines. Net electricity is reportedly
on the order of 400-500 kWh/ton for most thermal processing technologies.
Processing temperatures, the means of maintaining elevated temperatures, and the degree of
decomposition of the organic fraction of MSW, vary among thermal processing technologies.
Several types of thermal processing technologies have been or are being developed to a level of
commercial feasibility, and are described in detail below.
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3.1.1 Pyrolysis
Pyrolysis systems use a drum, kiln-shaped structure, or pyrolysis tube, which is heated using
recycled syngas or another fuel or heat source. Existing pyrolysis systems can typically process
up to 300 tpd of MSW; systems are modular and can be installed in parallel to increase
throughput. MSW must be pre-processed to separate non-degradable materials, and the organic
MSW content is essentially “cooked” in an externally heated oven at temperatures of 750°F to
1,650°F, in the absence or near absence of free oxygen. At high temperatures, the organic
compounds volatilize and bonds thermally crack, breaking larger molecules into gases and
liquids composed of smaller molecules, including hydrocarbon gases and hydrogen gas.
The temperature, pressure, reaction rates, and internal heat transfer rates are used to control
pyrolytic reactions in order to produce specific products. Syngas products are composed
primarily of hydrogen (H2), carbon monoxide (CO), carbon dioxide (CO2), and methane (CH4).
The syngas can be utilized in boilers, gas turbines, or internal combustion engines to generate
electricity, or alternatively can be used in the production of chemicals. Some of the volatile
components of MSW form tar and oil, and can be removed for reuse as a fuel. The balance of the
organic materials that are not volatile, or liquid that is left as a char material, can be further
processed or used for its adsorption properties (activated carbon). Inorganic materials form a
bottom ash that requires disposal, although some pyrolysis ash can be used for manufacturing
brick materials.
Most pyrolysis systems are closed systems, and there are no waste gases or air emission sources.
However, subsequent power generation using syngas does have air emissions that can be filtered
through a stack and air emission control system. The volume of MSW feedstock entering a
pyrolysis reactor can be reduced by as much as 90% (City of LA 2005).
Four of the RFI respondents have developed or are developing thermal processing facilities
utilizing pyrolysis. These respondents are Carbon Diversion, Inc., Casella Waste Systems, Inc.,
Nature’s Fuel, and Organic Waste Remediation, LLC. A brief summary of these technologies
or facilities, based on information provided in each of the RFI responses, is presented below.
Carbon Diversion, Inc.
Carbon Diversion Inc. is a Hawaiian corporation that was formed in 2004. CDI creates smallscale systems that can process MSW to generate electricity and bio-char products. The company
identifies a pilot plant and two commercial facilities, located in Hawaii and Tennessee. CDI will
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break ground on the first of three planned manufacturing facilities in April 2009, which will
allow the company to produce and deliver its systems.
CDI has built a pilot plant at Campbell Industrial Park in Hawaii. The plant consists of three 1ton processors, and the main product is a petroleum product in the kerosene range. A second
system is located in Dunlop, Tennessee as part of a sustainable community development, and
consists of two 3.5 ton/hr. units. The Dunlop facility is designed to operate 10 hours/day and
generate 2 MW of electricity. Bio-char byproducts are bagged and sold under the Eterna Green
trade name as a soil amendment. Work has begun on a third site in Hawaii; four additional sites
have been identified at transfer stations in Hawaii, pending final bond passage with a start date in
July 2009.
Incoming waste, including tires, animal waste and green waste, is pre-processed (briquetted) and
fed into the processors. A pressurized partial pyrolysis gasification process is used to produce a
liquid fuel and syngas, which are used to generate electricity. Bio-char can be used for water
filtration or as a soil amendment. Units can be remote-started by local power providers, and can
be used for emergency power generation if provided access to natural gas utilities.
More information about this RFI response is presented in Appendix B.
Casella Waste Systems, Inc.
Casella Waste Systems, Inc. is a vertically integrated resource management company that
operates primarily in the northeastern U.S, and was founded in 1975. The company operates a
number of collection divisions, transfer stations, disposal facilities, recycling facilities, and
landfill gas to energy facilities. FCR, Inc. is a wholly owned subsidiary of Casella that designs,
builds and operates recycling facilities throughout the U.S.
Casella proposes a four-phased waste management approach for the Planning Unit. The first
three phases include a single stream MRF, a multimaterial processing platform to recover
additional recyclables and manufacture engineered feedstock for co-firing in solid fuel boilers.
These first three phases are considered conventional technologies. It is the fourth phase which is
considered an emerging technology because it includes the establishment of a waste-to-energy
facility accepting the non-recoverable portion of the waste stream and thermally reducing it by
means of pyrolysis and gasification. Syngas products would be used to produce electricity,
liquid fuels or chemicals. Casella has a commercial demonstration unit currently in acceptance
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testing, which would serve as a reference facility upon completion; other reference facilities are
operated by Eco Technology, a project partner.
More information about this RFI response is presented in Appendix B.
Nature’s Fuel
Nature’s Fuel (NF) was founded in 2005 and is an Indiana Corporation; the company is owned
by private equity investors. NF owns and operates one commercial facility in Atwood, Indiana,
and is developing a second commercial facility in Huntington, Indiana.
The NF system uses a pyrolysis process to generate electricity, bio-oil, bio-char, and bio-gas.
Bio-char residue can be used as a soil amendment or high-grade source of activated carbon. Biooil can be sold to blenders and used to reduce the sulfur content and viscosity of #6 heating oil.
NF operates an 86,000 tpy facility in Atwood, Indiana – this plant began as a solid fuel R&D
facility and was converted into a full-production pyrolyzation operation in 2007. The Atwood
facility does not accept MSW, but does accepts wood waste, C&D waste, and other waste
streams (plastics, waste oils, etc.) to produce sulfur-free bio-oil, high quality bio-char, and will
begin to generate electricity later in 2009.
NF is in the process of developing a new facility in Huntington, Indiana that will accept MSW as
feed stock. This facility will have an anticipated waste throughput of 200,000 tpy in Year 1, and
will increase to 400,000 tpy by Year 3. Air permit approval is anticipated in July 2009.
Representatives of Nature’s Fuel attended the SWMP Steering Committee meeting on August
18, 2009 give a presentation about their technology and facilities. As of that time, the facility
planned for the Huntington Landfill was not yet operating. When it is operating the anticipated
fee at Huntington will be $20/ton. Nature’s Fuel indicated they anticipate that biogas generated
at the Huntington facility would be used to fire internal combustion engines, and they expected a
facility processing 500,000 TPY to generate about 50 MW. At the presentation NF clarified that
the operating facility in Atwood primarily accepts wood waste from recreational vehicle
manufactures including particle board, paints and sealants, laminates, and all kinds of wood and
adhesives. That facility operates at 55,000 tons per year.
More information about this RFI response is presented in Appendix B.
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Organic Waste Remediation, LLC
Organic Waste Remediation, LLC (OWR) is based in Orlando, FL and offers the OWR Process
for disposal of MSW. The OWR Process combines single-stream recycling and pyrolysis
technologies, and includes three modules. The Recycling Module separates non-organic material
into ferrous, aluminum, other non-ferrous metals and clear, green and amber glass, washed and
delabeled with ceramics removed. Unrecycled organic material is shredded, dried and fed to the
Remediation Module. The Remediation Module uses a pyrolysis process to break organic
materials down into a relatively consistent synfuel. Synfuel products are conveyed to the Power
Module. The Power Module uses generic fluid bed burner/steam generation equipment to drive a
steam turbine electric generator.
As of the RFI submittal date, OWR has not constructed or operated a MSW processing facility.
OWR has commenced the approval process to construct and operate a commercial facility in
Bozrah, CT. This facility will have a proposed maximum capacity of 250 TPD (~90,000 tpy),
and contractual arrangements have been made to secure a 1,500 tons per week supply of MSW
feedstock.
More information about this RFI response is presented in Appendix B.
3.1.2

Gasification

Gasification involves the thermal conversion of organic carbon-based materials in the presence
of internally produced heat, typically at temperatures of 1,400°F to 2,500°F, and in a limited
supply of air/oxygen to produce a syngas composed primarily of H2 and CO. Inorganic materials
are converted either to bottom ash or to a solid, vitreous slag, depending on the conditions
materials are processed under. Most gasification systems are closed systems and do not generate
waste gases or air emission sources during the gasification phase. After cooling and cleaning in
emission control systems, the syngas can be utilized in boilers, gas turbines, or internal
combustion engines to generate electricity, or to make chemicals. Subsequent power generation
using syngas does have air emissions that can be filtered through a stack and air emission control
system.
Gasification has reportedly been used to process MSW since the 1980s, primarily in Europe and
Japan (City of LA 2005). Existing gasification systems operate at throughputs up to 1,000 tpd;
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gasifiers and the pre-processing, emission control, and power generation systems can be installed
in parallel to increase throughput and power generation. Gasification and pyrolysis technologies
are sometimes coupled, with char products resulting from pyrolysis used as feedstock for the
follow-up gasification process.
Three of the RFI respondents, have developed or are developing thermal processing facilities
utilizing this type of gasification technology. These respondents are BioGold Fuels Corporation,
Powers Energy of America, Inc., and Taylor Biomass Energy, LLC. A brief summary of these
technologies or facilities, based on information provided in each of the RFI responses, is
presented below.
BioGold Fuels Corporation
BioGold Fuels Corporation is a Nevada corporation based in New York City, was formed as a
result of a merger with Full Circle Industries, Inc. in April 2007, and became a publicly traded
company in October 2007. With the BioGold process, MSW is unloaded from trucks and
conveyed to a sterilizer where it is sterilized, reduced in size, and mechanically sorted to remove
recyclable metals and other inorganic material from the organic fraction of the waste. The
sterilized organic and energy-containing materials are then fed into a thermo-chemical gasifier,
where they are transformed at high temperature into compounds that produce a syngas composed
mostly of hydrogen and carbon monoxide. Remaining solid residue can be vitrified into a glasslike solid that can be used for various construction applications.
Syngas can be used to generate electricity using commercial electricity-generating equipment, or
converted to a biofuel using a standard gas-to-liquid catalytic process. BioGold would build
infrastructure to generate both electricity and transportation biofuels, and would shift production
according to the relative market value of these commodities.
According to its RFI response, BioGold has successfully implemented the front-end processing
aspect of its technology using MSW to create a marketable recycled long-fiber product sold for
liner-board manufacture. As of March 2009, the company has not constructed or operated a
MSW processing facility.
More information about this RFI response is presented in Appendix B.
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Powers Energy of America, Inc.
Powers Energy is a national firm headquartered in Evansville, Indiana, and presents a process to
produce biofuels and electricity from MSW feedstock. MSW would be delivered, handled and
contained within the indoor facility. Carbon-based MSW/feedstock materials are mixed, crushed
or shredded and fed into a gasification plant for bioethanol production. Feedstock materials are
converted to a syngas product in the gasifiers by heating the materials in different stages to
temperatures in excess of 2,000 degrees Fahrenheit. Heat recovered from the gasifier is used to
generate steam and electricity. Syngas leaving the gasifier is refined, cooled and passed through
the biological fermenter, where 70-90% of the gas will be converted to bioethanol through
microbial activity. Off-gas from the fermenter is routed for use in steam generation. Bioethanol
products go through a refining process and are marketed for use as a fuel. Ash from the gasifier
is sent to a landfill for disposal.
The Lake County Indiana Solid Waste Management District approved a contract on November
20, 2008 to develop a biofuels facility with a minimum capacity of 2,000 tpd. The facility is
anticipated to generate 36 million gallons of bioethanol fuel, 42,600 tons of recyclable metals
and 20 MW of power on annual basis. As of March 2009, facility design plans were being
prepared, but construction of this facility has not yet begun. Powers Energy is also pursuing
agreements for development of a facility in northwestern Kentucky, and has begun design and
permitting for this facility.
More information about this RFI response is presented in Appendix B.
Taylor Biomass Energy, LLC
Taylor Biomass Energy (TBE) is headquartered in Montgomery, NY where a related company
has owned and operates a C&D recycling and processing facility since 1989. TBE has a project
underway to couple a gasification process with the existing sorting and recycling process at the
Montgomery facility. Permitting is currently underway for this action and permitting documents
have been submitted to DEC for review.
As part of that project, sorted feedstock will be fed into the gasification reactor, where it will
undergo a rapid thermal breakdown to produce a syngas product. The Taylor gasification
process produces a medium Btu gas with a heating value of approximately half that of natural
gas. This gas will have the ability to be directly substituted for natural gas or used as a fuel for
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engines and gas turbines, or to be used as a synthesis gas for production of biofuels or chemicals.
For the Montgomery project, the syngas will be conditioned and used to generate electricity. A
combustion reactor will be used to further process char products, and final ash products will be
disposed of at a landfill.
More information about this RFI response is presented in Appendix B.
3.1.3

Plasma Arc Gasification

Plasma technology uses an electrical discharge to heat gas, typically air, oxygen, nitrogen,
hydrogen, or argon, or combinations of these gases, to temperatures above 7,000°F. The heated
gas, or plasma, can then be used for welding, cutting, melting, or treating waste materials. Most
past uses of plasma arc technology have been for melting incinerator ash or for thermally
decomposing hazardous or medical wastes, and only recently has plasma technology integrated
with gasification technologies to process MSW. This technology has potential to convert MSW
to electricity more efficiently than conventional pyrolysis and gasification systems, due to its
high heat flux, high temperature, almost complete conversion of carbon-based materials to
syngas, and conversion of inorganic materials to a glassy, non-hazardous slag. Existing systems
operate at throughputs of up to 83 tpd on MSW/auto shredder residue combination; plasma
torches can be added to the reactors, and multiple reactors can be included to increase total
capacity (City of LA 2005).
Plasma arc gasification typically occurs in a closed, pressurized reactor. Following preprocessing, the feedstock enters the reactor and comes into contact with the hot plasma gas. This
system converts MSW and other organic carbon-based materials, including tar, oil, and char, to a
syngas composed primarily of H2 and CO. Inorganic materials are converted to a solid, vitreous
slag. Like pyrolysis and conventional gasification, plasma arc gasification is a closed system;
therefore there are no waste gases and no emission sources in the plasma gasification conversion
process. After cooling and cleaning in emission control systems, the syngas produced by plasma
arc gasification can either be burned immediately in a close-coupled combustion chamber or
boiler, or can be cleaned of contaminants and used in a reciprocating engine or gas turbine to
generate electricity.
Two of the RFI respondents have developed, or are developing, thermal processing facilities
utilizing plasma arc gasification technology. These respondents are Plasco Energy Group and
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Startech Environmental Corporation. A brief summary of these technologies or facilities, based
on information provided in each of the RFI responses, is presented below.
Plasco Energy Group
Plasco Energy Group is an Ottawa, Canada company that offers a system based on plasma arc
technology. Plasco has built a 110 tpd commercial-scale demonstration facility in Ottawa that
uses MSW from the city as feedstock. This facility has been in operation since January 2008.
Discussions for commercial facilities are in progress in Canada, the U.S, Europe and Asia.
Plasco’s waste conversion process begins with any materials with high reclamation value being
removed from the waste stream and recovered for recycling. The remaining MSW is shredded
and conveyed to a conversion chamber where it is converted into a crude syngas using recycled
heat; this crude syngas flows to a refinement chamber and is refined using plasma torches to
create a fuel called PlascoSyngas. The PlascoSyngas is cleaned and used to generate electricity.
Waste heat is recovered and used to produce steam, which can be used to generate additional
electricity or for industrial purposes.
Solid residue from the conversion chamber is sent to a separate high-temperature Carbon
Recovery Vessel, where plasma heat is used to stabilize the solids and convert any remaining
volatile compounds and fixed carbon into syngas. Remaining solids are cooled into small slag
pellets. The process also yields other products including commercial salt, agricultural sulfur and
water. In its response to the RFI, Plasco suggested a 440 TPD facility for the Capital region,
using four of the 110 TPD units of the type currently operating at the demonstration facility in
Ottawa.
More information about this RFI response is presented in Appendix B.
According to the company website (http://www.plascoenergygroup.com/), in June 2008 the
Ottawa City Council issued a letter of intent for Plasco to build, own, and operate a 440 TPD
facility and the Central Waste Management Commission of Red Deer, Alberta has signed a
contract for a 220 TPD Plasco facility.
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Startech Environmental Corporation
Startech is a Wilton, Connecticut based public company that offers a plasma processing
technology for MSW disposal. The company was founded in 1993 and was established in 1995
as a public company. In 1996-1997, Startech built and delivered a 7 TPD system to the U.S.
Army’s Aberdeen Proving Ground in Maryland. In 2001, the company opened a facility in
Bristol, Connecticut which houses a 5 TPD system used for customer training, marketing and
demonstration purposes. In 2001 Startech delivered a 5 TPD system to Japan for the processing
of PCBs and hazardous incinerator ash. The company has a 30,000 sf manufacturing facility in
Bristol where its systems are built, and is in the process of developing several facilities in
overseas markets.
The Plasma Converter System utilizes plasma – an electrically charged, ionized gas – to process
waste materials at extremely high temperatures. Organic components of the incoming waste are
used to create a plasma-converted syngas, which in turn can be used to produce electricity,
recover hydrogen, and to make industrial materials. Outputs include a Plasma Converted Gas
(PCG) fuel consisting of primarily hydrogen and carbon monoxide, and a glassy black
obsidianite material. PCG can be reused or recycled as a fuel or as a synthesis gas to produce
electricity, recover hydrogen, or to make industrial products. The Startech technology can be
used to process a variety of hazardous and non-hazardous waste materials.
To date, Startech has no full-scale commercial MSW facilities in operation. The company has
signed contracts for two 300 TPD MSW facilities in Europe with additional orders pending for
MSW facilities in Panama (200 and 350 TPD) and Europe (100 TPD). Startech is currently
manufacturing multiple systems for Puerto Rico and Poland.
More information about this RFI response is presented in Appendix B.

3.2 Biological and Chemical Processing
Biological and chemical technologies operate at lower temperatures and lower reaction rates than
thermal technologies. Biological technologies can convert only the biodegradable organic
content of MSW, and chemical processes can potentially convert any organic content. Neither
type of technology can be used to effectively process inorganic waste materials. Some
technologies involve the multiple stages of biochemical processing; byproducts vary among
technologies but can include electricity, compost and chemicals.
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Several of these technologies also include one or more mechanical processing components to
remove inorganic materials from the feed stock or the residue stream. These are often referred to
a Mechanical -Biological Treatment facilities, or MBT facilities. The biological treatment can
be either aerobic or anerobic, as will be described further below. MSW composting facilities,
such as the facility that operates in Delaware County NY, can be considered an MBT facility.
But because the are 13 MSW composting facilities operating in the United States, its is not
considered among the emerging technologies that are being evaluated here.
Motivated by European Union mandates that limit the amount of organic waste that may be
landfilled, MBT facilities have been developed in Europe which utilize an aerobic process to dry
the organic fraction of the waste. MBT reduces the mass and volume of wastes, due to the
removal of materials for recycling and both carbon and moisture losses. The amount of reduction
is very dependent on the design and characteristics of each plant. For every ton of input to a biostabilization MBT facility, around 0.6 tons will be left as residue (Friends of the Earth, 2008).
There are two main outputs for MBT residues, with the output type determining how the plant is
operated:
•

As a low quality soil, or to landfill, also known as ‘biostabilization’, or

•

As a refuse derived fuel (RDF), for burning (sometimes called ‘biodrying’)

One respondent to the RFI, ECODECO, has developed an MBT technology that uses both
biological (biodrying) and mechanical processes to recover recyclable materials and produce a
refuse derived fuel. A brief summary of this technology/facility, based on information provided
in the RFI response, is presented below.
Two other specific technology groups, anaerobic digestion and ethanol production were not
included in any of the RFI responses. These technologies are discussed in section 3.2.1 and 3.2.2
below.

ECODECO
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ECODECO is an international company with headquarters in Italy, and has recently established a
cooperative arrangement with International Center for Commercial Affairs (ICCA) to assist in
the pursuit of opportunities in the U.S. market. The company has developed the Biocubi
Process, an aerobic biological treatment method, to remove moisture and improve the heating
efficiency of products to be used as fuel inputs for subsequent processes. Processing takes place
in the company’s ITS (Intelligent Transfer Station). The putrescible fraction of MSW undergoes
an aerobic treatment, and the released heat is used to dry and thermally hygienize the feedstock.
Separation occurs following the bio-drying phase, and recyclable materials are removed from the
feedstock. The bio-dried material is then mechanically refined to produce a solid fuel which can
be used to generate electricity or as a fuel source by cement kilns.
ECODECO’s technology has been successfully implemented in Europe for more than a decade.
They have identified several facilities in Italy, Spain and England, and report that there are 17
ITS facilities in total throughout the world. To date, none of these facilities have been
constructed in the U.S.
The response to the RFI noted a capital cost of $56.7 million for a facility capable of serving the
Capital Region Planning Unit and processing 230,000 TPY. Operational costs for a facility in the
U.S. were not estimated by ECODECO, but tipping fees of €95 to €125 (euros) per ton were
noted for some European facilities.
Representatives of ECODECO attended the SWMP Steering Committee meeting on July 21,
2009 and gave a presentation about their technology and facilities. At that meeting an estimated
capital cost of $64 million and an estimated operating cost of $38 per ton were noted.
ECODECO representatives were accompanied by representatives from Buzzi Unichem, a large
Cement manufacturer with facilities in the U.S., who expressed a keen interest in utilizing the
solid fuel from the ECODECO process to displace the use of coal in cement kilns.
More information about this RFI response is presented in Appendix B.

3.2.1

Anaerobic Digestion

Anaerobic digestion is a biological process by which microorganisms digest organic material in
the absence of oxygen, producing a solid byproduct (digestate) and a gas (biogas). In the past,
anaerobic digestion has been used extensively to stabilize sewage sludge, but has been adapted
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more recently to process the organic fraction of MSW. In anaerobic digestion, biodegradable
material is converted by a series of bacterial groups into methane and CO2. In a primary step
called hydrolysis, a first bacterial group breaks down large organic molecules into small units
like sugars. In the acidification process, another group of bacteria converts the resulting smaller
molecules into volatile fatty acids, mainly acetate, but also hydrogen (H2) and CO2. A third
group of bacteria, the methane producers or methanogens, produce a medium-Btu biogas
consisting of 50-70% methane, as well as CO2.
This biogas can be used to fuel boilers or reciprocating engines to generate electricity, and
requires minimal pretreatment. It can also be upgraded to pipeline quality and used as
compressed natural gas (CNG), a vehicular fuel. In addition to biogas, anaerobic bioconversion
generates a residue consisting of inorganics, non-degradable organics, non-degraded
biodegradables, and bacterial biomass. If the feedstock entering the process is sufficiently free of
materials like colored plastics, this residue can have market value as a compost material.
Anaerobic digestion facilities are able to process up to 800 tpd of MSW.
None of the respondents to the RFI proposed the use of anaerobic digestion technology. This
technology has been employed with MSW feedstock in Europe by companies that have
responded to recent solicitations by other jurisdictions, such as New York City and Los Angeles.
NorthEast Biogas, a New York based company, is seeking to develop projects using anaerobic
digestion, but this company did not respond to the RFI. Discussions with representatives of this
company indicated their interest in projects with organic waste feedstock, but not MSW
feedstock.
3.2.2

Ethanol Production

Various ethanol production processes have been developed at pilot scales, and some at
demonstration scales, to generate ethanol from paper and vegetative matter in the MSW stream.
In these processes, a purified lignocellulosic material – which is able to break cellulose-based
plant material down to its component sugar molecules – is chopped up and introduced into a
hydrolysis reactor. The effluent of this reactor is mostly a sugar solution, which is prepared for
fermentation. This solution is detoxified and introduced to a fermenter, in which microorganisms
convert the sugar to ethanol and CO2. Next, the solution is introduced into an energy-intensive,
combined distillation and dehydration process to bring the ethanol concentration up to fuel grade
(99%) ethanol. A solid residue of unfermented solids and microbial biomass is recovered through
the anaerobic digestion process, and its marketability as a compost material depends on the
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purity of feedstock as well as its visual quality. Solid residues can be burned or gasified if
alternative methods of reuse are not feasible.
A commercial scale facility had been permitted for development in Middletown NY. The $285million waste-to-ethanol processing plant is said to be capable of processing and converting up to
960 tpd of MSW to ethanol for commercial sale and use. The facility has been in the
development stages since 1996, and received its required permits from the NYSDEC. However
the facility has never been developed (news archive from the Middletown Times Herald-Record
at http://archive.recordonline.com/news/masada/masada_list.htm), and given the delays and
reported legal issues, is believed to be unlikely to move forward.
At its September 2009 meeting, the SWMP Steering Committee heard a presentation from a
representative of Enerkem, a Canadian company which has a contract with the City of
Edmonton, Alberta to develop a waste-to-biofuels facility. The City of Edmonton will supply
100,000 metric tons of post recyclable waste to the facility, which will produce approximately
9.5 million gallons of ethanol and has an expected construction cost of CDN$70 million. The
company has operated a pilot plant in Sherbrooke Quebec since 2003 and has also built a
commercial scale facility in Westbury, Quebec.
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4.0 RECENT ASSESSMENTS CONDUCTED BY OTHER
JURISDICTIONS
Several municipalities, counties and solid waste authorities have conducted recent assessments of
alternative technologies. Three of the more comprehensive efforts are reviewed and summarized
here.
4.1

New York City

In 2004, the New York City Department of Sanitation (DSNY) presented the first phase of its
New Solid Waste Management Plan (New SWMP). The planning process was initiated
following the 2001 closure of the Fresh Kills Landfill in Staten Island, which had accepted much
of the City’s solid waste for years. Since the closure of this facility, New York City’s solid
waste management system has relied predominantly on truck-based transportation and utilizes a
combination of local, land-based transfer stations and long-haul shipping to remote, out-of-state
landfills.
New York City’s system is considered unsustainable over the long term, due to the heavy costs
associated with the transport and disposal of solid waste at remote landfills, as well as the
environmental impacts of a system so reliant on long-haul trucking. Thus, the City’s New
SWMP cites “dramatically reducing the number of truck trips and miles associated with disposal
of New York City’s waste” as a primary goal.
Waste containerization, and intermodal barge and rail transport of the containerized solid waste,
are key components of the New SWMP’s strategy to decrease reliance on truck transport and
improve the overall efficiency of the City’s waste management system. Additionally, the plan
provides mechanisms to expand and improve the City’s recycling program in an effort to
promote the beneficial reuse of recyclable materials and decrease the quantity of materials
requiring landfill disposal.
The New SWMP investigated several emerging technologies in order to evaluate their potential
contributions to New York City’s program.
As part of its solid waste management planning and ongoing effort to reduce the quantity of
waste exported from the City, in 2004 the DSNY completed the Phase 1 Evaluation of New and
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Emerging Solid Waste Management Technologies (NYC Economic Development Corporation
and NYC Department of Sanitation, 2004). The Phase 1 Study involved three steps of analysis.
In Step 1 technologies were identified that met the City’s definition of “new and emerging”, and
which had a sponsor who provided sufficient information to allow an evaluation of the
technology. Of the 43 technologies reviewed, 33 met the Step 1 screening criteria and were
subsequently evaluated in Step 2 of the process. These 33 technologies included 21 thermal
(gasification) technologies, 7 anaerobic digestion technologies, 1 aerobic digestion technology, 3
hydrolysis technologies, 1 chemical and 1 mechanical processing technology.
In Step 2 a number of second-level screening criteria were developed to perform a preliminary
review of the 33 technologies. These second-level screening criteria included the following:
•

Readiness to be operational within a ten-year timeframe

•

The facility must be able to accept and process at least 50,000 tons per year (137 tons per
day), which is the minimal capacity required to provide meaningful benefit to New York
City’s waste management system

•

Reliability, as evidenced by successful commercial or pilot facilities

•

Environmental performance of the technology must meet or exceed New York State
permit and regulatory requirements

•

Beneficial use of waste must be demonstrated through a technology’s production of a
useful and marketable product

•

Residual waste requiring landfill disposal must not exceed 35% by weight of incoming
waste.

Of the 33 technologies subjected to the second-level screening criteria, 19 did not meet these
criteria and were removed from further consideration in the evaluation process. One technology
did not meet the residual waste criterion, and 18 did not meet the reliability criterion.
Following Step 2, the 14 remaining technologies are shown below in Table 2.
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Table 2
Technologies Remaining after Step 2 Screening
Anaerobic Digestion

Thermal Processing

Hydrolysis

Arrow Ecology & Engineering
Canada Composting
Orgaworld
Organic Waste Systems
Waste Recovery Systems

Dynecology
EBARA
GEM America
Global Energy Solutions
Interstate Waste Technologies
Pan American Resources
Rigel Resource Recovery
Taylor Recycling Facility

Masada Oxynol

In Step 3, a final set of specific criteria were applied to the 14 technologies that had met firstand second-level screening criteria. Whereas Steps 1 and 2 sought to exclude technologies
unsuited to meet the City’s needs, Step 3 offered a more detailed evaluation of each of the 14
technologies and provided general findings relative to the emerging technologies by category,
without eliminating any individual technologies from consideration. The Step 3 criteria
included:
• Readiness and reliability

• Facility siting

• Facility size and design flexibility

• Public acceptability

• Utilization of the existing city solid waste
collection system

• Estimated cost

• Utility needs

• Experience and resources of project
sponsor

• Extent of beneficial use of waste
• Marketability of products
• Quantity and quality of residuals requiring
landfill disposal

• Opportunities for economic growth

• Willingness to develop publicly or
privately owned facility
• Risk profile

• Environmental impacts
Following the application of these Step 3 criteria, the Phase 1 Study concluded that anaerobic
digestion and thermal processing (gasification) technologies are suitable to be considered for use
in the U.S., including New York City. These technologies have been successfully implemented
outside of the U.S. Hydrolysis technology is also offered as a potential alternative, and the
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report noted that a recently permitted hydrolysis facility in Middletown, NY could be monitored
to verify its efficacy. If New York City seriously considers investing in a thermal processing,
anaerobic digestion, or hydrolysis technology, the Phase 1 Study suggests that the City may wish
to implement a pilot project in order to mitigate the risk of its investment.
The Phase 1 Study noted that, relative to manufacturers of conventional waste-to-energy (WTE)
technologies, the overall experience of manufacturers of the emerging technologies is not as
extensive. However, the thermal technologies (gasification) and anaerobic digestion offer
certain advantages over conventional WTE technologies. Emissions of pollutants would
potentially be lower for these emerging technologies, particularly the emissions of dioxins and
heavy metals. Additionally, the volume of residuals would potentially be lower with the
emerging technologies than with conventional WTE technologies. Based on the information
available for review, the cost to operate innovative technologies is potentially comparable to
conventional technologies. The Phase 1 Study recommended a focused, detailed review to
supplement and verify information provided for the Phase 1 Study, to help determine if a
demonstration facility would warrant consideration for New York City’s solid waste system.
As a follow-up to the recommendations of the Phase 1 Study, DSNY prepared the Phase 2
Focused Verification and Validation of Advanced Solid Waste Management Conversion
Technologies (2006). This Phase 2 study represents a more detailed evaluation of the 14
technologies identified through the Phase 1 Evaluation, which are believed to be among the most
advanced in their respective categories.
Questionnaires were distributed to the sponsors of these 14 technologies, and preliminary
interviews were conducted with sponsors to determine whether sufficient information could be
made available for the City to consider a technology in the Phase 2 Study. Based on the
information available for the study, 2 anaerobic digestion technologies and 4 thermal processing
technologies were selected for detailed review in the full Phase 2 analysis, as shown in Table 3.
Table 3
Phase 2 Solid Waste Conversion Technologies
Anaerobic Digestion
Arrow Ecology & Engineering
Waste Recovery Systems

Thermal Processing
EBARA
GEM America
Interstate Waste Technologies
Rigel Resource Recovery
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The detailed Phase 2 process consisted of the following:
•

The Technical Review and Evaluation process sought to validate process schematics and
major system components, confirm mass and energy balances, review site layout and
arrangement, and review operating data and related information for reference facilities.

•

Environmental Review and Evaluation consisted of independent calculations and review
of environmental performance, including air pollutant emissions, water usage, wastewater
discharge, residue requiring landfill disposal, and quality of products.

•

An Economic Evaluation was performed to project the order-of-magnitude costs that
could be expected from the technologies for commercial-scale projects.

Findings and Conclusions
The Phase 2 Study built upon information gained during the Phase 1 process, and evaluated a
number of specific technologies at an advanced level of detail. Important findings of the
analytical process include the following:
•

Technical Findings confirm that anaerobic digestion and thermal processing technologies
could potentially be applied successfully in New York City. Independent reviews were
performed relative to mass and energy balances, energy-generating efficiency of the
technologies, recovery rates of recyclable materials, quantities of residue requiring
landfill disposal, and siting requirements of each technology. The evaluation verified
information obtained during the Phase 1 study and provided by manufacturers.

•

Environmental Findings show that anaerobic digestion and thermal processing
technologies could potentially offer better environmental performance than conventional
waste-to-energy technologies. Environmental benefits include the decreased emission of
air pollutants, increased beneficial use of waste, and reduced reliance on landfill disposal.

•

Economic Findings for the Phase 2 Study indicate that on a commercial scale, anaerobic
digestion and thermal processing technologies are less costly or comparable in cost to
New York City’s current exporting practices.

The study found that – among the emerging tec hnologies evaluated – Anaerobic Digestion
and Thermal Processing technolo gies were best suited for commercial implementation in
the New York City waste management system.
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New York City’s Phase 2 Study suggests that issues related to the transfer of design and
operational experience from existing overseas facilities to the U.S. may present difficulties as
new technologies transition to commercial operations in the U.S. Preparation of an
Implementation Plan is recommended as a next step in the implementation of a demonstration
facility. The Implementation Plan would lay the groundwork necessary to provide design,
construction, performance, and cost information that would be used to develop a commercialscale facility.
Since completion of the Phase 2 Study, New York City’s implementation efforts for the New
SWMP have focused on establishing an improved network of marine transfer stations to export
solid waste from the city. The City has not yet prepared an Implementation Plan for the
introduction of emerging solid waste technologies and/or facilities, and has not initiated a
development process for any such facility. DSNY representatives identify difficulty in siting
such a facility locally as an obstacle in the implementation of emerging solid waste technologies
(as well as conventional solid waste processing facilities).

4.2

City of Los Angeles

According to the 2005 RENEW LA report, the Los Angeles basin, which is comprised of Los
Angeles, Orange and western San Bernardino and Riverside counties, disposes of approximately
70,000 TPD of MSW. Several landfills have recently closed, and the Puente Hills Landfill –
which has the highest daily capacity of any landfill in the U.S. – is planned for closure by the
year 2013. The Puente Hills closure could displace as much as 13,200 tons per day of MSW
disposal capacity, and other disposal options will be required to serve the region’s needs (Smith,
2005).
The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) mandated a 50% diversion
from landfill disposal by the year 2000 as well as the creation of various plans, programs, and
facilities that cities and counties throughout California should adopt in order to achieve these
goals (Smith, 2005). In 1994, the City Council of Los Angeles declared the goal of 70%
diversion of MSW from landfills by the year 2010. The RENEW LA plan provides a vision to
move beyond that 70% goal to a zero waste system. To do so, the City prepared a study entitled
Evaluation of Alternative Solid Waste Processing Technologies to review alternative MSW
processing technologies that process post-source separated MSW.
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The highest-level objective of the evaluation is to:
Identify alternative MSW processing technologies that will increase landfill
diversion in an environmentally sound manner, while emphasizing options that
are energy efficient, socially acceptable, and economical. (URS, 2005)
This objective is subdivided into three lower-level objectives:
•

Maximize Environmental (Siting) Feasibility (i.e., minimize impacts to the environment
and citizens);

•

Maximize Technical Feasibility (i.e., search for technologies that are commercially
available within the development timeframe of 2005-2010 and will significantly increase
diversion from landfills); and

•

Maximize Economic Feasibility (i.e., provide an overall cost that is competitive with
other solid waste processing methods).

Various screening criteria were applied in order to identify potential technologies that could meet
the project objectives. The first set of screening criteria helped determine the initial list of
technologies to be reviewed and included:
•
•

Meet 200 tons/day capacity (throughput) requirement;
Consider technologies at the commercial or late-emerging stage;

•

Include technologies that produce marketable byproducts; and

•

Include technologies that are compatible with post-source separated MSW.

Based on these criteria, sixteen technologies were identified and are broken down into three
categories as outlined in Table 4 below.
Table 4-Technologies Evaluated for Renew LA by Category
Biological/Chemical
Thermal Technologies
Physical Technologies
Technologies
Advanced Thermal Recycling
Anaerobic Digestion
Refuse-Derived Fuel (RDF)
Pyrolysis
Aerobic Digestion/Composting Densification/Pelletization
Pyrolysis/Gasification
Ethanol Fermentation
Pyrolysis/Steam Reforming
Syngas-to-Ethanol
Conventional Gasification-Fluid Biodiesel
Conventional Gasification-Fixed Thermal Depolymerization
Plasma Arc Gasification
Catalytic Cracking
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Next, the technologies were reviewed to determine if they meet the following criteria:
•

Waste Treatability - ability of the alternative MSW processing technology to efficiently
treat the organic portion of the waste stream;

•

Conversion Performance - ability of the conversion technology to convert the organic
portion of the post-source separated MSW stream into useful products;

•

Throughput Requirement - ability of the alternative processing technology to treat at least
200 tons/day of post-source separated MSW in 2008-2010;

•

Commercial Status - conversion technology that can be developed on a commercial scale
within the project development period (2008-2010); and

•

Technology Capability - Can support the development of conversion technology at
commercial scale and can demonstrate the conversion technology with MSW at a scale of
at least 25 tons/day.

The ten technologies listed in Table 5 met these criteria.
Table 5 - Technologies Advancing for Further Consideration in Renew LA
Thermal Technologies

Biological/Chemical Technologies

Advanced Thermal Recycling
Pyrolysis
Pyrolysis/Gasification
Pyrolysis/Steam Reforming
Conventional Gasification-Fluid
Conventional Gasification-Fixed
Plasma Arc Gasification

Anaerobic Digestion
Aerobic Digestion/Composting
Thermal Depolymerization

Next, a life cycle study was conducted using supplier data to develop a comparative analysis of
the remaining ten technologies. The life cycle study focused on the issues that demonstrate the
greatest differentiation between advanced thermal recycling or conversion technologies and
existing traditional solid waste management processes, including: energy consumption, criteria
pollutants, and carbon emissions. When compared to landfilling of post-source separated MSW,
the results of the life cycle analysis showed that three of the waste processing technologies
(advanced thermal recycling, gasification, and anaerobic digestion) will provide substantial
savings/reductions with respect to energy consumption, air emissions of criteria pollution, and
carbon emissions/climate change issues.
Capital Region Solid Waste Management Plan
Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership Planning Unit

2/24/2010
Page 26

Assessment of Emerging Solid Waste Management Technologies

Suppliers were then surveyed to create a “short list” from the ten technologies. About 225
suppliers were screened, and only twenty-six met the criteria to submit their detailed
qualifications to the City. Of the twenty-six suppliers requested to submit qualifications,
seventeen provided responses. The seventeen suppliers and their technologies were thoroughly
evaluated in order to create a short list. Table 6 below identifies the seventeen suppliers.
Table 6 - List of Seventeen Suppliers that Submitted Qualifications for Renew LA
Technology
Group
Thermal
Thermal
Thermal
Thermal
Thermal
Thermal
Thermal
Thermal
Thermal
Thermal
Thermal
Biological
Biological
Biological
Biological
Biological
Biological

Company Name

Technology

Ebara
Interstate Waste Technologies
Omnifuel
Primenergy
Taylor Recycling
WasteGen
Whitten
Pan American Resources
Covanta
Waste Recovery Seattle Inc.
Seghers Keppel
Arrow Ecology
Canada Composting
Global Renewables
Organic Waste Systems
Wright Environmental
Waste Recovery Systems Inc.

Fluid Bed Gasification
Pyrolysis/Gasification
Fluid Bed Gasification
Fixed Bed Gasification
Circulating Fluid Bed Pyrolysis
Pyrolysis
Fixed Bed Gasification
Pyrolysis
Thermal Recycling
Thermal Recycling
Thermal Recycling
Anaerobic digestion
Anaerobic digestion
Anaerobic digestion
Anaerobic digestion
Aerobic Composting (Biodryer)
Anaerobic Digestion

The supplier data were used to conduct a comparative analysis of technologies and rank suppliers
for further assessment.
The comparative analysis addressed a number of technical,
environmental, and cost issues, including:
•

Throughput (respondents provided data for different throughput rates);

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Electricity production;
Net efficiency in kWh/ton feedstock;
Diversion rate/solid wastes;
Air emissions;
Regulatory issues;
Capital cost;
Revenues; and
Estimated tipping fees.
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Once the comparisons were complete, each technology was ranked using the criteria below.
•

Ability to Market Byproducts - Experience selling byproducts with strong markets is
desired;

•

Visual Impact of Facility - Facilities with higher stacks or structures will exhibit greater
visual impacts;

•

Operational Experience - The number of operating plants is an indication of overall
experience;

•

Economics - Worst Case Breakeven Tipping Fee;

•

Supplier Credibility - Suppliers must have organizations (including partners) with
sufficient technical and financial resources;

•

Landfill Diversion - Percent by weight of inlet MSW sent to landfill (includes rejects and
unmarketable materials – worst case);

•

Engineering the Complete System - Demonstrated ability to design the complete facility;
and

•

Permitability - This is a function of expected environmental impacts, and the potential for
a difficult regulatory process or pathway.

The ranking process concluded that thermal technologies (thermal conversion - and advanced
thermal recycling) would best satisfy the project’s highest level objective, i.e. to maximize
landfill diversion. The following conclusions were made regarding the two technologies:
•

An alternative MSW processing facility can be successfully developed in the City of Los
Angeles.

•

The technologies best suited for processing post-source separated MSW on a commercial
level are the thermal technologies. These include advanced thermal recycling and
thermal conversion (pyrolysis and gasification).

•

The biological/chemical conversion technologies and physical technologies present
significant technical challenges for treatment of the post-source separated MSW. While
biological conversion technologies show the most promise in this group, they also bring
significant challenges.
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In summary, the advantages of the thermal technologies over biological conversion are:
•

Higher landfill diversion rates, which is a primary objective of the project;

•

Lower production of solid byproducts and correspondingly greater production of
electricity, a higher value product with a more well-developed market;

•

Less risk with regard to byproduct marketability;

•

Significantly higher thermal efficiencies and, therefore, higher revenue/ton because
thermal processes convert essentially all organics to energy; and

•

More operational experience at higher throughputs.

The Evaluation recommended that the City should proceed with the following activities to
continue development of an alternative MSW processing facility for post-source separated MSW
utilizing a thermal technology:
•

Initiate public outreach;

•

Develop short list of suppliers;

•

Conduct an initial siting study;

•

Prepare RFP and Select preferred suppliers;

•

Conduct Facility Permitting and Conceptual Design; and

•

Perform Detailed Design and Construction.

As a result of the recommendations, the City issued an RFP in February 2007 for both
commercial and emerging technology facilities to process post-source separated municipal solid
waste (City of Los Angeles, 2008). Twelve proposals were received on August 22, 2007 from
the companies listed in Table 7.
Table 7 - Companies that Responded to City of LA RFP
#
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Company Name
Zia Metallurgical Processes, Inc.
Interstate Waste Technologies (IWT)
Covanta Energy Corp.
Wheelabrator Technologies Inc.
WRSI / DESC
Plasco Energy Group
Community Recycling
Carbon Sequestation
CA Renewable Technologies LLC
Urbaser & Keppel Seghers
CA Renewable Technologies LLC (emerging)
Rainbow Disposal
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As of November 2009, the City of Los Angeles had identified a preferred emerging technology
provider, CA Renewable Technologies LLC (CART), and the parties have commenced contract
negotiations. California Renewable Technologies has proposed a 150 tpd sorting and biological
processing system that utilizes dry mechanical pre-sorting and a water bath sorting system;
following these sorting processes, the remaining organic materials are ground up and processed
through two-stage anaerobic digestion. CART has proposed to site the facility outside of the
City of Los Angeles boundaries. Contract negotiations with CART will provide an opportunity
to define the costs and terms of an agreement before the potential development of a facility
moves forward.
In addition to the CART emerging technology facility, the City of Los Angeles will also enter
into contract negotiations to develop a commercial-scale, conventional solid waste processing
facility. This facility will process approximately 1,000 tpd of MSW. As of November 2009, the
City was in the final stages of selecting a preferred candidate from among a short list including
two conventional waste-to-energy proposals and two “hybrid” proposals combining
mechanical/biological/thermal processes. Contract negotiations for this commercial-scale
project are expected to begin early in 2010.

4.3

Delaware Solid Waste Authority

The Solid Waste Management Technical Working Group was established by the Secretary of
Delaware’s Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control (DNREC), and was
commissioned to:
…perform a feasibility review of available municipal solid waste management alternatives
and recommend a municipal solid waste management program or programs capable of being
implemented that would best serve Delaware’s long-term and short-term municipal solid
waste management needs (Working Group 2005).

The State of Delaware has experienced population growth at a rate higher than the national
average, concurrent with a per-capita waste generation rate that is likely increasing faster than
the national average. Delaware’s recycling rate stands well below the national average.
These trends in waste generation, combined with a limited capacity for solid waste disposal,
present imminent capacity issues for solid waste management throughout Delaware, and
particularly for Northern Delaware. The disposal of sludge from the Wilmington Waste Water
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Treatment Plant and the disposal of waste tires present additional solid waste management
issues. The Working Group’s 2005 Solid Waste Management Alternatives for Delaware was
prepared to help address these issues.
In the Working Group’s judgment, the primary challenge related to Delaware’s solid waste
management is to preserve the valuable, low-cost landfill capacity it currently has. The Plan
offers a two-pronged approach to meet this primary objective. First, it emphasizes the need for
Delaware to adopt an aggressive and effective recycling or materials recovery to divert materials
from its landfills. Second, the Plan evaluates a number of new processing technologies with
potential to reduce the volume of waste requiring landfill disposal and convert waste materials
into useable products, and recommends a course of action to pursue their implementation in
Delaware.
The Working Group considered a full range of solid waste technologies, most of which were
considered new or emerging. The study included 7 thermal, biological, or mechanical processing
technologies, as shown in Table 8 below.

Table 8 - Technologies evaluated by the Delaware Working Group.
Thermal Processing

Biological Processing

Mechanical Processing

Waste-to-Energy (WTE)

Aerobic Composting

Autoclave with Mechanical
Processing

Gasification
Plasma Arc Conversion

Anaerobic Digestion
Bioreactor Landfills

A set of 7 technical criteria was selected to evaluate the solid waste management technologies
being considered for potential implementation in the State of Delaware. These criteria are as
follows:
•

Readiness and Reliability – Addresses the question of how confident the state can be
that if a full-size facility were built, it would operate effectively. The number and length
of tenure of successfully operating commercial facilities were used to rate the readiness
of technologies, and an assessment of reliability was based upon a technology’s
susceptibility to process interruptions in commercial operations.

•

Inputs and Pre-Processing - Focused on what inputs the system would process, and how
those inputs had to be pre-processed in order for them to be converted (or disposed of)
effectively by the technological process. Each technology was rated according to the types of
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wastes it had demonstrated the ability to process, and according to the method and degree of
pre-processing required.

•

Potential Public Health and Nuisance, Environmental, and Worker Safety Risks –
Emissions of criteria and other air pollutants, the composition and safety of residual materials
left over from processing, resource consumption required for operations, and worker safety
were among the items considered for this criterion.

•

Energy Balance – The percentage of total energy inputs (including the energy value of the
waste stream) represented by total usable energy outputs was used as a measure of energy
balance.

•

Materials Balance - The percentage of the waste stream that is converted into useful
products and, therefore, does not have to be disposed of in a landfill, was used as a measure
of materials balance.

•

Economics – Costs and revenues were projected for each technology to evaluate its
economic feasibility.

•

Legal and Policy Issues - For any technology ultimately constructed in Delaware, local,
state and federal laws and regulations would impose significant restrictions. Local zoning
ordinances would impact site selection and approval; state and federal laws impose a variety
of permitting obligations and restrictions. Additionally, community acceptance is key to the
implementation of waste management technologies. The characteristics and requirements of
each technology were considered in the context of legal compliance and community
acceptance.

For each of the 7 technologies, the Working Group assigned a summary rating value to each of the 7
evaluation criteria. These ratings subjectively integrate all factors considered in the evaluation.
Table 9 summarizes the average ratings assigned to each technology for each of the 7 criteria, as well
as for conventional landfills. Ratings have been rounded to the nearest whole number. Please note
these ratings are not on a mathematical scale. For instance, a rating of 8, although significantly better,
is not necessarily twice as good as a rating of 4. Nor can the ratings be added together to provide a
summary score. However, the ratings do allow comparisons to be made among technologies for each
criterion.
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Table 9 – Delaware Working Group Criteria Rankings

Waste to
Energy
Gasification
Plasma Arc
Conversion
Aerobic
Composting
Anaerobic
Digestion
Bioreactor
Autoclave with
Mechanical
Processing
Landfill

Readiness
and
Reliability

Inputs and
PreProcessing

Public Health,
Environment,
Worker Safety

Energy
Balance

Materials
Balance

Economics

Legal and
Policy
Issues

8

8

7

10

8

7

2

5

8

8

8

10

5

6

5

8

7

8

10

4

6

7

4

6

2

6

8

8

8

5

8

5

8

8

8

8

9

8

5

4

9

6

6

4

5

NA

8

1

8

9

9

7

3

2

10

6

Of the 7 technologies evaluated, one, the bioreactor landfill, is an approach that is already in use at 2
Delaware facilities. This process accelerates the decomposition of waste in the landfills thereby
increasing their effective capacity, while generating increased amounts of methane, which is a
valuable energy source. The Working Group recommends that the Delaware Solid Waste Authority
continue to pursue and enhance this approach, and supports its efforts to convert the landfill gas to
electricity.
Two technologies – Autoclave with Mechanical Processing and Aerobic Composting – were not
rated highly because the market for their products in Delaware is very uncertain. Products from both
processes could be used to enhance soil quality, but, without substantial pre-processing, they would
most likely contain too much contamination to allow other than very restricted use. The products
from either could be also used as a feedstock for a combustion or conversion process that results in
the generation of electricity, but the Working Group was unconvinced that this would be more
economical or generate fewer risks than using the waste materials themselves for these purposes.
Two of the thermal processes – Gasification and Plasma Arc Conversion – were also rated relatively
low. Both of these technologies would substantially reduce the amount of waste requiring landfill
disposal (by over 90%) and would both be used to produce a synfuel product that can be used to
generate electricity. However, no commercial sized facilities employing either technology have been
built in the United States (and no commercial sized facilities using the plasma arc process with an
MSW feedstock anywhere in the world), which led the Working Group to conclude that their
readiness and reliability has not been adequately demonstrated.
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Anaerobic Digestion and Waste-to-Energy were rated highest of the 7 technologies. Both
significantly reduce the amount of waste requiring landfill disposal, and both produce a useful
product.
Compared to a Waste-to-Energy facility, the Anaerobic Digestion process has the following
advantages:

•

It does not generate hazardous air emissions which subsequently have to be captured by
pollution control equipment,

•

Because it does not generate hazardous pollutants, it is likely to be less controversial, and the
construction of a facility would not require that current Delaware statutes be amended or
repealed,

•

Its product has alternative uses, and

•

It can also handle sewage sludge in the feed stream.

The waste-to-energy process, on the other hand, has the following advantages over the anaerobic
digestion process:

•

Its effectiveness in processing solid wastes and reliably generating electricity has been clearly
demonstrated in the United States in facilities processing 1,000 tons per day or more,

•

It has among the most positive energy balances,

•

It requires comparatively little acreage to process 1,000 tons per day, and

•

It can process whole tires in limited quantities.

The Working Group expressed its reservations regarding the Waste-to-Energy technology’s potential
to generate dioxin and furan byproducts, and suggests that its support of this technology is contingent
upon the results of a National Academy of Sciences assessment of the toxicology of these
compounds. With this caveat, the Working Group recommends that Delaware focus its decision
making process on the Anaerobic Digestion and Waste-to-Energy technologies.
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS
Of the emerging technologies, only the MBT facilities have been successfully developed for the
management of MSW at multiple locations in industrialized countries in Europe or in Canada.
These include both MBT facilities utilizing and aerobic treatment process, such as that used by
RFI respondent ECODECO, as well as MBT facilities that utilize a process of anaerobic
digestion.
Several of the RFI respondents and other these companies with gasification technologies have
reportedly developed demonstration facilities in the U.S. or Canada. However, only one of these
demonstration facilities routinely operates with MSW feedstock at a daily volume on the same
order of magnitude as is needed to service the needs of the Planning Unit. Several of the
companies are in the process of developing commercial scale facilities in the U.S. or are in the
advanced stages of a procurement process to develop a commercial facility on behalf of a
municipality or other local or regional solid waste agency in the United States.
All of the emerging technologies have potentially negative attributes, when compared to
conventional technologies for solid waste management. These include:
•

Lack of well-established performance history creates risk in several categories as noted
below. These negative attributes are not necessarily applicable to MBT technologies that
have established performance histories in Europe.
o True cost of construction and operation are not yet known. As a result these costs
may be initially underestimated, and if so, the resulting financial distress of higher
than expected costs may cause the project to fail.
o Environmental performance and impacts of full scale operations may not be fully
examined. This may result in extended review time to secure facility permits,
delaying project implementation and increasing the cost of the project. Further,
compared to conventional technologies, the risk of unexpected environmental
contamination is greater.

•

Marketability of recovered materials, bio-fuels, and byproducts presents a financial risk
to the projects. This risk occurs as a result of uncertainty with the technical efficacy of
the process (at full commercial scale) as well as because of potential fluctuations in
market prices for the commodities being recovered and produced. This is especially true
with respect to the anticipated use of byproducts, such as the vitreous slag produced by
the plasma gasification technology, or the residues from other gasification technologies.
Since widespread markets for these materials may not currently exist, stable long-term
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markets may need to be developed. If these efforts are not successful, and the material is
not marketable, it will need to be disposed of, and this unanticipated cost will result in a
negative financial impact on the project and its sponsors.
These potentially negative attributes can be overcome by a company with sufficient financial
resources to assure successful completion and operation of facilities utilizing one of these
emerging technologies.
In addition, most of the emerging technologies have potentially positive attributes which make
them attractive for further consideration. These potentially positive attributes include:
•

Significantly less residue for disposal than conventional waste-to-energy technology;

•

Lower emissions and higher level of material recovery than conventional waste-to-energy
technology;

•

Lower capital and operating costs than conventional waste-to-energy technology;

Because several of these technologies are still emerging, these potentially positive attributes
remain to be proven through commercial operations at a scale similar to what would be required
to service the Planning Unit. While MBT technologies for MSW have been developed in many
European countries, they are relatively expensive, and their use in Europe is prompted by
national policies which limit the amount of organic material that can be landfilled. The lack of
such policy in the United States could put these technologies at an economic disadvantage.
Nevertheless, all of these emerging technologies will warrant continued attention during the
course of the review process for the SWMP, as it is possible that more of these technologies will
establish widespread full-scale commercial operations, either in the United States or elsewhere,
by the time the new SWMP is formally adopted and approved and it is time to commence
procurement of new facilities.
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Company Name: Bigold Fuels Corporation
Technology Category: Front-End Sterilization, Gasification
BioGold Fuels Corporation is a Nevada corporation based in New York City, and was formed as a
result of a merger with Full Circle Industries, Inc. in April 2007, and became a publicly traded
company in October 2007.
The BioGold process takes place entirely within its building. MSW is unloaded from trucks and
conveyed to a sterilizer where it is sterilized, reduced in size, and mechanically sorted to remove
recyclable metals and other inorganic material from the organic fraction of the waste. The sterilized
organic and energy-containing materials are then fed into a thermo-chemical gasifier, where they are
transformed at high temperature into compounds that produce a syngas composed mostly of hydrogen
and carbon monoxide. Remaining solid residue can be vitrified into a glass-like solid that can be
used for various construction applications.
Syngas can be used to generate electricity using commercial electricity-generating equipment, or
converted to a biofuel using a standard gas-to-liquid catalytic process. BioGold would build
infrastructure to generate both electricity and transportation biofuels, and would shift production
according to the relative market value of these commodities.
Biogold responses to the evaluation criteria include the following:
Experience of Project Sponsor:
Experience with similar projects:
BioGold has “successfully implemented the front-end processing aspect of its technology using
MSW to create a marketable recycled long-fiber product sold for liner-board manufacture”. To date,
the company has not constructed or operated a MSW processing facility.
Facility Sizing
Types of feedstock: MSW; can also accommodate certain specialty waste streams such as dewatered
sewage sludge and other organic waste streams.
Unacceptable wastes: Information not provided.
Proposed processing capacity to serve Planning Unit: BioGold would propose a facility to
accommodate 290,000 tpy with an expected average throughput of 880 tpd. The facility would
operate 24 hours/day, 7 days/week and waste acceptance would be tailored to local needs.
Site requirements: Approximately 20 acres.
Alternate size for larger or optimally-sized facility: A larger facility could be designed if market
analysis indicates a need. Additional sterilizing units could be deployed at satellite locations, with
the sterilized processed waste being delivered to the main facility.
Minimum feasible facility size: 300 tpd (100,000 tpy).
Costs of Ownership and Operation
Initial capital cost: Approximately $230 million or $261,364/tpd of installed capacity.
Operating cost: $83.55/ton; includes costs of labor, equipment and facility maintenance, residue
disposal, and other routine annual costs. Excludes debt service.
Tipping fee: Information not provided.
Electric revenues: Based on the information provided by BioGold, CHA calculates estimated
electrical revenues of $24.50/ton at a price of $0.07/kWh.
Environmental Impacts
Greenhouse gas emissions: Information not provided.
Criteria pollutant emissions: Information not provided.

Air pollution control equipment and odor control: The sterilization process eliminates odors, and all
processing is contained within a negative-pressure building. Gasification process emissions are
entirely captured in the syngas, which is processed to neutralize any remaining pollutants. Air
emissions from the catalytic production of biofuels are captured and processed through the gasifier,
where they are broken down and rendered inert. Air emissions from electric generation are less than
those from other similarly sized generation facilities; standard controls and exhaust treatment are
applied.
Process water consumption: Volume of water consumption not provided. The sterilization process
yields water as 10-15% of the feedstock by weight is purged as excess water. This purged water is
treated and reintroduced as a reagent. Net result is “small” water usage.
Wastewater discharge: Volume of wastewater discharge is not provided. Purged water is treated and
recycled in the process.
Electrical consumption: 612 MWh/day generated; 334 MWh/day consumed; net generation of 278
MWh/day or 350 kWh/ton. Alternatively, 47,790 gpd of ethanol produced.
Natural gas requirements: 500,000,000 scf/annum or 1,724 scf/ton.
Readiness and Reliability
Maturity and suitability for permitting: The facility would combine commercially proven
technologies that are ready for implementation on the scale required for the Planning Unit.
Anticipated to meet all NYS permitting and approval requirements.
Construction and performance guarantees: To be provided under a standard
engineering/procurement/construction (EPC) arrangement. Process efficacy insurance will likely be
required by financial backers. BioGold will incorporate storage technology and space for prepared
materials, for use in the event of short-term outages of the gasification units. The company would
enter into arrangements for alternate use, sale or disposal of the prepared sterilized material in the
event of an extended outage of the gasification units, and for alternate disposal of MSW in the event
of an extended outage of the sterilizer units.
Timeframes:
Facility design: 6 months
Facility “permitting”: 1 year
Facility construction: 7 months
Start-up and acceptance testing: 2 months
Total timeframe: 2 ½ years.
Beneficial Reuse of MSW Byproducts
Energy generation: Syngas can be used to produce a net 278 MW/day of electricity or up to 86
gallons of second generation ethanol per dry ton of sterilized processed waste. Based on the
information provided by BioGold, CHA calculates a net electrical output of 350 kWh/ton of waste
processed.
Solid or gaseous byproducts: Recyclable materials recovered by the separation process would be
sold to market. Remaining solid residue material is stabilized through a vitrification process and can
be used as an aggregate material.
Residue Requiring Landfill Disposal
Percent residue requiring landfill disposal: Maximum 7% to 15% of the MSW waste stream.
Anticipated hazardous waste characterization: Residual material is inert. No characterization or
testing information provided.

Company Name: Carbon Diversion, Inc.
Technology Category: Pyrolysis/Gasification
Carbon Diversion Inc. is a Hawaiian corporation that was formed in 2004. CDI creates small-scale
systems that can process MSW to generate electricity and bio-char products. The company identifies
a pilot plant and two commercial facilities, located in Hawaii and Tennessee. CDI will break ground
on the first of three planned manufacturing facilities in April 2009, which will allow the company to
produce and deliver its systems.
Incoming waste, including tires, animal waste and green waste, is pre-processed (briquetted) and fed
into the processors. A pressurized partial pyrolysis gasification process is used to produce a liquid
fuel and syngas, which are used to generate electricity. Bio-char can be used for water filtration or as
a soil amendment. Units can be remote-started by local power providers, and can be used for
emergency power generation if provided access to natural gas utilities.
CDI responses to the evaluation criteria include the following:
Experience of Project Sponsor:
Experience with similar projects: CDI has built a pilot plant at Campbell Industrial Park in Hawaii.
The plant consists of three 1-ton processors, and the main product is a petroleum product in the
kerosene range.
A second system is located in Dunlop, Tennessee as part of a sustainable community development,
and consists of two 3.5 ton/hr. units. The Dunlop facility is designed to operate 10 hours/day and
generate 2 MW of electricity. Bio-char byproducts are bagged and sold under the Eterna Green trade
name as a soil amendment.
Work has begun on a third site in Hawaii; four additional sites have been identified at transfer
stations in Hawaii, pending final bond passage with a start date in July 2009.
Facility Sizing
Types of feedstock: Various waste streams.
Unacceptable wastes: Information not provided.
Proposed processing capacity to serve Planning Unit: Dual 3.5 ton/hour processing system capable
of processing 50 tons of waste per 8-hour day.
Site acreage required: As little as 0.5 acre, designed to be co-located at an existing transfer station.
Alternate size for larger or optimally-sized facility: Information not provided, but submittal notes
that plants are scalable by adding modular units.
Minimum feasible facility size: Information not provided.
Costs of Ownership and Operation
Initial capital cost: $6.25 million or $125,000/tpd installed capacity calculated using information
provided by CDI.
Operating cost: $240/ton.
Tipping fee: $65/ton.
Electric revenues: Approximately $160/day (2 MWh x $0.08/kWh). Bio-char revenue is estimated
at $350/ton of incoming waste.
Environmental Impacts
Greenhouse gas emissions: CDI describes its system as a “carbon negative system”.
Criteria pollutant emissions: “…complies with all relevant EPA and local emission standards”.
Emissions data not provided.

Air pollution control equipment and odor control: Emissions from electrical generation are passed
through catalysis; a carbon filter is used in both the exhaust gas and secondary exhaust systems.
Process water consumption: The process recycles 80% of all water used. Typical consumption is
less than 500-1,000 gallons/day with onsite water conditioning.recycling system.
Wastewater discharge: Information not provided.
Electrical consumption: Little energy required to run the process; 2 MW electricity generated.
Natural gas requirements: Natural gas can be used to operate facility for emergency power
generation.
Readiness and Reliability
Maturity and suitability for permitting: CDI’s new manufacturing facilities will allow it to produce a
two-processor system every six weeks. The company will offer maintenance, training and support
for the system.
Construction and performance guarantees: Information not provided.
Timeframes: Information not provided.
Beneficial Reuse of MSW Byproducts
Energy generation: 2 MWh/day or 40 kWh/ton as calculated by CHA..
Solid or gaseous byproducts: Bio-char can be marketed as a soil amendment to enhance crop yields,
a steel additive or for water filtration.
Residue Requiring Landfill Disposal
Percent residue requiring landfill disposal: No landfill disposal.
Anticipated hazardous waste characterization: NA.

Company Name: Casella Waste Systems, Inc.
Technology Category: Single-Stream Recycling, WTE
Casella Waste Systems, Inc. is a vertically integrated resource management company that operates
primarily in the northeastern U.S, and was founded in 1975. The company operates a number of
collection divisions, transfer stations, disposal facilities, recycling facilities, and landfill gas to energy
facilities. FCR, Inc. is a wholly owned subsidiary of Casella that designs, builds and operates
recycling facilities throughout the U.S.
Casella proposes a four-phased waste management approach for the Planning Unit.
Phase 1 includes:
 Introduction of a single-stream recycling system, coupled with commodity marketing.
 Piping landfill gas that is currently flared at the Rapp Road Landfill to the SUNYAlbany campus as a direct-use application.1
Phase II includes:
 Establishment of a multi-material processing system platform, located at Rapp Road
Landfill, to recover additional recyclables and develop engineered feedstocks for
subsequent conversion processes.2
Phase III includes:
 Manufacturing engineered feedstocks from non-recoverable waste streams for cofiring and direct hydrocarbon fuel substitution for boilers, kilns, and similar energy
uses.
Phase IV includes:
 Establishment of a waste-to-energy facility operating by means of pyrolysis and
gasification to process MSW. Syngas products would be used to produce electricity,
liquid fuels or chemicals.
Casella responses to the evaluation criteria include the following:
Experience of Project Sponsor:
Experience with similar projects: Casella is a well-established waste management company with
experience in constructing and operating solid waste disposal and other facilities throughout the
northeastern U.S. The company operates 32 collection divisions, 31 transfer stations, 11 disposal
facilities, 37 recycling facilities, and 5 landfill gas to energy facilities. Casella operates recycling
facilities located in 10 states.
Casella’s Camden, NJ, Philadelphia, PA and Ontario, NY MRFs have each been constructed since
2005, and serve as reference facilities for recycling. The Ontario County, NY direct-use landfill gas
pipeline project powers the only office complex in the U.S. fueled directly by landfill gas. The
company’s Charlestown, MA facility serves as a multi-material processing platform reference
project. Casella has a WTE commercial demonstration unit currently in acceptance testing, which
would serve as a reference facility upon completion; other reference facilities are operated by Eco
Technology, a project partner.

1

Note: This element may not be feasible because the City of Albany has committed its landfill gas to another user.
Note: This location may not be feasible because the City of Albany has committed the Rapp Road site for Pine Bush
habitat preservation.

2

Facility Sizing
Types of feedstock:
Phase I: Acceptable recyclables include various papers, cardboard, and metal, glass and plastic
(MGP) containers. The Direct-use landfill gas pipeline would utilize landfill gases from the Rapp
Road Landfill that are currently flared.
Phase II: All dry recoverable materials from the waste stream.
Phase III: Non-recyclable MSW.
Phase IV: Engineered Phase III output.
Site Requirements:
Unacceptable wastes:
Phase III: Wet recoverable organics and non-convertible material.
Phase IV: Wet organics and non-convertible material.
Proposed processing capacity to serve Planning Unit: Casella would propose facilities to
accommodate the Planning Unit’s 227,000 tpy baseline waste quantity:
- Phase I MRF capacity up to 120,000 tpy (460 tpd assuming 260-day operating year).
- Phase II Multi-material processing platform capacity 150,000-200,000 tpy (575-750 tpd
assuming 260-day operating year).
- Phase III Feedstock engineering capacity 35,000-50,000 tpy (135 tpd assuming 260-day
operating year)or more.
- Phase IV WTE capacity 100,000 tpy (385 tpd assuming 260-day operating year).
Alternate size for larger or optimally-sized facility: Information not provided.
Minimum feasible facility size: Phase III Feedstock engineering minimum capacity 35,000-50,000
tpy.
Costs of Ownership and Operation
Initial capital cost:
- Phase I MRF equipment capital costs $8 million; operating costs $45-75/ton.
- Phase I landfill gas pipeline estimated capital costs $2 million; operating costs
$400,000/year ($1/MMBtu).
- Phase II multi-material processing platform equipment capital costs $12 million assuming
use of existing building located at Rapp Road Landfill; operating costs $45/ton.
- Phase III feedstock engineering equipment capital costs $2 million; operating costs
$25/ton.
- Phase IV WTE equipment capital costs $24 million; operating costs $75/ton.
- CHA calculates the total capital cost at
Operating cost:
- Phase I MRF operating costs $45-75/ton.
- Phase I landfill gas pipeline operating costs $400,000/year ($1/MMBtu).
- Phase II multi-material processing platform operating costs $45/ton.
- Phase III feedstock engineering operating costs $25/ton.
- Phase IV WTE operating costs $75/ton
Tipping fee: Information not provided. Anticipated net profit sharing revenues of $15/ton to the
Planning Unit.
Electric revenues: Anticipated $2 million/year in additional revenue share to the Planning Unit.
Environmental Impacts
Greenhouse gas emissions:
- Phase I MRF greenhouse gas emissions reduced by 170,840 tons/year CO2 equivalent.
- Phase I landfill gas pipeline greenhouse gas emissions reduced by 215,220 tons/year CO2
equivalent.
- Phase II greenhouse gas emissions reduced by 83,317 tons/year CO2 equivalent.

-

Phase III feedstock engineering avoided greenhouse gas emissions 129,540 tons/year CO2
equivalent.
Phase IV WTE avoided greenhouse gas emissions 198,171 tons/year CO2 equivalent.

Criteria pollutant emissions:
- Phase III feedstock engineering, “below coal or traditional fuel”.
- Phase IV WTE, no SOx and trace NOx.
Air pollution control equipment and odor control:
- Phase II multi-material processing platform, none.
- Phase III feedstock engineering, information not provided.
- Phase IV WTE, syngas scrubbing towers.
Process water consumption: Required for scrubbing towers; volume of consumption not provided.
Wastewater discharge: Yes for scrubbing towers; wastewater volume not provided.
Electrical consumption: Information not provided.
Natural gas requirements: Information not provided. Phase I direct-use landfill gas pipeline would
displace 375,000 MMBtu of natural gas consumption at SUNY-Albany annually.
Readiness and Reliability
Maturity and suitability for permitting:
Facilities and technologies are proven with commercial reference facilities in the U.S. Casella has
permitting experience in the northeastern U.S., including New York State.
Construction and performance guarantees: Casella would finance and operate the proposed
facilities.
Timeframes:
If the process were initiated in 2009, Phases I-IV would be completed by 2016.
Beneficial Reuse of MSW Byproducts.
Energy generation:
Phase I landfill gas pipeline to provide 375,000 MMBtu energy to SUNY-Albany; Casella indicates
that Phase IV WTE would generate 98,000,000 MWh/year, but this value likely overstates the
electrical generation.
Solid or gaseous byproducts: Recyclables recovered by Phase I and Phase II facilities will be sold to
market, and fuel pellets will be produced by the Phase III feedstock engineering facility.
Residue Requiring Landfill Disposal
Percent residue requiring landfill disposal: An estimated 20% of incoming MSW would require
landfill disposal upon completion of Phases I-IV.
Anticipated hazardous waste characterization: Information not provided.

Company Name: Covanta Energy Corporation
Technology Category: WTE
Covanta is the largest independent owner and operator of WTE facilities in North America, and
operates a network of waste management facilities in the vicinity of the Capital District.
Covanta proposes to accept solid waste from the Planning Unit at its nearby WTE facilities in order
to relieve the pressure to address the closure of the Rapp Road Landfill by 2016. Available transfer
capacity at Covanta’s B3 Transfer Station in Columbia County would allow the transfer and delivery
of waste to WTE facilities that may include the nearby Covanta facilities in Pittsfield, MA and
Springfield, MA. As an option, the Planning Unit could deliver waste to Covanta for processing at its
WTE facilities and take the inert process ash back to the Rapp Road Landfill at a volume reduced by
90%.
Covanta responses to the evaluation criteria include the following:
Experience of Project Sponsor:
Covanta is recognized as a leader in the WTE industry. The company provides integrated WTE
design, engineering, construction and operation and maintenance services. Covanta operates more
than 20 WTE facilities in the Northeast, including 5 in New York State and several others in
Massachusetts and Connecticut.
Experience with similar projects: Noting that Covanta does not propose to build a WTE facility in
the Capital Region, the company has provided a list of more than 35 WTE facilities that it owns and
operates in the U.S. Covanta operates a number of transfer stations, and is experienced in managing
the logistics of solid waste transport.
Facility Sizing
Types of feedstock: MSW
Unacceptable wastes: Waste materials posing a threat to public health, are too large or bulky for
disposal, or are present in concentrations or quantities that could negatively impact the facility’s
operational or environmental performance.
Proposed processing capacity to serve Planning Unit: Existing Covanta facilities could accept all or
a portion of the Planning Unit’s solid waste.
Alternate size for larger or optimally-sized facility: NA
Minimum feasible facility size: NA
Costs of Ownership and Operation
The Planning Unit would not incur the costs associated with introducing a new waste disposal facility
in the Capital Region. The Planning Unit would pay a per-ton tipping fee to drop off waste at the B3
Transfer Station. Covanta does not provide a proposed tipping fee.
Initial capital cost: NA.
Operating cost: NA
Tipping fee: Information not provided.
Electric revenues: NA
Environmental Impacts
Greenhouse gas emissions: Information not provided.
Criteria pollutant emissions: Covanta provides emission data for pollutants including VOC, NOx,
CO, particulates, SO2, Pb and NH3 at four reference facilities.
Air pollution control equipment and odor control: Information not provided.

Process water consumption: Information not provided.
Wastewater discharge: 327.9 gallons/day (0.92 gallons/ton MSW) at Agawam, MA facility in 2008.
Electrical consumption: Net electrical generation of 380 kWh/ton based on reference facilities.
Natural gas requirements: 292 cuft/ton based on reference facilities.
Readiness and Reliability
Maturity and suitability for permitting: No permitting would be necessary, and the plan utilizes
existing Covanta facilities.
Construction and performance guarantees: NA
Timeframes: Covanta could begin accepting solid waste from the Planning Unit immediately.
Beneficial Reuse of MSW Byproducts
Energy generation: NA
Solid or gaseous byproducts: NA
Residue Requiring Landfill Disposal
Percent residue requiring landfill disposal: Inert ash representing approximately 10% of incoming
MSW by volume or 25-30% by weight.
Anticipated hazardous waste characterization: No anticipated hazardous waste characterization.

Company Name: Dongara Pellet Factory, Inc.
Technology Category: Mechanical Processing -Engineered Fuel Pellets
Dongara is a Canadian company based in Woodbridge, Ontario, and uses the Dongara Process to
convert MSW into an engineered pellet product with energy content similar to that of bituminous
coal.
In the Dongara Process, MSW is delivered to the plant and passes through a series of processes to
remove recyclable and unacceptable materials from the feedstock. Materials to be used for pellet
production are shredded, fiberized and stored, and later mixed with high-BTU materials such as
carpet waste and some plastic derivatives. The materials are transferred through pellet mills to
produce the fuel pellets.
The fuel pellets may be used in various solid fuel systems, including solid fuel boilers or gasification
processes, which in turn generate electricity and/or steam. It is possible to co-locate a fuel pellet
facility with electrical generation equipment in order to produce electricity onsite.
Dongara responses to the evaluation criteria include the following:
Experience of Project Sponsor:
Experience with similar projects: Dongara has operated a commercial fuel pellet facility in
Woodbridge, Ontario, Canada since July 2008. The company has a 20-year contract to receive
110,000 tpy of MSW from York Region, with the option to increase its capacity to 220,000 tpy. The
fuel pellets are presently used in the heating systems of large commercial greenhouses in Ontario, and
are also used to fuel kilns in cement plants.
Facility Sizing
Types of feedstock: MSW
Unacceptable wastes: Hazardous, large and inorganic materials.
Proposed processing capacity to serve Planning Unit: 240,000 tpy. CHA estimates daily design
capacity at 750 tpd.
Site acreage required: 8-11 acres
Alternate size for larger or optimally-sized facility: A 400,000 tpy facility would allow cost-saving
efficiencies and reduce tipping fees.
Minimum feasible facility size: 200,000 tpy
Costs of Ownership and Operation
Dongara would propose a build-own-operate arrangement.
Initial capital cost: Approximately $80 million U.S., pre-tax for 240,000 tpy facility. Based on the
assumed 750 tpd design capacity, CHA estimates an initial capital cost of $106,700/tpd of design
capacity.
Operating cost: $55-$75/ton
Tipping fee: Woodbridge, Ontario reference facility tipping fee is currently $78/ton U.S.
Electric revenues: NA; pellets would be sold as a fuel source and/or potentially used to generate
electricity, but no revenue information is provided.
Environmental Impacts
Greenhouse gas emissions: None from fuel pellet production.
Criteria pollutant emissions: None from fuel pellet production.

Air pollution control equipment and odor control: Tipping floor is located inside the facility. A
negative pressure system is used to contain odor, dust and debris within the facility. Air filtration and
scrubbing equipment would be used to treat exhaust from the plant.
Process water consumption: Water is generated in the process; approximately 3,000 gpd of washdown water is required. CHA calculates water consumption at 4 gallons per ton of input MSW.
Wastewater discharge: A biological treatment system is used to ensure that effluent meets regional
requirements before being discharged. 25% of the process wastewater is recycled to the wash-down
system. Approximately 20-24% by weight of incoming MSW is moisture content. 50-60% of this
moisture content is lost to evaporation; the remainder is combined with wash-down water to arrive at
approximately 3,000 gpd wastewater discharge. CHA calculates wastewater discharge at 4 gallons
per ton of input MSW.
Electrical consumption: Net electricity demand is expected to be 81-83 kWh/ton per day. If fuel
pellet products are used in an energy production facility, the ratio of energy produced by such a
facility vs. the energy used to produce the pellets would be approximately 15:1.
Natural gas requirements: Natural gas would be used primarily to heat the facility, with minimal
natural gas used in the MSW drying process. Waste heat generated by equipment is used to offset
natural gas usage.
Readiness and Reliability
Maturity and suitability for permitting: The technology to be employed has been developed based on
a review of similar European commercial facilities. The Toronto facility has been operational since
July 2008; operations of this facility and U.S. waste streams have been evaluated to guide the
development of future facilities. Dongara provides a patented process that depends on an
arrangement of well-proven equipment that has been used in the solid waste industry for years.
Construction and performance guarantees: Dongara is “comfortable in saying that they believe the
fuel pellets will be within a 95-96% consistency, for both energy and chemistry”. Contingency plans
would be put in place for an outage that could interrupt MSW flow to the facility; Dongara would
assume any such costs.
Timeframes:
Facility design: 4-5 months following site selection
Facility “permitting”: depends on local requirements
Facility construction: 13-15 months
Start-up and acceptance testing: 4 months following construction
Total timeframe: 22-24 months for proposed (240,000 tpy) facility; 26-28 months for
alternate (400,000 tpy) facility
Beneficial Reuse of MSW Byproducts
Energy generation: Fuel pellets are used as a source of energy.
Solid or gaseous byproducts: Stone, gravel and glass removed from MSW are issued to companies in
the brick and concrete industries. Recyclable metals and plastics are recovered and sold to market.
Residue Requiring Landfill Disposal
Percent residue requiring landfill disposal: Small fractions of glass, sand and gravel representing
approximately 5-8% of incoming MSW. 17,000-19,000 tpy residue requiring landfill disposal for a
240,000 tpy facility.
Anticipated hazardous waste characterization: No anticipated hazardous waste characterization.

Company Name: Ecodeco
Technology Category: Biodrying Process
Ecodeco is an international company with headquarters in Italy, and has recently established a
cooperative arrangement with International Center for Commercial Affairs (ICCA) to assist in the
pursuit of opportunities in the U.S. market.
The company presents the Biocubi Process, an aerobic biological treatment, to remove moisture and
improve the heating efficiency of products to be used as fuel inputs for subsequent processes.
Processing takes place in the company’s ITS (Intelligent Transfer Station). The putrescible fraction
of MSW undergoes an aerobic treatment, and the released heat is used to dry and thermally hygienise
the feedstock. Separation occurs following the biodrying phase, and recyclable materials are
removed from the feedstock. The biodried material is mechanically refined to produce a solid
recovered fuel (SRF), which can be used to generate electricity or as a fuel source by cement kilns.
Ecodeco responses to the evaluation criteria include the following:
Experience of Project Sponsor:
Experience with similar projects: Ecodeco’s technology has been successfully implemented in
Europe for more than a decade. The ITS (Intelligent Transfer Station) technology has been assigned
a “Fully Proven” rating in a survey conducted by the Juniper consulting agency, indicating that it
“has been used in active plants for at least two years and that the requirements set by the customer
have been met by reaching the performance levels demanded by international standards”. Ecodeco
identifies several facilities in Italy, Spain and England, and states that there are 17 ITS facilities in
total. To date, no facilities have been constructed in the U.S.
Facility Sizing
Types of feedstock: MSW
Unacceptable wastes: Information not provided.
Proposed processing capacity to serve Planning Unit: 230,000 tpy (2 lines x 115,000 tpy each).
CHA estimates daily design capacity at 750 tpd.
Site acreage required: approximately 7 acres
Alternate size for larger or optimally-sized facility: No alternate plant size provided.
Minimum feasible facility size: 230,000 tpy
Costs of Ownership and Operation
In Italy, Ecodeco generally installs and manages its own plants, and in other European countries it
designs, erects and tests plants for third parties. The company feels its best approach in the U.S. is to
act as technology provider for authorities or local operators depending on local requirements.
Initial capital cost: Approximately $56,700,000 U.S. Based on the assumed 750 tpd design
capacity, CHA estimates an initial capital cost of $106,700/tpd of design capacity.
Operating cost: Ecodeco is working to calculate operational costs for the U.S. market. Information
not provided.
Tipping fee: 95 to 125 euros at existing European facilities ($126-$165 U.S.)
Electric revenues: NA; solid recovered fuel (SRF) product would be sold as a fuel source and/or
potentially used to generate electricity, but no revenue information is provided.
Environmental Impacts
Greenhouse gas emissions: 85,500-171,000 tpy biogenic CO2 process emissions; additionally, 50%
of total CO2 generated in SRF combustion (no value provided).
Criteria pollutant emissions: Information not provided.

Air pollution control equipment and odor control: Tipping floor is located inside the facility. A
negative pressure system is used to contain odor, dust and debris within the facility. Process
emissions pass through biofiltration and dedusting systems.
Process water consumption: 6,340-9,510 gallons/day depending on weather and local climate
conditions.
Wastewater discharge: Approximately 3,170 gpd depending on weather and local climate
conditions.
Electrical consumption: 30 kWh/ton for biodrying process, 55 kWh/ton for material refinement.
Natural gas requirements: Information not provided.
Readiness and Reliability
Maturity and suitability for permitting: Ecodeco had constructed and operated a number of facilities
in Europe, but has no experience with permitting or operations in the U.S. Substantial work would be
required in adapting operations to U.S. and local standards, and Ecodeco would work with local
consultants to meet all requirements.
Construction and performance guarantees: Ecodeco would work with a local consultant to ensure all
requirements are met. The facility would be equipped with a remote control system that allows
monitoring of the process and equipment, to ensure prompt response to technical issues.
Timeframes:
Facility design: 15 months
Facility “permitting”: 12 months (in EU)
Facility construction: 16 months
Start-up and acceptance testing: 4 months
Total timeframe: 35 months
Beneficial Reuse of MSW Byproducts
Energy generation: SRF product is used as a source of energy.
Solid or gaseous byproducts: Recyclable metals and plastics are recovered and sold to market.
Residue Requiring Landfill Disposal
Percent residue requiring landfill disposal: 33.8% of incoming waste.
Anticipated hazardous waste characterization: No anticipated hazardous waste characterization.

Company Name: Energy Answers
Technology Category: WTE
Energy Answers was founded in Albany in 1981 and has operated in the Albany region for 28 years
under the same ownership. Energy Answers is actively developing projects in the U.S., Caribbean
and the European Union, and is in the early development stages of projects in other regions.
Energy Answers presents the Processed Refuse Fuel (PRF) technology. The Mechanical Treatment
Facility is designed to accept and process incoming MSW to create a shredded, readily combustible
PRF material. PRF is fed into the combustor and produces minimal ash residue. Steam generated by
combustion is used to generate electricity. Bottom ash is processed in a materials recovery facility in
order to recover metals and solid aggregate material.
Energy Answers responses to the evaluation criteria include the following:
Experience of Project Sponsor:
Experience with similar projects: Energy Answers was the conceptual designer, developer,
technology provider, co-operator and General Manager of the SEMASS WTE facility in Rochester,
MA from its commencement of operations in 1988 until 1996. This WTE facility utilizes the PRF
system. The base plant has a 2,000 tpd capacity and a subsequent 1,000 tpd expansion was created in
1993. The SEMASS facility received several awards for environmental performance under Energy
Answers management.
Energy Answers also identifies WTE reference facilities in Pittsfield, MA and Springfield, MA. The
company lists experience in managing and operating transfer stations.
Facility Sizing
Types of feedstock: MSW; could also process wood waste, tires, sludge, FOG (fats, oil, grease), and
auto shredder residue.
Unacceptable wastes: Specific materials not identified; less than 1% of incoming waste.
Proposed processing capacity to serve Planning Unit: Facility would have two, 500 tpd boilers for a
design capacity of 365,000 tpy (1,000 tpd).
Site acreage required: 10 acres in an industrial zone or 15 acres for a stand-alone facility.
Alternate size for larger or optimally-sized facility: Depending on opportunities to import MSW, a
larger facility could be accommodated.
Minimum feasible facility size: 500 tpd.
Costs of Ownership and Operation
Energy Answers proposes a private ownership model, whereby the Planning Unit would pay a fixed
tip fee for MSW delivered to the facility, and Energy Answers would assume full operational and
financial risk for the ultimate disposal of the waste.
Initial capital cost: Information not provided.
Operating cost: Approximately $50/ton.
Tipping fee: Information not provided.
Electric revenues: Assuming a purchase agreement of $0.10/KWh, electric revenue would be
$59.20/ton of incoming MSW.
Environmental Impacts
Greenhouse gas emissions: 67% of CO2 emissions are biogenic, and 33% are anthropogenic.
Anthropogenic CO2 emissions are offset by the avoided emissions that would be produced by fossil
fuel powered electric generation, avoided methane emissions that would otherwise be generated by

landfill disposal, and by the recovery of metal materials. Using these assumptions, Energy Answers
states that the WTE facility would produce electricity at a negative net CO2 emission rate of -3,636
lbs. CO2/MWh. For every ton of MSW processed, approximately 1 ton of CO2 equivalents would be
eliminated.
Criteria pollutant emissions: Energy Answers has provided a table with recorded average emissions
recorded at its SEMASS facility in April 2004, November 2005 and July 2006, for the following
pollutants: particulates, SO2, HCL, NOx, CO, Cd, Pb, Hg and PCDD/F. The reference facility meets
its permit limits and USEPA Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) standards for
emissions of these pollutants.
Air pollution control equipment and odor control: The gases generated by the combustion of MSW
are passed through air quality control equipment consisting of: urea injection to remove nitrogen
oxides, activated carbon injection to remove mercury, dioxins and furans, spray dryer absorbers using
lime to neutralize any acids forming during the combustion process, and a fabric filter system (bag
house) to capture particles in the gas.
Process water consumption: The WTE facility could utilize either an air-cooled condenser or a
cooling tower. With an air-cooled condenser, industrial and water usage would be about 21,000
gallons/day based on a facility capacity of 1,000 tpd. Water usage for a cooling tower would be ten
times greater. Hower, if adequate water supply is available, cooling towers are less expensive than
air-cooled condensers and can operate on secondary treated effluent from a wastewater treatment
facility.
Wastewater discharge: Aside from sanitary wastewater, there would be no discharge of water into
the sewers.
Electrical consumption: Gross electric generation 696 kwh/ton; 104 kwh/ton internal usage; net
electric generation 592 kwh/ton.
Natural gas requirements: No natural gas requirements.
Readiness and Reliability
Maturity and suitability for permitting: The Energy Answers PRF technology has been used in largescale commercial operations at the SEMASS and other WTE facilities since 1989. The technology
has been upgraded over the years.
Construction and performance guarantees: Energy Answers can:
- design, construct, test for acceptance, own, operate and maintain the proposed facility
- comply with all contract, federal, state and local laws, regulations and policies
- comply with Good Industry Practice and Good and Accepted Construction Practice
- be responsible for obtaining local construction permits.
Timeframes:
Total timeframe: 24 months
Beneficial Reuse of MSW Byproducts
Energy generation: Net 592 kWh/ton of MSW.
Solid or gaseous byproducts: Bottom ash (aggregate material) 10% by weight of waste fed; ferrous
metal 4% of waste fed; nonferrous metal 0.4% of waste fed.
Residue Requiring Landfill Disposal
Percent residue requiring landfill disposal: 10% of incoming waste.
Anticipated hazardous waste characterization: No anticipated hazardous waste characterization.

Company Name: Green Conversion Systems (GCS)
Technology Category: WTE
GCS is a European company with existing operations in Germany; GCS has created a Delaware
Limited Liability Company created for the purpose of purpose of pursuing WTE opportunities in the
U.S. Morgan Stanley Biomass LLC, a subsidiary of the Morgan Stanley investment banking firm,
owns the majority of the equity in GCS. The company has an exclusive license with Fisia Babcock
Environment GmbH (FBE) to promote its WTE technology.
The GCS process has been proven to exceed environmental standards in the EU. Existing GCS
facilities do not need to pre-process MSW prior to combustion, thereby eliminating the costs and
risks associated with additional pre-processing measures. In addition to generating steam/electricity,
the process byproducts include processed and size-classified aggregate, ferrous and non-ferrous
metals, technical grade hydrochloric acid, gypsum, and salts suitable for industrial use.
GCS responses to the evaluation criteria include the following:
Experience of Project Sponsor:
Experience with similar projects: GCS has provided information for two reference facilities located
in Germany. The more recent facility, the 1,100 tpd (350,000 tpy) Muellverwertung Rugenberger
Damm (MVR) waste treatment facility in Hamburg, Germany, has processed MSW in commercial
operations since 1999. Emissions from the MVR facility surpass all EU environmental standards.
Facility Sizing
Types of feedstock: MSW
Unacceptable wastes: Oversized materials, C&D wastes, hazardous materials.
Proposed processing capacity to serve Planning Unit: 230,000 tpy (700 tpd) of MSW.
Site acreage required: Approximately 8 acres
Alternate size for larger or optimally-sized facility: For an annual capacity of more than 250 tpy,
GCS would propose 2 lines with total 300,000 tpy capacity; this alternate facility would require an 11
acre site.
Minimum feasible facility size: Information not provided.
Costs of Ownership and Operation
Initial capital cost: Approximately $300 million U.S. Based on the 700 tpd design capacity, CHA
estimates an initial capital cost of $429,000/tpd of design capacity.
Operating cost: Initial cost to operate and maintain the facility is approximately $75/ton including
labor, maintenance materials, consumables, auxiliary fuel, selling of marketable byproducts, residual
disposal, utilities, repair and replacement of equipment, bonds and insurance. Cost is anticipated to
decrease to approximately $60/ton after the market for specially treated bottom ash for use as an
aggregate has been established.
Tipping fee: Tipping fee at the existing MVR facility is approximately $159 U.S./ton.
Electric revenues: The proposed 700 tpd facility would generate 16-17 MW of net electrical power
with a value of $50-60/ton of MSW.
Environmental Impacts
Greenhouse gas emissions: CO2 emissions would be approximately 1 to 1.2 ton CO2 per ton MSW.
About 60% of the carbon contained in MSW is biogenic, and the CO2 emitted to the atmosphere from
this portion of the waste is CO2 neutral.
Criteria pollutant emissions: GSC has provided a table with recorded average emissions recorded at
its MVR facility from 1999-2007, for the following pollutants: NOx, CO, particulates, Ctotal, HCL,

SO2, HF, Cd, Th, Hg, Pb and PCDD/F. Emission values exceed USEPA 40CFR60 Subpart Eb
regulations for these pollutants.
Air pollution control equipment and odor control: Tipping floor is located inside the facility, and a
negative pressure system is used to contain odor, dust and debris within the facility. NOx emissions
are reduced by spraying aqueous ammonia into the combustion chamber at several levels in the
furnace. An adsorbent material is added to the flue gas leaving the boiler, thereby separating any
heavy metals and organic pollutants. The flue gas is routed through a 2-stage HCl-scrubber where
process water is added to separate any readily soluble halogen compounds. Sulfur oxides are
separated by a neutral single-stage scrubber. A second baghouse filter is applied to ensure minimal
emissions of heavy metals and organic pollutants.
Process water consumption: Process water (50 kgal/day) does not have to be potable water; grey
water from a water pollution control plant or water taken from a river or groundwater would be
sufficient. Water required for the process would be filtered and stored before process use. Most
process water would be evaporated in the wet scrubbers of the flue gas treatment system and released
into the atmosphere as water vapor.
Wastewater discharge: Aside from sanitary waste (2,000 gpd), there would be no discharge of water
into the sewers. Measures would be taken to minimize stormwater runoff, possibly including green
roofs on some buildings.
Electrical consumption: Gross electric generation 680 kWh/ton; 95 kWh/ton internal usage; net
electric generation 585 kWh/ton.
Natural gas requirements: 64,000 decatherms/year.
Readiness and Reliability
Maturity and suitability for permitting: The mass burn technology offered by GCS is manufactured
by FBE, and there are over 500 facilities worldwide that use FBE proprietary technology. Existing
GCS facilities using these technologies exceed the emissions standards set by New York State, and
are expected to be suitable for permitting.
Construction and performance guarantees: The contractual obligations under the service agreement
would be first guaranteed by the construction contractor, and upon startup of the facility and
acceptance, this guarantee would be replaced by a guarantee from the operator.
Timeframes:
Facility design: 12 to 15 months
Facility “permitting”: 8 to 10 months
Facility construction: 24 to 26 months
Start-up and acceptance testing: 6 to 9 months
Total timeframe: 50 to 60 months
Beneficial Reuse of MSW Byproducts
Energy generation: Net 585 kWh/ton of MSW.
Solid or gaseous byproducts: Bottom ash (aggregate material) 22% by weight of waste fed; ferrous
metal 2.3% of waste fed; nonferrous metal 0.2% of waste fed; HCl 1.5% of waste fed; gypsum 0.3%
of waste fed.
Residue Requiring Landfill Disposal
Percent residue requiring landfill disposal: 2% of incoming waste.
Anticipated hazardous waste characterization: No anticipated hazardous waste characterization.

Company Name: Nature’s Fuel
Technology Category: Pyrolysis; Biofuel Production
Nature’s Fuel (NF) was founded in 2005 and is an Indiana Corporation; the company is owned by
private equity investors. Shaw Environmental is identified as a consulting party that would be
involved in the development of a NF facility for the Planning Unit. NF owns and operates one
commercial facility in Atwood, Indiana, and is developing a second commercial facility in
Huntington, Indiana.
The NF process uses a pyrolysis process to generate electricity, bio-oil, bio-char, and bio-gas. Biochar residue can be used as a soil amendment or high-grade source of activated carbon. Bio-oil can
be sold to blenders and used to reduce the sulfur content and viscosity of #6 heating oil.
Nature’s Fuel responses to the evaluation criteria include the following:
Experience of Project Sponsor:
Experience with similar projects: NF operates an 86,000 tpy facility in Atwood, Indiana – this plant
began as a solid fuel R&D facility and was converted into a full-production pyrolyzation operation in
2007. The Atwood facility accepts wood waste, C&D waste, and other waste streams (plastics, waste
oils, etc.) to produce sulfur-free bio-oil, high quality bio-char, and will begin to generate electricity
later in 2009.
NF is in the process of developing a new facility in Huntington, Indiana. The facility will have an
anticipated waste throughput of 200,000 tpy in Year 1, and will increase to 400,000 tpy by Year 3.
Air permit approval is anticipated in July 2009.
Facility Sizing
Types of feedstock: MSW, C&D wastes, tires, ASR, oil sludge and tank ottoms, non-hazardous
industrial wastes and sludges, yard and tree waste, computer waste except for CRTs, carpeting, and
white goods that do not contain freon.
Unacceptable wastes: Medical and hazardous wastes.
Proposed processing capacity to serve Planning Unit: The Albany market meets NF’s throughput
requirements. CHA assumes that a facility designed to serve the Planning Unit would have a
capacity of 300,000 tpy (970 tpd).
Site acreage required: 15 acres; sites offering 25-30 acres allow space for potential expansion. Ideal
sites are located near electric infrastructure such as a power substation.
Alternate size for larger or optimally-sized facility: A modular system allows NF to expand capacity
in increments of 100,000 tpy.
Minimum feasible facility size: Information not provided; NF’s preferred market is approximately
300,000 tpy.
Costs of Ownership and Operation
NF investors would assume all costs of ownership and operation. If desired, NF would give the
municipality the option to purchase the plant and license it the intellectual property after 15 years.
Initial capital cost: Information not provided. The 400,000 tpy Huntington, Indiana facility will cost
an anticipated $38 million with no electric generation. CHA estimates an initial capital cost of
$52,713/tpd of design capacity. Power generation equipment may be added at a cost of
approximately $30 million.
Operating cost: Information not provided.
Tipping fee: Information not provided.
Electric revenues: Information not provided.

Environmental Impacts
Greenhouse gas emissions: Information not provided.
Criteria pollutant emissions: Air permit applications for the Atwood and Huntington facilities
demonstrate that the NF facilities’ “PTE (potential to emit) is extremely low as measured before our
environmental controls.”
Process water consumption: The process utilizes water in a clean, closed-loop cooling mode. A
retention pond may be considered as a source of cooling water, as would rain water. Other water
usage would include restroom water and for cleaning of the tipping room floor.
Wastewater discharge: Drainage systems would capture wastewater in the building and tip room
floors. Water would be treated by a triple trap and either discharged into municipal sanitary sewers
or taken to a permitted facility for disposal. Wastewater discharge volume would be similar to that of
a similarly sized transfer station.
Electrical consumption: Facility could generate its own electricity, but would prefer to purchase 1 to
3 MW from the local power utility.
Natural gas requirements: Natural gas would be used to start the process, and CHA estimates natural
gas consumption at 100 btu-hr/ton of MSW.
Readiness and Reliability
Maturity and suitability for permitting: Pyrolysis technology has been used for decades in Europe,
but its implementation is not as widespread in the U.S. NF has met permitting requirements for its
Atwood facility, and expects approval for its Huntington facility later in 2009.
Construction and performance guarantees: NF and its investors would assume financial risk for the
proposed facility.
Timeframes: Information not provided.
Beneficial Reuse of MSW Byproducts
Energy generation: The proposed facility could be used to generate electricity. The Huntington
facility could potentially generate up to 40 MW of electricity from 400,000 tpy throughput.
Solid or gaseous byproducts: Bio-oil and bio-char are generated by the process. Quantity
information is not provided.
Residue Requiring Landfill Disposal
Percent residue requiring landfill disposal: As little as 0% landfill disposal is possible, depending on
the market for products. Less than 10% is likely.
Anticipated hazardous waste characterization: Information not provided.

Company Name: Norterra Organics
Technology Category: Composting
Norterra New York is a joint venture between Norterra (a fully owned subsidiary of Scott
Environmental of Kingston, Ontario, Canada) and Nextek GBL, Inc. of Macedon, NY. Norterra
currently operates a compost facility near Kingston, Ontario.
Norterra proposes a composting system that features the Gore Cover System as an operating
platform. The system uses a membrane laminate technology similar to that of the well-known GoreTex fabrics. The system shields process materials from vectors and can achieve 99% microbe
reduction. Operating costs are reduced because the system allows operators to use prositive pressure
air. The system is considered an in-vessel technology by many regulatory authorities because the
cover encapsulates all process materials.
Organic material spends six weeks under the Gore covers, followed by an additional two weeks of
curing on an aerated pad. After the eight weeks of composting, the material is ready to be screened
and stockpiled for further aging, and is then ready for sale.
Norterra responses to the evaluation criteria include the following:
Experience of Project Sponsor:
Experience with similar projects: Norterra of Canada has a commercial compost facility located in
Joyceville, Ontario, Canada, just east of Kingston. This facility is owned and was developed by the
Scott Environmental Group. Construction of the facility began in Summer 2008 and operations
began in Fall 2008. The Joyceville facility’s initial capacity is 20,000 tpy, and Norterra plans to
double this initial capacity before the end of 2009. The company has not developed any facilities in
the U.S.
Facility Sizing
Types of feedstock: Organic materials, including: yard waste, institutional and restaurant food waste,
food processing wastes, manures, low-grade papers, greases and oils, waxed corrugated cardboard,
woody or other lignocellulosic wastes.
Unacceptable wastes: Information not provided.
Proposed processing capacity to serve Planning Unit: Assuming that approximately 30% of the
baseline waste quantity could be compostable, and this entire fraction can be captured, a facility for
the Planning Unit would require a 75,000 tpy capacity. Norterra would develop a modular system
with initial 20,000 tpy capacity which can be expanded in 10,000 tpy increments to meet demand. At
the initial 20,000 tpy design capacity, CHA estimates a daily design capacity of 75 tpd.
Site acreage required: Minimum 6 acres for 20,000 tpy module. 20 acres required for 75,000 tpy
capacity.
Alternate size for larger or optimally-sized facility: Modular system allows for expansion.
Minimum feasible facility size: 20,000 tpy initial module.
Costs of Ownership and Operation
Initial capital cost: $3 million U.S. initial startup cost for Joyceville facility (20,000 tpy). CHA
estimates an initial capital cost of $40,000/tpd of design capacity.
Operating cost: Information not provided.
Tipping fee: $65/ton U.S. for Joycetown facility.
Electric revenues: NA
Environmental Impacts
Greenhouse gas emissions: Information not provided.

Criteria pollutant emissions: Information not provided.
Air pollution control equipment and odor control: Potential odors are minimized by the Gore Cover
System. The facility will include a leachate containment and recirculation system, and will be
designed to withstand a 100-year flood event.
Process water consumption: Information not provided.
Wastewater discharge: Leachate collected during the composting process is recirculated.
Electrical consumption: Information not provided.
Natural gas requirements: Information not provided.
Readiness and Reliability
Maturity and suitability for permitting: Norterra operates one commercial facility in Canada, none in
the U.S. The Gore Cover System has been installed in more than 170 plants in 26 countries
worldwide.
Construction and performance guarantees: Information not provided.
Timeframes: Reference facility construction began in Summer 2008 and facility operations began in
Fall 2008.
Beneficial Reuse of MSW Byproducts
Energy generation: NA
Solid or gaseous byproducts: Organic compost product.
Residue Requiring Landfill Disposal
Percent residue requiring landfill disposal: “Negligible” landfill disposal.
Anticipated hazardous waste characterization: Information not provided.

Company Name: Organic Waste Remediation, LLC
Technology Category: Recycling/Pyrolysis
Organic Waste Remediation, LLC (OWR) is based in Orlando, FL and offers the OWR Process for
disposal of MSW. The OWR Process combines single-stream recycling and pyrolysis technologies,
and includes three modules.
The Recycling Module separates non-organic material into ferrous, aluminum, other non-ferrous
metals and clear, green and amber glass, washed and delabeled with ceramics removed. Unrecycled
organic material is shredded, dried and fed to the Remediation Module.
The Remediation Module uses a pyrolysis process to break organic materials down into a relatively
consistent synfuel. Synfuel products are conveyed to the Power Module.
The Power Module uses generic fluid bed burner/steam generation equipment to drive a steam
turbine electric generator.
OWR responses to the evaluation criteria include the following:
Experience of Project Sponsor:
OWR is a startup company that has been established for over two years, and has patents pending for
its pyrolitic breakdown process, recycling process and the use of its recycling process in combination
with other disposal methods such as incineration and plasma. To date, OWR has not fully
constructed or operated a MSW processing facility.
Experience with similar projects: OWR has commenced the approval process to construct and
operate a commercial facility in Bozrah, CT. This facility will have a proposed 250 tpd (~90,000
tpy) maximum capacity, and contractual arrangements have been made to secure a 1,500 tpw supply
of MSW feedstock. An electric sales agreement has been made with the local electric authority. The
facility will cost an anticipated $30 million and will be located on a 25-acre property in a Heavy
Industrial district. OWR has commenced the formal approval process in the State of Connecticut,
and once initiated, construction of the facility is expected to take 10-16 months with tentative
commencement of operations in mid-2010.
Facility Sizing
Types of feedstock: Curbside recyclables, MSW, yard waste
Unacceptable wastes: C&D
Proposed processing capacity to serve Planning Unit: OWR would propose a facility to
accommodate the Planning Unit’s 227,000 tpy baseline waste quantity plus curbside recycling. CHA
estimates a daily design capacity of 900 tpd.
Site acreage required: Less than 12 acres.
Alternate size for larger or optimally-sized facility: As proposed, the facility can accommodate
additional capacity up to 1,100 tpd without design adjustments.
Minimum feasible facility size: 250 tpd or 63,750 tpy.
Costs of Ownership and Operation
OWR proposes to finance and own the operation, operate the facility, pay all bills and collect the
revenues from tipping fees, electric sales and sales of recycled materials.
Initial capital cost: Approximately $60 million. Based on the assumed 900 tpd design capacity, CHA
estimates an initial capital cost of $66,700/tpd of design capacity.
Operating cost: approximately $19.20/ton.
Tipping fee: approximately $55/ton.
Electric revenues: estimated $64/input ton of MSW.

Environmental Impacts
Greenhouse gas emissions: “similar to that of an incinerator”.
Criteria pollutant emissions: Anticipated reduction of mercury, heavy metals and dioxins/furan
emissions.
Air pollution control equipment and odor control: Typical scrubbing equipment is being included in
the CT facility. Ventilation system draws outside air in when doors are opened to control odors.
Process water consumption: 36,000 gpd for 140 tpd facility. Assuming a linear relationship between
daily capacity and water consumption, CHA estimates that a 900 tpd facility would consume 230,000
gpd.
Wastewater discharge: Process waste water is collected and recycled; approximately 90% is reused
for process water feed.
Electrical consumption: 197 tpd of dry organics generates 7.8 MWh electricity; 1.9 MWh consumed;
net generation of 5.9 MWh. Based on this information, CHA estimates electric consumption of
approximately 100 kWh/ton.
Natural gas requirements: None.
Readiness and Reliability
Maturity and suitability for permitting: Anticipated to exceed all NYS requirements; approval
process is currently underway for CT facility.
Construction and performance guarantees: OWR to finance and operate facility, so municipal
bodies have no financial investment.
Timeframes:
Facility design: Less than 2 months
Facility “permitting”: 2 months to 2 ½ years
Facility construction: 18 months
Start-up and acceptance testing: Information not provided.
Total timeframe: Anticipated 2 years.
Beneficial Reuse of MSW Byproducts
Energy generation: For 1,500 tpw, electric generation would range between 350-950 MWh/week,
depending on the percentage of MSW diverted for recycling. Using the value of 350 MWh/week,
CHA estimates gross electric generation of 233 kWh/ton and net electric generation of 223 kWh/ton.
Solid or gaseous byproducts: Recycling system will always recycle glass and metals; flexible
process can adjust diversion of paper and plastic. 2% of input is inorganic solid material that can be
used as aggregate material.
Residue Requiring Landfill Disposal
Percent residue requiring landfill disposal: Response claims no landfill disposal, assuming
marketability of all solid byproducts. 2% residue if inorganic slag material is landfilled.
Anticipated hazardous waste characterization: No anticipated hazardous waste characterization.

Company Name: Plasco Energy Group Inc.
Technology Category: Plasma
Plasco is an Ottawa, Canada based company that offers a system based on plasma arc technology.
The company currently operates a commercial-scale demonstration facility in Ottawa.
Plasco’s waste conversion process begins with any materials with high reclamation value being
removed from the waste stream and collected for recycling. MSW is shredded and enters a
conversion chamber where it is converted into a crude syngas using recycled heat; this crude syngas
flows to a refinement chamber and is refined using plasma torches to create a fuel called
PlascoSyngas. The PlascoSyngas is cleaned and used to generate electricity. Waste heat is recovered
and used to produce steam, which can be used to generate additional electricity or for industrial
purposes.
Solid residue from the conversion chamber is sent to a separate high-temperature Carbon Recovery
Vessel, where plasma heat is used to stabilize the solids and convert any remaining volatile
compounds and fixed carbon into syngas. Remaining solids are cooled into small slag pellets. The
process also yields other products including commercial salt, agricultural sulfur and water.
Plasco responses to the evaluation criteria include the following:
Experience of Project Sponsor:
Experience with similar projects: Plasco has built a 110 tpd commercial-scale demonstration facility
in Ottawa, Canada. This demonstration facility uses MSW from the city as feedstock, and has been
in operation since January 2008. Discussions for commercial facilities are in progress in Canada, the
U.S, Europe and Asia.
Facility Sizing
Types of feedstock: MSW
Unacceptable wastes: Information not provided.
Proposed processing capacity to serve Planning Unit: 440 tpd (160,000 tpy) facility consisting of
four 110 tpd lines.
Site acreage required: 8 acres.
Alternate size for larger or optimally-sized facility: Additional 110 tpd modules could be added to
the facility.
Minimum feasible facility size: Information not provided.
Costs of Ownership and Operation
Plasco uses a build, own and operate model. The company would assume all financial responsibility
and risk with regard to the construction, commissioning, and ongoing operation of the facility.
Initial capital cost: Information not provided.
Operating cost: Information not provided.
Tipping fee: Information not provided.
Electric revenues: Information not provided.
Environmental Impacts
Greenhouse gas emissions: Emissions of 0.6 tons CO2 equivalent per ton of MSW.
Criteria pollutant emissions: Plasco provides an emissions profile for the production of electricity,
including the following pollutants: particulate matter, organic matter (CH4), HCl, SO2, NOx, Hg, Cd,
Pb, dioxins and furans. The company provides guaranteed “Plasco Regulated Limit” and more
stringent “Plasco Target” emission values for these pollutants, and the company is committed to
achieving these limits.

Air pollution control equipment and odor control: Information not provided.
Process water consumption: Information not provided.
Wastewater discharge: Information not provided.
Electrical consumption: Gross electric generation 27 MW; internal usage 6 MW; net electric
generation 21 MW. CHA calculates this internal usage as 300 kWh/ton of MSW.
Natural gas requirements: Information not provided.
Readiness and Reliability
Maturity and suitability for permitting: To date, Plasco does not operate any commercial facilities.
Its commercial-scale demonstration facility in Ottawa has been operating since January 2008.
Construction and performance guarantees: Plasco would assume all financial risk for the
development and operation of the facility. As a performance guarantee, Plasco offers the following:
If a facility does not meet its “Plasco Regulated Limit” for emissions, the company will remove the
plant at no cost and return the land to its original state, and end the supply agreement without penalty.
Timeframes: Plasco would develop an operational facility within 18 months of acquiring permits.
Beneficial Reuse of MSW Byproducts
Energy generation: Net 1.1 MWh/ton.
Solid or gaseous byproducts: Materials recovered from 1 ton of waste include the following: 330
lbs. slag; 10-20 lbs. salt, 10 lbs. sulfur, 80 gallons potable quality water, 15-35 lbs. recyclable metals.
Residue Requiring Landfill Disposal
Percent residue requiring landfill disposal: The response claims that less than 1% of incoming waste
(3 lbs./ton) would require landfill disposal. This residual waste consists of the segregated heavy
metals caught by filter media. If slag is landfilled, then 17% residue.
Anticipated hazardous waste characterization: Information not provided.

Company Name: Powers Energy of America
Technology Category: Gasification, Biofuel Production
Powers Energy is a national firm headquartered in Evansville, Indiana, and presents a process to
produce biofuels and electricity from MSW. Two Powers Energy operating companies are
established: Powers Energy One of Indiana has been established to develop an MSW facility in Lake
County, Indiana, and Powers Energy Two of Kentucky, LLK has been established to develop a
facility in northwestern Kentucky. INEOS Bio and Kellog Brown and Root (KBR) provide technical,
design and construction support for Powers Energy facilities.
MSW feedstock would be delivered, handled and contained within the indoor facility. Carbon-based
MSW/feedstock materials are mixed, crushed or shredded and fed into a gasification plant for
bioethanol production. Feedstock materials are converted to a syngas product in the gasifiers by
heating the materials in to different stages to temperatures in excess of 2,000 degrees Fahrenheit.
Heat recovered from the gasifier is used to generate steam and electricity. Syngas leaving the gasifier
is refined, cooled and passed through the biological fermenter, where 70-90% of the gas will be
converted to bioethanol through microbial activity. Off-gas from the fermenter is routed for use in
steam generation. Bioethanol products are go through a refining process and market for use as a fuel.
Ash from the gasifier is sent to a landfill for disposal.
Powers Energy responses to the evaluation criteria include the following:
Experience of Project Sponsor:
Experience with similar projects:
Powers Energy is involved in a project in Lake County, Indiana that involves, to date, the financing,
site evaluation and engineering of a gasification/biofuel production facility with a minimum capacity
of 2,000 tpd. The facility is anticipated to generate 36 million gallons of bioethanol fuel, 42,600 tons
of recyclable metals and 20 MW of power on annual basis, and may continue to expand in response
to future market demand. Powers Energy is also pursuing agreements for development of a facility in
northwestern Kentucky, and has begun design and permitting for this facility.
Facility Sizing
Types of feedstock: MSW, food waste, paper, textiles, wood, yard waste, plastics, leather, rubber, oilderived materials, agricultural residues, tires, coal, organic sludge.
Unacceptable wastes: Hazardous materials, C&D debris.
Proposed processing capacity to serve Planning Unit: Modular gasification units are designed to
process 150 tpd of feedstock. Accounting for the recovery of recyclable materials and moisture
content, this equates to approximately 450 tpd per two gasifiers. Powers energy would install four
gasifiers (~900 tpd capacity) to process waste for the Planning Unit.
Site requirements: 60 acres to accommodate facility and space for potential future expansion. 100150 acres for a site with rail service.
Alternate size for larger or optimally-sized facility: A larger facility could be designed if needed; the
company realizes little gain beyond 2,000 tpd.
Minimum feasible facility size: 4 gasifiers/200,000 tpy, such as needed for the Planning Unit.
Costs of Ownership and Operation
Initial capital cost: Approximately $100 million.
Operating cost: $72.23/ton; includes costs of facility maintenance, labor, landfill and recyclables
hauling, and landfill disposal. Additional expenses including insurance, depreciation, interest,
technology licensing, municipal and county host fees, management fee, administration, contractual
and contingency costs represent a total $71.02.
Tipping fee: Information not provided.

Electric and other revenues: Ethanol sales would be approximately 13 million gallons at 211,000 tpy.
Total projected revenue from all sources (recovered materials, ethanol biofuels, electric sales) is
estimated at $189/gross ton of feedstock.
Environmental Impacts
Greenhouse gas emissions: Greenhouse gas emissions of 0.54 tons CO2 equivalent per ton of MSW.
Criteria pollutant emissions: Air and water emissions data are provided for a Powers Energy pilot
facility. Information is provided for airborne emissions of particulate matter, CO, NOx, SO2, VOC,
Pb, Hg, Cd, HCl, PCB and CDD/CDF. Emissions would meet all EPA and state requirements.
Air pollution control equipment and odor control: Odors and emissions from MSW off-loading will
be contained within the waste handling facility. The handling floor will be designed to capture any
leakage from incoming feedstock. A dry gas cleaning system injects lime and activated carbon into
syngas products to capture HCl and any volatile metals. Bag filtering is used to capture solid
particulates. The biological fermenter provides additional scrubbing, and off-gas passes through
further cleaning measures to remove any remaining contaminants.
Process water consumption: Fresh water consumption is approximately 1.5 gallons per gallon of
ethanol produced. Approximately 13 million gpy of water would be required to process 211,000 tons
MSW. This equates to about 62 gallons per ton of MSW processed. Process water is reused.
Wastewater discharge: Wastewater is treated onsite and reused. Volume of discharge not provided.
Electrical consumption: Approximately 1/3 of electricity generated will be sold; presumably, this
means that 2/3 of this electricity would be used by the facility. Gross and net generation information
not provided; a 2,000 tpd facility has 20 MW output. Based on this information, CHA estimates
gross output of 240 kWh/ton, internal consumption of 160 kWh/ton and net generation of 80
kWh/ton.
Natural gas requirements: A small amount of natural gas is required for startup.
Readiness and Reliability
Maturity and suitability for permitting: INEOS Bio is identified as a partner and has operated a pilot
plant for over 5 years. The proposed facility would use equipment, materials and technology that is
currently available to the chemical and petroleum industries. All technologies are proven, and
Powers Energy anticipates no risks associated with a scaled-up facility relative to the pilot facility.
All equipment will be field tested prior to commercial production of the facility. Overall system
reliability is expected to be 95% or higher.
Timeframes:
Information not provided.
Beneficial Reuse of MSW Byproducts
Energy generation: 2,000 tpd facility has 20 MW electrical output. A 211,000 tpy facility would
generate 13 million gpy of bioethanol.
Solid or gaseous byproducts: Recovered materials, including ferrous and non-ferrous metals, would
be sold on the commodities market.
Residue Requiring Landfill Disposal
Percent residue requiring landfill disposal: Maximum 10% of the raw MSW feedstock.
Anticipated hazardous waste characterization: TCLP analysis from the pilot facility shows metal
concentrations below EPA standards.

Company Name: Startech Environmental Corp.
Technology Category: Plasma Technology
Startech is a Wilton, Connecticut based public company that offers a plasma processing technology
for MSW disposal. The company was founded in 1993 and was established in 1995 as a public
company. Startech has built and delivered two small (5-7 tpd) units to customers in the U.S. and
Japan, and operates a 5 tpd system at its Bristol location. The company has a 30,000 sf
manufacturing facility where its systems are built, and is in the process of developing several
facilities in overseas markets.
The Plasma Converter System utilizes plasma – an electrically charged, ionized gas – to process
waste materials at extremely high temperatures. Organic components of the incoming waste are used
to create a plasma-converted syngas, which in turn can be used to produce electricity, recover
hydrogen, and to make industrial materials. Outputs include a Plasma Converted Gas (PCG) fuel
consisting of primarily hydrogen and carbon monoxide, and a glassy black obsidianite material. PCG
can be reused or recycled as a fuel or as a synthesis gas to produce electricity, recover hydrogen, or to
make industrial products. The Startech technology can be used to process a variety of hazardous and
non-hazardous waste materials.
Startech responses to the evaluation criteria include the following:
Experience of Project Sponsor:
Experience with similar projects: In 1996-1997 Startech built and delivered a 7 tpd system to the
U.S. Army’s Aberdeen Proving Ground in Maryland. In 2001, the company opened a facility in
Bristol, Connecticut which houses a 5 tpd system used for customer training, marketing and
demonstration purposes. In 2001 Startech delivered a 5 tpd system to Japan for the processing of
PCBs and hazardous incinerator ash.
To date, Startech has no full-scale commercial MSW facilities in operation. The company has signed
contracts for two 300 tpd MSW facilities in Europe with additional orders pending for MSW facilities
in Panama (200 and 350 tpd) and Europe (100 tpd). Startech is currently manufacturing multiple
systems for Puerto Rico and Poland.
Facility Sizing
Types of feedstock: The Plasma Converter can process virtually any waste materials. Following is a
partial list of materials: MSW, PCBs, asbestos, municipal sludge, biomedical waste, spent pot linings
from aluminum smelters, solvents and paints, contaminated soils, waste oil, filters, insect/pesticides,
explosives, munitions, spent activated charcoal, hazardous incinerator ash, electronic waste,
petroleum sludge, confiscated drugs, tires, C&D materials.
Unacceptable wastes: None listed.
Proposed processing capacity to serve Planning Unit: The facility would accommodate the baseline
227,000 tpd waste quantity.
Site acreage required: Minimum 5 acres.
Alternate size for larger or optimally-sized facility: Modular design allows for future expansion.
Minimum feasible facility size: Information not provided.
Costs of Ownership and Operation
Initial capital cost: Information not provided.
Operating cost: Information not provided.
Tipping fee: Information not provided.
Electric revenues: Information not provided.

Environmental Impacts
Greenhouse gas emissions: Information not provided.
Criteria pollutant emissions: “The Startech system’s environmental performance is safer than the
United States EPA standards and regulations.”
Air pollution control equipment and odor control: Information not provided.
Process water consumption: Information not provided.
Wastewater discharge: Information not provided.
Electrical consumption: Depending on the wastes or feedstocks being processed, the converter will
produce more energy than it uses.
Natural gas requirements: Information not provided.
Readiness and Reliability
Maturity and suitability for permitting: Startech does not identify any full-scale commercial MSW
processing facilities operating in the U.S. or abroad.
The company indicates that “There are many Startech Plasma Converter projects both in the United
States and abroad that have had their environmental impact assessments and permit applications
approved by the regulating authorities for operations”.
Construction and performance guarantees: Because the system is electrically driven, its operation is
easily controlled and therefore safe. Typically, individual chambers will be shut down for routine
maintenance for one half hour of every 300 hours of operation.
Timeframes:
Information not provided.
Beneficial Reuse of MSW Byproducts
Energy generation: Information not provided.
Solid or gaseous byproducts: Component materials of feedstock can be recovered in from one to
three distinct phases: Synthesis gas, inorganic glasslike silicates, and liquid metallic elements which
collect and are discharged at the base of the vessel.
Residue Requiring Landfill Disposal
Percent residue requiring landfill disposal: Information not provided.
Anticipated hazardous waste characterization: The solid obsidianite product is inert and nonleachable when subjected to Toxicity Characteristic Leachate Procedures (TCLP) protocols.

Company Name: Taylor Biomass Energy
Technology Category: Gasification
Taylor Biomass Energy (TBE) is headquartered in Montgomery, NY and currently operates a C&D
sorting and recycling process in the Town of Montgomery. TBE plans to expand this existing system
and couple it with biomass gasification.
Sorted feedstock is fed into the gasification reactor, where it undergoes a rapid thermal breakdown to
produce a syngas product. The syngas is conditioned and used to generate electricity. A combustion
reactor is used to further process char products, and final ash products are disposed of at a landfill.
Taylor Biomass Energy responses to the evaluation criteria include the following:
Experience of Project Sponsor:
Experience with similar projects: TBE owns and operates a C&D sorting and recycling facility in
Montgomery, NY, which opened in 1989. This facility produces approximately 300 tpd (dry basis)
of a biomass mix that would be appropriate for gasification feedstock. The process also removes
various non-biomass materials for recycling or disposal. 97% of the incoming material is converted
into useful products.
TBE has a project underway to couple a gasification process with the existing sorting and recycling
process at the Montgomery facility. Permitting is currently underway for this action; all permitting
documents have been submitted to DEC for review, and action on the final Part 360 permit document
was expected within 3 to 6 months of TBE’s March 2009 response date.
Facility Sizing
Types of feedstock: MSW, C&D waste, wood.
Unacceptable wastes: Painted and pressure-treated lumber, PVC plastics, hazardous or radioactive
materials including lead-based paints and solvents, tires, batteries, electronics, electrical
motors/transformers/ballasts, asbestos-containing materials.
Proposed processing capacity to serve Planning Unit: The facility would accommodate the Planning
Unit’s 227,000 tpy baseline waste quantity, and CHA estimates a design capacity of 750 tpd. .
Site acreage required: 8-12 acres; a compact 5-6 acre layout could potentially be implemented. TBE
anticipates that the proposed facility could be located at the Rapp Road Landfill.
Alternate size for larger or optimally-sized facility: Information not provided.
Minimum feasible facility size: Information not provided.
Costs of Ownership and Operation
Initial capital cost: Approximately $100 million including engineering, equipment purchase and
installation for the sorting and separating, gasification, power, electric interconnection and initial site
preparation. Based on the assumed 750 tpd design capacity, CHA estimates an initial capital cost of
$133,000/tpd of design capacity.
Operating cost: Approximately $15 million annually ($137/dry ton): $5.5 million for sorting and
separation, $4.8 million for gasification, $4.7 million for power production. These costs include
labor, maintenance and ash disposal. Based on this information, CHA calculates a total operating
cost of $66/ton.
Tipping fee: Information not provided.
Electric revenues: TBE expects to be cost-competitive with current avoided costs in the Albany
region. The company would expect to execute a long-term power purchase agreement using a frontend-loaded, levelized avoided cost basis.

Environmental Impacts
Greenhouse gas emissions: The process is CO2 neutral, meaning that all CO2 discharged by the
system is consumed in the production of new fuel for the system. The gasification based system has
an overall efficiency of 40%, which compares favorably to the efficiency of a combustion-based
power system. VOC emissions are eliminated from the stack. CO2 emissions would be reduced by
approximately 47% relative to direct combustion, on a lb/MW basis. Approximately 2.5 tons/MW of
CO2 equivalent emissions are avoided by eliminating the need for biomass landfilling.
Criteria pollutant emissions: NOx emissions approximately 0.5 lb/MW; CO emissions
approximately 0.2 lb/MW; particulate emissions less than 0.1 lb/MW; SO2, hydrocarbon emissions
near zero.
Air pollution control equipment and odor control: Nitrogen oxides are controlled by the use of SCRs
in the turbine exhaust as well as in the process combustor. CO levels are kept low by the use of
oxidation catalysts in the exhaust streams.
Process water consumption: Use of a water-cooled condenser would require 187,000 gpd. If water
supplies are restricted, this requirement could be virtually eliminated by using an air-cooled
condenser.
Wastewater discharge: Approximately 10 gallons/minute or 14,400 gpd. Discharged water will be
treated by filtration and active charcoal to remove contaminants.
Electrical consumption: Gross electric generation 0.85 MW/ton; internal usage 0.15 MW/ton; net
electric generation 0.7 MW/ton.
Natural gas requirements: Natural gas is used for startup of the gasification process and gas turbine.
Startup period is approximately 12 hours in duration and will occur once or twice annually during
normal operations.
Readiness and Reliability
Maturity and suitability for permitting: A number of technologies utilizing this gasifier technology
are under development; these include the FICFB gasifier in Gussig, Austria, the SilvaGas facility in
Burlington, Vermont, the ENSYN pyrolysis process, the Thremochem process and other processes
being developed in Europe and China. TBE is awaiting permit approval for the application of a
similar process in Montgomery, NY.
Construction and performance guarantees: Performance guarantees and any potential risks will be
addressed in the same manner as in Montgomery, NY. An efficacy insurance policy will be acquired
to provide sufficient resources to cover these issues.
Timeframes:
Facility design: 6 months
Facility “permitting”: 9 to 12 months (parallel activity)
Facility construction: 12 to 18 months
Start-up and acceptance testing: 6 months
Total timeframe: 30 months
Beneficial Reuse of MSW Byproducts
Energy generation: Net 0.7 MW/ton of raw MSW.
Solid or gaseous byproducts: Potential reuse of ash as an ingredient in concrete manufacturing or as
a component of alternative daily cover at landfills.
Residue Requiring Landfill Disposal
Percent residue requiring landfill disposal: 15-20% of incoming waste as ash requiring landfill
disposal.
Anticipated hazardous waste characterization: Based on experimental data, process ash will be nonleachable and readily disposed of at a standard landfill.
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Appendix H
Municipal Recycling Program Tonnage,
by year

Reported Tonnage Summary for CRSWMP Communities for 2008
Residential Recycling and MSW Disposal Totals for Year 2008
Albany
GLASS
Clear
Brown
Green
Other / Mixed
TOTAL GLASS
PAPER
ONP
OCC
OMG
OTD
Junk Mail
Paperboard
High Grade
Books (hard/soft)
Other / Mixed
TOTAL PAPER
PLASTIC
PET
HDPE
Other / Mixed
TOTAL PLASTIC
METAL
Fe
Aluminum
White Goods
Other / Mixed
TOTAL METAL
BATTERIES
Lead Acid
Dry Cell
TOTAL BATTERIES
MISC.
Yard Waste
Tires
Oil/Oil Filters
C & D (Asphalt)
Sewage Sludge
Electronics
Propane Tanks
Textiles
Commingled GMP
Single Stream Recyclables
Other
TOTAL MISC.

0.00

2639.03
2639.03

0.00

Berne

Bethlehem

East
Greenbush

0.00

0.00

50.98
50.98

34.58

24.00
119.65
23.50

124.13
30.06
113.94

73.28
107.86

0.00

7.75
5.75
2006.40
2187.05

0.00

268.13

24.00
24.00

Green Island

0.00

158.55

77.17
77.17

0.00

0.00

0.00

214.35
10.20
224.55

0.00

1.65
0.10
1.75

0.00

0.50

3441.00
34.25

1118.53
4.85

13.50
2.00
0.20

5595
71.20

25.93
6.19

153.84
158.07

41.64
41.64

0.50

34.50

1.00

53.18

12.00
998.95

13.52

6742.79

53.18

0.10
4520.80

TOTAL RECOVERED
MSW Disposed
HHW Collected
TOTAL DISPOSED MSW + HHW

9540.37
29838
180.75
30,019

161.04
856
0.00
856

DIVERSION / RECYCLING RATE
DIVERSION RATE w/o Yard Waste

24.12%
11.62%

15.83%
15.83%

1044.47

0.00

80.09
10.78

4.23
158.55

Guilderland

2.82
270.65
364.34

0.00

5.60
163.49
169.09

Knox

New Scotland

8.18
8.18

0.00

Rensselaer

0.00

47.69
21.53

69.22

23.60
23.60

Rensselaerville

0.00

Voorheesville

0.00

Watervliet

Westerlo

0.00

65.73
35.69

267.30
267.30

0.00

205.07
205.07

0.00

101.42

0.00

TOTAL

0.00
0.00
0.00
59.16
59.16

0.00

93.36
109.00

261.55
337.24
148.22
0.00
0.00
0.00
7.75
8.57
5797.26
6560.59

0.00

0.00
0.00
47.60
47.60

69.12
69.12

4.23
5.99
536.39
419.25
965.86

15.64

165.00
165.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.39
60.90
61.29

0.00

1.25
0.07
1.32

0.00

0.00

1781.97
7.53

5.80

7.55

0.00

67.55
67.55

16.00
16.00

0.00

0.50
0.00

0.50

18.34
8.00

246.10

10.25
0.00

0.00

200.00

10.25

30.60
2.56

4.00
134.12

157.10

21.25
55.93

129.16

70.31

80.00
280.00

572.00

110.34

129.16

572.00

12,150.00
182.12
10.76
246.10
65.43
6.19
33.25
2,736.74
572.00
17.45
16,020.04

1123.38

30.22

1923.62

0.00
5.80

6934.15
8537
12.00
8,549

1624.56
2159
2,159

149.53
967
4.20
971

2458.37
1592
103.39
1,695

168.09
1118
0.00
1,118

682.05
2155
0.00
2,155

334.23
3423
0.00
3,423

283.47
686
0.00
686

461.00
1119
0.00
1,119

572.00
3473
0.00
3,473

298.71
1805
0.00
1,805

23667.57
57728.00
300.34
58028.34

44.79%
29.01%

42.94%
18.99%

13.34%
12.29%

59.18%
28.52%

13.07%
13.07%

24.04%
24.04%

8.90%
8.90%

29.24%
29.24%

29.18%
18.91%

14.14%
14.14%

14.20%
14.20%

28.97%
16.56%
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414.75

17.35
114.00

14.15
0.17
14.32
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Reported Tonnage Summary for CRSWMP Communities for 2009
Residential Recycling and MSW Disposal Totals for Year 2009
Albany
GLASS
Clear
Brown
Green
Other / Mixed
TOTAL GLASS
PAPER
ONP
OCC
OMG
OTD
Junk Mail
Paperboard
High Grade
Books (hard/soft)
Other / Mixed
TOTAL PAPER
PLASTIC
PET
HDPE
Other / Mixed
TOTAL PLASTIC
METAL
Fe
Aluminum
White Goods
Other / Mixed
TOTAL METAL
BATTERIES
Lead Acid
Dry Cell
TOTAL BATTERIES
MISC.
Yard Waste
Tires
Oil/Oil Filters
C & D (Asphalt)
Sewage Sludge
Electronics
Propane Tanks
Textiles
Commingled GMP
Single Stream Recyclables
Other
TOTAL MISC.
TOTAL RECOVERED
MSW Disposed
HHW Collected
TOTAL DISPOSED MSW + HHW
DIVERSION / RECYCLING RATE
DIVERSION RATE w/o Yard Waste

Berne

0.00

Bethlehem

0.00

0.00

59.04

217.82
210.67

29.43
2309.63
2309.63

0.00

147.92
147.92

88.47

0.00

77.39
77.39

East
Greenbush

0.00

Green Island

Guilderland

0.00

0.00

Knox

New Scotland

21.37
21.37

298.37
86.72
13.22

42.86
14.05

398.31

56.91

0.00

Rensselaer

0.00

Rensselaerville

0.00

Voorheesville

0.00

Watervliet

Westerlo

0.00

25.88
38.86

TOTAL

0.00

75.07
85.68

618.09
347.93
52.08
0.00
0.00
29.43
6.03
0.00
6266.89
7320.45

0.00

0.00
0.00
16.28
16.28

93.42
93.42

0.00
3.94
438.17
835.12
1277.23

10.61

6.03
3632.69
4067.21

0.00

290.25
172.00
462.25

0.00

0.00

0.00

2.00
0.00

0.00

2.00

5353.19
80.27

8.40

3950.00
21.61

0.00

79.50
79.50

0.00

16.28
16.28

3.74

0.20

48.50
48.50

199.93
203.67

86.50
86.70

1.00

1.09
1.22
2.31

0.00

1.00

15.40
2.10
0.66

26.12
4.63

0.47

88.64

1.50

1096.99

68.37

12.00
1028.78

92.66

6561.20

77.24

0.50
5101.53

9018.75
28272.00
188.57
28460.57

243.10
877.00
0.00
877.00

24.06%
11.41%

21.70%
21.70%

0.00

0.00

61.82
61.82

0.00

0.00

0.00

64.74

0.00

80.56
80.56

170.00
170.00

0.00

15.00
15.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.00
0.00

6181.00
18.59

0.00

0.00

5.15

6.50
9.00

212.11

11.15

1.00

0.00

215.00

11.15

18.42
2.88

4.00
135.26

24.93
53.02

61.22

80.50
295.50

598.00

99.25

598.00

16.24
1.22
17.46

15,714.59
161.04
12.54
212.11
120.73
4.63
36.93
2,616.80
1,112.86
11.50
20,003.73

0.00
0.00

736.12

0.00

11.00
87.72

797.94
2120.00
0.00
2120.00

0.00
3438.00
0.00
3438.00

234.02
661.00
0.00
661.00

480.50
1142.00
0.00
1142.00

598.00
991.00
0.00
991.00

289.50
1925.00
0.00
1925.00

28656.52
45807.00
213.92
46020.92

27.35%
27.35%

0.00%
0.00%

26.15%
26.15%

29.61%
18.86%

37.63%
37.63%

13.07%
13.07%

38.37%
21.95%

0.00

112.32

6334.85

9632.99
1172.00
25.00
1197.00

0.00
2279.00

6939.14
909.00

2279.00

241.32
955.00
0.35
955.35

909.00

181.26
1066.00
0.00
1066.00

88.95%
82.60%

0.00%
0.00%

20.17%
19.13%

88.42%
45.48%

14.53%
14.53%
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514.86

0.00
0.00
0.00
21.37
21.37
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Reported Tonnage Summary for CRSWMP Communities for 2010
Residential Recycling and MSW Disposal Totals for Year 2010
Albany
GLASS
Clear
Brown
Green
Other / Mixed
TOTAL GLASS
PAPER
ONP
OCC
OMG
OTD
Junk Mail
Paperboard
High Grade
Books (hard/soft)
Other / Mixed
TOTAL PAPER
PLASTIC
PET
HDPE
Other / Mixed
TOTAL PLASTIC
METAL
Fe
Aluminum
White Goods
Other / Mixed
TOTAL METAL
BATTERIES
Lead Acid
Dry Cell
TOTAL BATTERIES
MISC.
Yard Waste
Tires
Oil/Oil Filters
C & D (Asphalt)
Sewage Sludge
Electronics
Propane Tanks
Textiles
Commingled GMP
Single Stream Recyclables
Other
TOTAL MISC.
TOTAL RECOVERED
MSW Disposed
HHW Collected
TOTAL DISPOSED MSW + HHW
DIVERSION / RECYCLING RATE
DIVERSION RATE w/o Yard Waste

Berne

Bethlehem

East
Greenbush

Green Island

Guilderland

30.00
12.00
12.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

62.62

98.50
469.37

54.00

0.00

2.22
17.20

0.00

81.76
6.17

Knox

New Scotland

20.29
20.29

0.00

Rensselaer

0.00

Rensselaerville

0.00

Voorheesville

0.00

Watervliet

Westerlo

0.00

45.10
20.03

TOTAL

0.00

56.92
71.18

206.22
587.64
23.37
0.00
0.00
26.33
0.00
0.00
3893.12
4736.68

0.00

0.00
0.00
33.54
33.54

18.61
18.61

4.07
0.09
327.57
642.67
974.40

14.26

26.33
2167.24
2167.24

0.00

78.62
78.62

88.95

0.00

62.98
62.98

1307.30
1875.17

0.00

2.29
21.71

24.00
24.00

0.00

0.00

162.69
157.72
320.41

90.00
90.00

0.00

0.51

0.20

0.10

0.20

0.00

0.00

0.51

4838.625
48.70

5.38

3377.00
20.75

231.61
319.54

0.00

149.88
149.88

65.13

9.54
9.54

4.07
0.09
81.26
85.42

2.28

1340.33

50.93

54.18

6251.17

58.59

14.00
998.22
831.67
0.75
5296.57

8497.03
27439.59
152.49
27592.08

210.52
863.19
0.00
863.19

23.54%
11.71%

19.61%
19.61%

0.40

0.00

74.00
74.00

0.10

0.41
0.55
0.96

0.00

0.00

8.85

5883.75
18.46

6.91

3.70
1.30
232.00

0.96

107.53

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

69.48
69.48

40.00
40.00

0.00

20.00
20.00

0.00

0.00

5.00
5.00

12.05

1.00

5.45
5.59

17.26
1.07

225.00

0.00

12.05

2.00

15.99
1.81

5.00

125.51

0.40

117.34

7680.18

0.00
6.91

7492.66
2219.32
28.30
2247.62

190.31
2070.77

117.44
817.30

2070.77

817.30

8150.56
62.99
18.15
81.14

76.92%
64.68%

8.42%
8.42%

12.56%
12.56%

99.01%
96.54%
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87.76
87.76

1.00

1634.13
23.03
0.48

0.00

6.00
54.87

475.00
712.00

0.00

5.00
81.91

187.29
1043.36
0.00
1043.36

786.00
1982.22
0.00
1982.22

0.00
3246.95
0.00
3246.95

240.15
754.43
0.00
754.43

15.22%
15.22%

28.39%
28.39%

0.00%
0.00%

24.15%
24.15%

30.00
12.00
12.00
20.29
74.29

14.26
0.55
14.81

14,324.38
136.19
8.70
1,866.13
103.11
1.55
45.30
2,611.05
1,910.74
5.75
21,012.89

170.00

300.00

25.30
41.19
26.54

395.00

302.00

110.83

455.00
992.28
0.00
992.28

307.00
3.76
0.00
3.76

212.67
1771.11
0.00
1771.11

26846.61
43267.27
198.94
43466.21

10.72%
10.72%

38.18%
22.37%

31.44% NA
18.82% NA
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Appendix I
Intermunicipal Agreements

AMENDMENT NO.1
TO CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING UNIT RECYCLING COORDINATOR INTERMUNICIPAL
AGREEMENT
THIS AMENDMENT
NO. 1 TO
MANAGEMENT
PARTNERSHIP

CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE
PLANNING
UNIT
RECYCLING
COORDIN~TOR INTERMlJ~ICIPAL AGREEMENT, (the "IMA Amendment")
made this :3!!!. day of
2011, by and between the Cities of ,Albany,
Rensselaer, and Watervliet, and the Towns of Berne, Bethlehem, East Greenbush,
Guilderland, Knox, New Scotland, Rensselaerville, and Westerlo, and the Villages of
Green Island, Voorheesville and Altamont, collectively "Parties".

D~,

WITNESSETH THAT:
WHEREAS, each of the Parties to this agreement is a member of the Capital Regiol1
Solid Waste Management Partnership, formerly known as the ANSWERS Waste shed
Planning Unit (the "Planning Unit"), which has a Solid Waste Management Plan
("SWMP") which was approved by the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation in 1992, as modified and approved by the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation in 200_, according to New York State Environmental
Conservation Law Section 27-0103, and
WHEREAS, the Modification to the SWMP called for a Planning Unit-wide Recycling
Coordinator ("Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator") to manage the recycling activities
of the Planning Unit and conduct public education and planning activities for the entire
Planning Unit, and
WHEREAS, each of the Parties had previously entered into an Intermunicipal
Agreement (the "IMA") whereby the Parties agreed to fund a Planning Unit Recycling
C0c:>rdinatorposition, all in accordance with the terms of the IMA, and
WHEREAS, the Planning Unit has prepared a new SWMP, which calls for the
continuation of the Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator, and
WHEREAS, the term of the IMA expires December 31, 2.011, and each of the Parties
desire to amend the IMA to extend the term of the IMA through December 31, 2015, and
to make certain other housekeeping changes to the IMA, and
WHEREAS, this IMA Amendment is not to be construed so as to interfere with or
diminish any municipal powers, authority, or regulatory authority of any of the
participating municipalities.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the terms and conditions herein contained, the
Parties to this IMA Amendment do hereby agree to amend the terms of the IMA as
follows:
1.
'2.

Paragraph 4 of the IMA is amended by deleting the statement "attention:
Chris Quirk, Chief Financial OffiGer" and substituting therefore "attention:
Commissioner."
.
Paragraph 11 of the IMA is amended by deleting the date "December 31,
2011" and replacing it with the date "December 31,2015."

3.
4.

The TMA remains in full force and effect subject to the amendments as stated
herein.
This IMA Amendment may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall
. be deemed an original and all of which together shall constitute the binding
and enforceable agreement of the parties hereto.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the following P311ies through their Chief Elected Officials
have executed this agreement.
City of Albany
Dated:

By: Gerald D. Jennings

City of Rensselaer
Dated:

jf.J/3jll

By: Daniel J. Dwyer

City of Watervliet
Dated:

By: Michael P. Manning

Mayor

Town of Berne

Dated:

By: George J. Gebe, Jr.

Supervisor

Town of Bethlehem

Dated:

By: Sam Messina

Supervisor

Town of East Greenbush

Dated:

By: Rick McCabe

Supervisor

Town of Guilderland

Dated:

By: Kenneth D. Reunion

Supervisor

.

Town of Knox
Dated:

By: Michael Hammond

Supervisor

Town of New Scotland
Dated:

By: Thomas Dolin

Supervisor

Town of Rensselaerville

Dated:

By: Marie Dermody

Town of Westerlo

Supervisor

STATEOF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss:

i~t~
('!)- I I
.
On the ~
day of
v(-+Ob~/
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary public in and for said State, personally appeared Gerald D. Jennings; personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual
whose name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he
executed the same in his capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the
individual, or the person upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the
instrument.

BRADFORD D. BURNS .

Notary Public, State of New York

No.02BU6173754
Qualified /n Albanv CountY
Com miss/on Expires Sept. 4, 2016

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ACBAHlIAe::...ss:
tel ~Etm
On the ~
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary public in and for said State, personally appear.ed Daniel J. Dwyer, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual
whose name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he
executed the same in his capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the
individual, or the person upon behalf of which the indiv~dual acted,' executed the
instrument.

Oc-fobetL.

SHARON A. BUTLER

Notary Public, State of

No. 01BU6046 5
Qualified in Rensselaer--

Commission

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

Expires August 7, 20

ss:

On the _
day of
~ __ in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary public in and for said State, personally appeared Michael P. Manning, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual
whose name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he
executed the same in his capacity" and that by his signatuIe on the instrument, the
individual, or the person upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the
instrument.
.
.
Notary Public.

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss:

On the _" day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary public in and for said State, personally appeared George J. Gebe, Jr., personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual
whose name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he
executed the same in his capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the
individual, or the person upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the
instrument.
"
Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss:

On the _"_ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary public in and for said State, personally appeared Sam Messina, personally known
to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the
person upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.
"
Notary "Public "

STATE"OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary public in and for said State, personally appeared Rick McCabe, personally known
to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the
person upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.
Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANYss:
On the _"_ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary public in and for said State, personally appeared Kenneth D. Reunion, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual
whose name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he
executed the same in his capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the
individual, or the person upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the
.instrument.
Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
"COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss:

On the __ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary public in and for said State, personally appeared Michael Hammond, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual
whose name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he
executed the same in his capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the
individual, or the person upon behalf of ,,:hich the individual acted, executed the
instrument.
Notary Publie

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary public in and for said State, personally appeared Thomas Dolin, personally known
to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the
person upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument. ,
Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY
On the _
day of
Notary public in and for
known to me or proved to
whose name is subscribed
executed the same in his
individual, or the person
instrument.

ss:
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
said State, personally appeared Marie Dermody, personally
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual
to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he
capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss:

On the _
day of
in the. year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary public in and for said State, personally appeared Richard Rapp, personally known
to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the
person upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.
Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY
On the _
day of
Notary public in and. for
known to me or proved to
whose name is subscribed
executed the same in his
individual, or the person
instrument.

ss:
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
said State, personally appeared James Gaughan, personally
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual
to the within instrument andcacknowledged to me that he
capacity" and that by his signature on the instrurrient, the
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the

Notary Public

/'

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss:

On the _
day af
~ in the year 2011 befare me, the undersigned, a
Natary public in and far said State, persanally appeared Ellen McNulty-Ryan, persanallj
knawn to. me ar proved to. mean the basis af satisfactary evidence to. be the individual
whase name is subscribed to. the within instrument andacknawledged
to. me that he
executed the same in- his capacity" and that by his signature an the instrument, the
individual, ar the persan upan behalf o.f which the individual acted, executed the
instrument.
Natary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss:

On the.
day af
in the year 2011 befare me, the" undersigned, a
Natary public in and far said State, persanally appeared Rabert D. Canway,p"ersanally
knawn to. me ar praved to. me an the basis af satisfactary evidence to. be the individw'll
whase name is subscribed to. the within instrument and acknawledged to. me. that he
executed the same in his capacity" and that. by his s.ignature an the instrument, the
individual, ar the persan upon behalf o.f which the individual acted, executed the
instrument.
No.tary Public

..

By Alderperson

Elacqua

Seconded by Alderperson

A RESOLUTION OF THE COMMON COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF RENSSELAER TO: ACCEPT AND ADOPT THE
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE
CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
P~RTNERSHIP AND THE SEQRA FINDING STATEMENT
ISSUED BY THE LEAD AGENCY; AND AUTHORIZING
THE EXECUTION OF AN EXTENSION TO THE
EXISTING INTERMUNICIPAL AGREEMENT
WHEREAS, in order to promote the public health, safety and welfare and further the
purposes of the New York State policy on solid waste management articulated in the New
York State Environmental Conservation law Section 27-0106, the City of Rensselaer, is a
member of the Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership Planning Unit (the
"Planning Unit"), and
WHEREAS, on behalf of the Planning Unit, and with the guidance of a Steering
Committee consisting of representatives from each municipality in the Planning Unit,
among other stakeholders, the City of Rensselaer has prepared a Solid Waste
Management Plan (SWMP) which has been submitted f9r acceptance to the New York
State Department of Environmental Conservation, and
WHEREAS, the City of Rensselaer common Council was designated Lead Agency for
the'review of the Draft SWMP pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review Act
(SEQRA), and
WHEREAS, the City of Rensselaer Common Council, as Lead Agency, has accepted the
Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS)/SWMP, and issued its Findings
Statement, which, among other things, concluded that the requirements 6 NYCRR 617
have been met and that, the SWMP avoids or minimizes adverse environmental impacts
to the maximum extent practicable, and
WHEREAS, the implementation of the SWMP will require that the existing
Intermunicipal Agreement (IMA) between the member municipalities of the Planning
Unit be extended beyond its current expiration date (copy of amendment annexed hereto),
and

WHEREAS, the City of Rensselaer Common Council has'reviewed
and the Finding Statement.
NOW, THEREFORE,
COUNCIL:
1.
2.
3.

theFGEIS/SWMP

BE IT RESOLVED, AS FOLLOWS BY THE COMMON

The Common Council accepts and adopts the FGEIS/SWMP for the Planning
Unit, and the Findings Statement adopted by the Lead Agency; for this
Action.
.
The Mayor of the City of Rensselaer is hereby authorized to enter into and
execute an extension ofthe existing IMA with members ofthe Planning Unit.
This Resolution shall take effect immediately.'
Approved as to form and sufficiency
this 21 st da of Sep,terilber 2011

NOES
MARION WEBBER
JAMES VAN VORST
PHIL ELACQUA
GRETCHEN POOLE
DOMINICK TAGLIENTO
BRIAN STALL
JAMES CASF::{
RICHARD MOONEY
MARGARET VANDYKE
HARRY ADALlAN

Total

ResolutionSWMP092111

AMENDMENT NO.1 TO
CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING UNIT RECYCLING COORDINATOR
INTERMUNICIP AL AGREEMENT

THIS AMENDMENT NO.1 TO CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING
UNIT
RECYCLING
COORDINATOR
INTERday of
MU~IPAL
AGREEMENT,
(the "IMA Amendment")
made
this
~ Q ~
, 2011 by and between the Cities of Albany, Rensselaer, and Watervliet, and
t e Towns of Berne, Bethlehem, East Greenbush, Guilderland, Knox, New Scotland,
Rensselaerville, and Westerlo, and the Villages of Green Island, Voorheesville and Altamont,
collectively "Parties."

':t

WITNESSETH THAT:
WHEREAS, each of the Parties to this agreement is a member of the Capital Region Solid
Waste Management Partnership, formerly known as the ANSWERS Wasteshed Planning Unit
(the "Planning Unit"), which has a Solid Waste Management Plan ("SWMP") which was
approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in 1992, as
modified and approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in
200_, according to New York State Environmental Conservation Law Section 27-0103; and
WHEREAS, the Modification to the SWMP called for a Planning Unit-wide Recycling
Coordinator ("Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator") to manage the recycling activities of the
Planning Unit and conduct public education and planning activities for the entire Planning Unit;
and
WHEREAS, each of the Parties had previously entered into an Intermunicipal Agreement (the
"IMA") whereby the Parties agreed to fund a Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator position, all
in accordance with the terms of the IMA; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Unit has prepared a new SWMP, which calls for the continuation of
the Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator; and
WHEREAS, the term of the IMA expires December 31, 2011, and each of the Parties desire to
amend the IMA to extend the term of the IMA through December 31, 2015, and to make certain
other housekeeping changes to the IMA; and
WHEREAS, this IMA Amendment is not to be construed so as to interfere with or diminish any
municipal powers, authority, or regulatory authority of any of the participating municipalities.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the terms and conditions herein contained, the Parties
to this IMA Amendment do hereby agree to amend the terms of the IMA as follows:

13393103.1
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1.
Paragraph 4 of the IMA is amended 'by deleting the statement "attention:
Chief Financial Officer" and substituting therefor "attention: Cornrnissioner." .

Chris Quirk,

2.
Paragraph 11 of the IMA is amended by deleting the date "December 31, 2011" and
replacing it with the date "December 31,2015."
.
3.

The IMA remains in full force and effect subject to the amendments as stated herein.

4.
This IMA Amendment may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be deemed
an original and all of which together shall constitute the binding and enforceable agreement of
the partjes hereto.

.j

13393103.1

...

~,

-3-

.,

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the following Parties through their Chief Elected Officials have
executed this agreement.
City of Albany

Dated:

By: Gerald D. Jennings
Mayor

City of Rensselaer

Dated:

By: Daniel H. Dwyer
Mayor

City of Watervliet

Dated:

By: Michael P. Manning
Mayor

Town of Berne.

Dated:

By: George J. Gebe, Jr.
Supervisor

Town of Bethlehem

Dated:

13393103,1

By: Sam Messina
Supervisor

-4Town of East Greenbush

Dated:

By: Rick McCabe
Supervisor

Town of Guilderland

Dated:

By: Kenneth D. Runion
Supervisor

Town of Knox

Dated:

By: Michael Hammond
Supervisor

Town of New Scotland

Dated:

By: Thomas Dolin
Supervisor
Town of Rensselaerville

Dated:

By: Marie Dermody
Supervisor

Town of Westerlo

Dated:

13393103.1

By: Richard Rapp
Supervisor

-5-

Village of Altamont

Dated:

/

0

I '1(, ( .

By: James Gaughan

Village of Green Islan

Dated:

By: Ellen McNulty-Ryan
Mayor

Village of Voorheesville

Dated:

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

By: Robert D. Conway
Mayor

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 20 11before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public
in and for said State, personally appearedCerald D. Jennings, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

13393103. J
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER

ss.:

On the __" day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public
in and for said State, personally appeared Daniel H. Dwyer, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual' whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the
day of
- in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Michael P. Manning personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to"be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.
.

Notary Public

13393103.1
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

SS.:

On t?e. _ 'day o~
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
PublIc mand for saId State, personally appeared George J. Gebe, Jr., personally known to me
or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, an~ that ~y ~~ signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the mdlVldual acted,. executed the instrument. .

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Ptiblic in and for said State, personally appeared Sam Messina, personally known to' me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER]
ss.:
_'_
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Rick McCabe, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the'individual, or the person upon
behalfofwhich the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

13393103.1

...
'

.•

,&'"".

'

-8STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On t~e._
day of. .
..
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Pubhc III and for saId State, personally appeared Kenneth D. Runion, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, an~ that ~y ~~ signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the mdIvIdual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Michael Hammond, personally known to me
or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.
.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Thomas Dolin, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the .instrument.

Notary Public

13393103.1
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _._ .da~ of
..
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary PublIc III and for said State, personally appeared Marie Dermody, personally known
to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name
is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in
his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual
acted, executed the instrument.
.
.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, t4e undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Richard Rapp, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

I

",
i

ss.:

!L.

On the
day of ~
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared James Gaughan, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or. the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument. .

.

;i!ir~
Not~J?ublic
"P'.TRICIA

.
BLACKWOOD ..,.-...;..
..
"7

NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF NEW YORK

QUAUFIED INAlBANY COUNT\'
NO.01BL6194251

MY COMMISSIONEXPIRESSEPT.29~
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
~
~ in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Ellen McNulty-Ryan, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in an-d-fo-r-s-a-id-S-t-at-e-,
-p-ersonally appeared Robert D. Conway, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

I

,

i
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RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF ALTAMONT TO: ACCEPT
AND ADOPT THE SOLI]) WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE CAPITAL REGION SOLID
WASTE MANAGEMENT PARTNERSHIP AND THE SEQR FINDINGS STATEMENT ISSUED BY
THE LEAD AGENCY; and AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF AN EXTENSION TO THE
EXISTING INTERMUNICIPAL AGREEMENT

WHEREAS,

in order to promote the public health, safety and welfare and further the purposes of the New
York State policy on solid waste management articulated in New York State Environmental
Conservation Law Section 27-0106, the Village of Altamont is a member of the Capital Region
Solid Waste Management Partnership Planning Unit (the "Planning Unit"); and

WHEREAS,

on behalf of the Planning Unit, and with the guidance of a Steering Committee consisting of
representatives from each municipality in the Planning Unit, among other stakeholders, the City
of Albany has prepared a Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP) which has been submitted for
acceptance to the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation; and

WHEREAS,

the City of Albany Common Council was designated Lead A'gency for the review of the Draft
SWMP pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQR); and

WHEREAS,

the City of Albany Common Council, as Lead Agency, has accepted the Final Genefic
Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS)/SWMP, and issued its Finding Statement, which
among other things concluded that the requirements of 6 NYCRR 617 have been met and that,
the SWMP avoids or minimizes adverse environmental impacts to the maximum extent
practicable; and

WHEREAS, the implementation of the SWMP will require that the existing Intermunicipal Agreement (IMA)
between the member municipalities of the Planning Unit be extended beyond its CUITent
expiration date; and
WHEREAS,

the Village of Altamont (Governing Body) has reviewed the FGEIS/SWMP

and the Findings

Stateljlent;

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, AS FOLLOWS:
1) The Village Board accepts and adopts the FGEIS/SWMP
Statement adopted by the Lead Agency, for this Action.

for the Planning Unit, and the Findings

2) The Mayor of the Village of Altamont is hereby authorized to enter into and execute an extension of the
existing IMA with members of the Planning Unit.
3) This Resolution shall take effect immediately.
October 4,2011

AMENDMENT NO.1 TO
CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING UNIT RECYCLING COORDINATOR
INTERMUNICIP AL AGREEMENT

THIS AMENDMENT NO.1 TO CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING
UNIT
RECYCLING
COORDINATOR
INTERM,YNICIPAL AGREEMENT,
(the "IMA Amendment")
made
this Lf day of
Ae,?r~","4..-- , 2011 by and between the Cities of Albany, Rensselaer, and Watervliet, and
"'the Towns of Berne, Bethlehem, East Greenbush, Guilderland, Knox, New ~<4~cE.
Rensselaerville, and Westerlo, and the Villages of Green Island, voorhees,«~Jltatnont,
collectively "Parties."
l~ 'l.\\\\

St."?

WITNESSETH THAT:

WHEREAS, the Modification to the SWMP called for a Planning Unit-wide Recycling
Coordinator ("Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator") to manage the recycling activities of the
Planning Unit and conduct public education and planning activities for the entire Planning Unit;
and
WHEREAS, each of the Parties had previously entered into an Intermunicipal Agreement (the
"IMA") whereby the Parties agreed to fund a Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator position, all
in accordance with the terms of the IMA; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Unit has prepared a new SWMP, which calls for the continuation of
the Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator; and
WHEREAS, the term of the IMA expires December 31,2011, and each of the Parties desire to
amend the IMA to extend the term of the IMA through December 31, 2015, and to make certain
other housekeeping changes to the IMA; and
WHEREAS, this IMA Amendment is not to be construed so as to interfere with or diminish any
municipal powers, authority, or regulatory authority of any of the participating municipalities.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the terms and conditions herein contained, the Parties
to this IMA Amendment do hereby agree to amend the terms ofthe IMA as follows:
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WHEREAS, each of the Parties to this agreement is a member of the Capital R~gion Solid
Waste Management Partnership, formerly known as the ANSWERS Wasteshed Planning Unit
(the "Planning Unit"), which has a Solid Waste Management Plan ("SWMP") which was
approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in 1992, as
modified and approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in
200_, according to New York State Environmental Conservation Law Section 27-0103; and

0

-21.
Paragraph 4 of the IMA is amended by deleting the statement "attention:
Chief Financial Officer" and substituting therefor "attention: Commissioner." .

Chris Quirk,

2.
Paragraph 11 of the IMA is amended by deleting the date "December 31, 2011" and
replacing it with the date "December 31,2015."
3.

The IMA remains in full force and effect subject to the amendments as stated herein.

4.
This IMA Amendment may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be deemed
an original and all of which together shall constitu~e the binding and enforceable agreement of
the partjes hereto.
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. IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the following Parties through their Chief Elected Officials have
executed this agreement.
City of Albany

Dated:

By: Gerald D. Jennings
Mayor

City of Rensselaer

Dated:

By: Daniel H. Dwyer
Mayor

City of Watervliet

Dated:

By: MichaelP. Manning
Mayor

Town of Berne

Dated:

By: George J. Gebe, Jr

"IS' It/
Town of Bethlehem

Dated:

By: Sam Messina
Supervisor

13393103.1

.- 7 -

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.: .

.-:tI

is-

On the
day 0/
:In the year 2011 before me, the undersigned,' a Notary
Public in and for sAid ate, personally appeared George J. Gebe, Jr., personally known to me
or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the i ividual, or the person upon
behalf of which ~he individual acted, executed the instrume~_ .._ PATRICIA M. FAVREAU
~
Notary PubJic, State of New York
Qualified In Albany County
Reg. No. 475 20 63
Commission
!::xpires October 30,2013

- ::;-;-;

-

"//

J:a

.rU/7;(~/

Notary Public

u J/

P'

-vz~<....---

-

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the_' day of
~_ in the year 2011 before'IDe, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Sam Messina, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, arid that by his signature. on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER]
ss.:
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Rick McCabe, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

13393103.1

AMENDMENT NO.1 TO
CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING UNIT RECYCLING COORDINATOR
INTERMUNICIPAL AGREEMENT

THIS AMENDMENT NO.1 TO CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING
UNIT
RECYCLING
COORDINATOR
INTERMUNICIPAL
AGREEMENT,
(the "IMA Amendment") made
this I!i.. til day of
)ue,n /Hr, 2011 by and between the Cities of Albany, Rensselaer, and Watervliet, and
the Towns of Berne, Bethlehem, East Greenbush, Guilderland, Knox, New Scotland,
Rensselaerville, and Westerlo, and the Villages of Green Island, Voorheesville and Altamont,
collectively "Parties."
WITNESSETH

THAT:

WHEREAS, each of the Parties to this agreement is a member of the Capital Region Solid
Waste Management Partnership, formerly known as the ANSWERS Waste shed Planning Unit
(the "Planning Unit"), which has a Solid Waste Management Plan ("SWMP") which was
approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in 1992, as
modified and approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in
200_, according to New York State Environmental Conservation Law Section 27-0103; and
WHEREAS, the Modification to the SWMP called for a Planning Unit-wide Recycling
Coordinator ("Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator") to manage the recycling activities of the
Planning Unit and conduct public education and planning activities for the entire Planning Unit;
and
WHEREAS, each of the Parties had previously entered into an Intermunicipal Agreement (the
"IMA") whereby the Parties agreed to fund a Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator position, all
in accordance with the terms of the IMA; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Unit has prepared a new SWMP, which calls for the continuation of
the Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator; and
WHEREAS, the term of the IMA expires December 31, 2011, and each of the Parties desire to
amend the IMA to extend the term of the IMA through December 31,2015, and to make certain
other housekeeping changes to the IMA; and
WHEREAS, this IMA Amendment is not to be construed so as to interfere with or diminish any
municipal powers, authority, or regulatory authority of any of the participating municipalities.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the terms and conditions herein contained, the Parties
to this IMA Amendment do hereby agree to amend the terms of the IMA as follows:

13393103.1
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Paragraph 4 of the IMA is amended by deleting the statement "attention:
Chief Fin,ancial Officer" and substituting therefor "attention: Commissioner."

Chris Quirk,

t

2.
Paragraph 11 of the IMA is"amended qy deleting the date "December 31, 2011" and
replacing it with the date' "December 3 1,2015." .
3.

The IMA remains in full force and effectsubjectto

the amendments as stated herein.

4.
This IMA Amendment may be executed in c'ounterparts, each of which shall be deemed
an original and all of which together shall constitute the binding and enforceable agreement of
the parties hereto. .
'""

.

.:!'
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-3IN WITNESS WHEREOF, th~ following Parties through their Chief Elected Officials have
executed this agreement. .
. City of Albany

.~

Dated:

By: Gerald D. Jennings
Mayor

City of Rensselaer

Dated:

'.
"0'

By: Daniel H. Dwyer

. 'Mayor
.\

.City of Watervliet

Dated:

By:' Michael P. Manning
. Mayor

Town of Berne

Dated:

By: George J. Gebe; Jr.
Supervisor

Town of Bethlehem

Dated:

By:~am MesSina)

:ro1t

Yl

C'

Iru..k ~cn
"
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Town of East Greenbush:"

Dated:

By: Rick McCabe

Supervisor

Town of Guilderland

Dated:

By: Kenneth D. Runion
Supervisor

Town of Knox

Dated:

By: Michael Hammond
Supervisor

.Town of New Scotland

Dated:

,-.

By: Thomas Dolin
Supervisor1!

~i~

",';

Town of Rensselaerville

Dated:

By: MarieDermody
Supervisor.

Town of W.esterlo

Dated:

13393103.1

By: Richard Rapp

Supervisor

.J

~

..

.'
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Village of Altamont

Dated:

By: James Gaughan,
. Mayor

i

,!
Village of Green ISland

Dated:

By: Elien McNulty-Ryan
Mayor

Village of Voorheesville
~-,.

Dated:

By: Robert D. Conway
Mayor

STATE OF NEW YORKCOUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:
,

.

On the _' day of~
inthe year '201 I before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public
in and for said State, personally appeared Gerald D. Jennings, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and a.cknowledged tome that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the>instrument, the indiviqual, or tile person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.
"'

Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK .
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER

ss.:

.On the _ day of
. in the 'year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public
in and for said State, personally appeared Daniel H. Dwyer, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature' on the instrument, the individ\lal, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.'}

, Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _'. _ day of
in. the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, persomilly appeared Michael P. Manning personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the Individual acted, e)(ecuted the instrument.
!~
"

Notary Public

\.

13393103.1

,.'

,
I

.'-7-

j;

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
~. in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared George J. Gebe, Jr., personally known to me
or proved to me on. the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrumentand acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the, person upon'
behalf of which the individual acted, .executedthe instruinent.:
.
.,o,

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY
..-,-

'''''"''-..

ss.:

'7" ..,
",.....,/.e-.
'
the ,j,:l day of::fe6y.,~(1"" .
in the year ~.
before ~, the undersigned, a Notary
~"",_,", ....,P&15lic
in and for said State/personally appeared~
'$,4:~l8iRa,'personally known to me or
~\1V: u.•..
'"proved to me on the basis of satisfactory 'evidence to be the individual whose name is
.--..,-;~ subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
~<::""::>::::L,veaR~ity, an~ that ~y?i~ signatl;lre on the'in,str~ment, the individpal, or the. person .l;lpon
""f\.,.
bepalf of whIch the mdIvIdual acted, executed the mstrument.
.i,'

,,' .' "-ri--'.

.","'Si~~~~~n

:J ;:-:::-

\'~")"

'

.

'..

~.

- "

,
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.
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STATE OF NEW YORK'
\
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER]
. ss.:
,.
.__
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared RickMcCabe, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the indiviqual, or the person upon
behalf of which
"~
. the individual acted,
. '.- - executed
:,< the instrument.
~
'Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.,:

On the
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Kenneth D. Runion, personally known to
me or proved to me, on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be :the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, ,and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the ihstrument.
~._.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

'ss-.:':

On the _ day of
~
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Michael Hammond, personally known to me
or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence. to be the, individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged t6 me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the, instrument, the individual, or the person upon
.behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument. ,I. '

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _' day of
~ 'in the' year 201 1- before me, the, undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Thomas Dolin, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individuaLacted, executed the instrument.
:e(.

~

Notai'y,Public

;'
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the
day of
\'
in the year 201 i before me, the undersigned, a
Notary 'public iri and for said State, personally appeared Marie Dennody, personally known
to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactoryevidence to be the individual whose name
is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in
his capacity, and that by his signature on the instru.ment, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, exec.ut~dthe instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:
,

On the _ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Richard Rapp, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name. is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he ,executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on .the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, e~ecuted the instrument.
"

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, persorially,appeared James Gaughan, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose' name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, e~ecutedthe instrument. .

Notary Public

13393103.1
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss;:

On the _ day of
-----in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personaUyappeared EUen McNulty-:Ryan, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.
•

.'

~','1

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

.. s~U

On the __ day of
in the year 2011- before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Robert D .. Conway, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is. subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, -the individual, or the person
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
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RESOLUTION #37'
RESOLUTION
OF THE TOWN BOARD OF THE TOWN OF BETHLEHEM
TO
ACCEPT AND ADOPT THE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PLAN FOR THE
CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PARTNERSHIP
AND THE
SEQR FINDING STATEMENT ISSUED BY THE LEAD AGENCY; and
AUTHORIZING
THE EXECUTION OF AN EXTENSION TO THEEXISITNG
INTERMUNICIPAL
AGREEMENT

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

,

in order to promote the public health, safety and welfare and further the purposes
of the New York State policy on solid waste management articulated in New
York State EnvirohmentalConserVation
Law Section 27-ql 06,the Town of
Bethlehem is a member of the Capital Region Solid Waste Management
Partnership Planning Unit (the "Planning Unif');and
on behalf of the Planning Unit, and with the guidance of a Steering Committee
consisting of representatives from each municipality in the Planning Unit, among
other stakeholders, the City of Albany has prepared a Solid Waste Management
Plan (SWMP) which has been submitted for acceptance to the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation; and

WHEREAS,

the City of AlbanyColnmon Council was designated Lead Agency for the review
of the Draft SWMP pursuant to the State Enyironmental Quality Review Act
(SEQR); and

WHEREAS,

the City of Albany Common Council, as Lead Agency, has accepted the Final Generic
Environmental Impact .Statement (FGEIS)/SWMP, and issued, its Findings Statement,
which among other things concluded that the requirements 6 NYCRR 617 have been met
and that, the SWMP avoids or minimizes adverse environmental impacts to the maximum
extent practicable; and

WHEREAS,

the implementation ofthe SWMP wiH require that the existing Intermunicipal Agreement
(IMA) between the rnembermunicipalities
of the Planning Unit be extended beyond its
current expiration date; and

NOW THEREFORE,

BE IT RESOLVED,

AS FOLLOWS

BY THE TOWN BOARD:

I) The Town Board accepts and adopts the FGEIS/SWMP for the Planning Unit, and the
Findings Statement adopted by the Lead Agency, for this Action.
2) The Supervisor of the Town of BethlehemJs hereby authorized to enter .into and 'execute
an extension of the existing!MAwith
members. of the Planning Unit.
3) This Resolution shaH take effect immediately.

The Resolution
was approved with the following
AYES: $upervior
Mess; na. Councilwoman
Dawson,
Councilman ,Jordan,
Counei lman Kotary
NOES: none

vote:
Counei 1man Henness'ey

AMENDMENT NO.1 TO
CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING UNIT RECYCLING COORDINATOR
INTERMUNICIPAL AGREEMENT

THIS AMENDMENT NO.1 TO CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING
UNIT
RECYCLING
COORDINATOR
INTER-

~AL

AGREEMENT,

(the "IMA Amendment") made

this

l'f!

day of

, 2011 by and between the Cities of Albany, Rensselaer, and Watervliet, and
the Towns of Berne, Bethlehem, East Greenbush, Guilderland, Knox, New Scotland,
Rensselaerville, and Westerlo, and the Villages of Green Island, Voorheesville and Altamont,
collectively "Parties."
WITNESSETH THAT:

WHEREAS, each of the Parties to this agreement is a member of the Capital Region Solid
Waste Management Partnership, formerly known as the ANSWERS Wasteshed Planning Unit
(the "Planning Unit"), which has a Solid Waste Management Plan ("SWMP") which was
approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in 1992, as
modified and approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in
200_, according to New York State Environmental Conservation Law Section 27-0103; and
WHEREAS, the Modification to the SWMP called for a Planning Unit-wide Recycling
Coordinator ("Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator") to manage the recycling activities of the
Planning Unit and conduct public education and planning activities for the entire Planning Unit;
and
WHEREAS, each of the Parties had previously entered into an Intermunicipal Agreement (the
"IMA") whereby the Parties agreed to fund a Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator position, all
in accordance with the terms of the IMA; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Unit has prepared a new SWMP, which calls for the continuation of
the Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator; and
WHEREAS, the term of the IMA expires December 31, 2011, and each of the Parties desire to
amend the IMA to extend the term of the IMA through December 31,2015, and to make certain
other housekeeping changes to the IMA; and
WHEREAS, this IMA Amendment is not to be construed so as to interfere with or diminish any
municipal powers, authority, or regulatory authority of any of the participating municipalities.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the terms and conditions herein contained, the Parties
to this IMA Amendment do hereby agree to amend the terms of the IMA as follows:
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-21.
Paragraph 4 of the IMA is amended by deleting the statement "attention:
Chief Financial Officer" and substituting therefor "attention: Conrinissioner."

Chris Quirk,

2.
Par'J.graph 11 of the IMA is amended by deleting the date "December 31, 2011" and
replacing it with the date "December 31, 2015."
3.

The IMA remains in full force and effect subj ect to the amendments as stated herein .
.f
t;

'

~
.•

~

.4.
. This IMA Amendment may beexecuted in counterparts; each of which shall be deemed
an origiri~i~~d all of which together shall constitute the binding and enforceable agreeme~ .of
-~;~~;:!l'>'i
,~
the parties "hereto.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the following Parties through their Chief Elected Officials have
executed this agreement.
4.

,-

City of Albany
,"

Dated:

By: Gerald D. Jennings
Mayor

City of Rensselaer

Dated:

By:.Daniel H. Dwyer
Mayor

City of Watervliet

Dated:

By: Michael P. Manning
Mayor

Town of Berne

Dated:

By: George J. Gebe, Jr.
"

Supervisor

Town of Bethlehem

Dated:

By: Sam Messina
Supervisor
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By: Rick McCabe
Supervisor

Town of Guilderland

Dated:

By: Kenneth D. Runion
Supervisor
"

Town of Knox

Dated:

,
~ ,';'By: Michael Hammond
,

Supervisor
~-

~.

.j

Town of New Scotland

Dated:' ,

By: Thomas Dolin
Supervisor
'I

, Town of Rensselaerville

Dated:

•

..•..

.,;"

~.

By: Marie Dermody
Supervisor
,,'

'..

Town of Westerlo

Dated:

By: Richard Rapp
Supervisor
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Village of Altamont

Dated: .

By: James Gaughan
. Mayor

Village of Green Island

Dated:

By: .Ellen McNulty-Ryan
Mayor

Village of Voorheesville

Dated:

By: Robert D. Conway
Mayor

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _.._/ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public
in and for said State, personally appeared Gerald D~.Jennings, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the indivigual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

13393103.1
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER

ss.:

On the __ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public
\ in and for said State, personally appeared Daniel H. Dwyer, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be' the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
"

.

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _'_ day of
in the year 2011 before me,the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Michael P. Manning personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument. .
'.

.

'-

Notary Public" .

,
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the
. day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared GeorgeJ. Gebe, Jr., personally known tome
or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be' the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged tome that he executed the same in his
capa~ity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.
,

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

,

Notary Public

ss.:

On the _.' day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in' and for said State, personally appeared Sam Messina, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature.on thejnstrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER]
.ss.:
in the 'year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
~
day oA.!J,fC.L~RL
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Rick McCabe, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the inst
t.
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _' day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Kenneth [). Runion, personally known to
me or proved tome on the basis of satisfactotyevidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument arid acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instiument, the individual, or the .person upon
behalf of which the individual acted," executed the instrument.
.
.;
1
• ,
.,
Notary Public
,

\

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

sS.:

'.

On the _ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
, Public in and for said State, personally appeared Michael Hammond, personally known to me
· . or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence' to be the individual whose' name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that py his, signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed'the instrument.
._

.iI

Notary Public

..
STATE OF NEW YORK
. COUNTY OF ALBANY

,.

.4 .

ss.:
•

t

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary :publici!! and for said Sti!te, personally appe~ed Thomas Dolin, personally known to
me or proved to.me, on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose n~ameis
subscribed to the withininstrumen! aI!.dacknowledged to me ~hat he executed the same in his
capacity, and t!l<~tby his signature .on the instrument, the individual, C?rthe persoll upon
. behalf of.which the. individual ac;ted, executed the instrt1:went.
.•
.t., .,'"
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

"

On the _'_ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the' undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Marie Dermody, personally known
to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name
,is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in
his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the}ndividual, or the person upon
,behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

1,., in the year 201 r before me, the undersigned,
a
, ,On the _' _ day of :
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Richard Rapp, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
, subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, ~d that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
'behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared James Gaughan, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

13393103,1
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
,NQtaryPublic in and for said State, personally appeared Ellen McNulty-Ryan, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to' me that he executed the
i same in his capacity, and that by his signature onthe instrument, the individual, or the person
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.
.,
.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY'

ss.:
;

.,

!'J

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Publi.c in and: for ~aid State, personally appeared Robert D. Gonway, ..personally
knowp, to me or proved to me on the basis-of satisfact9~y;e:vidence to l:'e the indiyidual whose
- name is subscrib~d to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he e?iycuted the
same in his capacity, ar;td.that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person
upon behalf of wp.ich the individual acted, executed the i~strument.

Notary Public

'r .~
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TOWN OF EAST GREENBUSH
RESOLUTION 176-2011

RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN BOARD OF THE TOWN OF GREENBUSH TO:
ACCEPT AND ADOPT THE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE
CAPITAVREGION SOLID WASTE MANAEGEMENT PARTNERSHIP AND THE
SEQR FINDING STATEMENT ISSUED BY THE LEAD AGENCY; AND
AUTHORIZING THE EXECTION OF AN EXTENSION TO THE EXISITNG
INTERMUNICIPAL AGREEMENT

WHEREAS,
in order to promote the public health, safety and, welfare and further the
purposes of the New York State policy on solid waste management articulated in New York
State Environmental Conservation Law Section 27~OI06, the Town of East Greenbush is a
member of the Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership Planning Unit (the
"Planning Unit"); and
WHEREAS, on behalf of the Planning Unit, and with the guidance of a Steering
Committee consisting of representatives from each municipality in the Planning Unit, among
other stakeholders, the City of Albany has prepared a Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP)
. which has been submitted for acceptance to the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation; and
WHEREAS, the City of Albany Common Council was designated Lead Agency for the
review of the Draft SWMP pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQR);
and
WHEREAS, the City of Albany Common Council, as Lead
Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS)/SWMP,
Statement, which among other things concluded that the requirements
met and that, the SWMP avoids or minimizes adverse environmental
extent practicable; and

Agency, has accepted the
and issued its Findings
6 NYCRR 617 have been
impacts to the maximum

WHEREAS, the implementation of the SWMP will require that the eXIstmg
Intermunicipal Agreement (IMA) between the member municipalities of the Planning Unit be
extended beyond its current expiration date; and
WHEREAS,
Finding Statement;

the East Greenbush Town Board has reviewed the FGEIS/SWMP

and the

\

____________________________________________

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the East Greenbush Town Board accepts
and adopts the FGEIS/SWMP for the Planning Unit, and the Findings Statement adopted by the
Lead Agency, for this Action.
1) The Supervisor of the Town of East Greel)bush is hereby authorized to enter into and

"execute an extension ofthe.existing IMAwith members o(the Planning Unit.
2) This Resolution shall take effect immediately.
The foregoing Resolution was duly moved by Councilperson Malone and
seconded by Councilperson Matters and brought to a vote resulting as follows:
Council person Malone
Council person Matters
Supervisor McCabe
Councilperson O'Brien
Councilperson Mangold

VOTED
VOTED
VOTED
VOTED
VOTED

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

Dated: December 14,2011

1
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER
TOWN OF EAST GREENBUSH

I,LINDAM.
KENNEDY, Town CI,erk of the Town of East iGtieenbush,Rensselaer
County, State of New York do hepeby oertify that the foregoing is a true and eouect oopy of the
Amendment No I to Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership Planning Unit
Recyding Coordinator futermumcipa!lAgt;eement adopted ,at ~he[1~gular meeting of the Town
Board of the Town of East Glieenbush, held on the 14th day of Deoember 2iOIlat the East
Greenbush Town Hall in said Town.
I FURTHER ,CERTIFY, tbat sucbResolution was :adop1iedinfuU <compliance with the
laws of the State of New York, and duly ,entered in the minutes of said Town Board on the 14th
day of December, 2011

JIN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I haViehelieunito set my hand ,and :affix<edtbe seal of the
Town of East Greenbuslh, his 19th day of December 2011

Seal of Town of East Greenbush

VILLAGE CLERK
VILLAGE OF GREEN ISLAND
20 Clinton Street.
Green Island, New York 12183
(518) 273-2201
FAX (518) 273-2235

ANNE M. STRIZZI,

Village Clerk

September 21, 2011

Mr. Nicholas D' Antonio
\..
Commissioner
City of Albany
Department of General Services
Rapp Road Waste Management Facility
525 Rapp Road
Albany, New York 12205

o

Re: Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership
Dear Mr. D' Antonio:
Enclosed please find the executed resolution of the Board of Trustees of Village
of Green Island to Accept and Adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan for the Capital
Region Solid Waste Management Partnership and the SEQR Finding Statement issued by
the Lead Agency; and Authorizing the Execution of an Extension to the Existing
Intermunicipal Agreement.
Also enclosed please find executed .Inter-municipal
Mayor Ellen M. McNulty-Ryan.

Agreement

as signed by

If any additional information is needed, please feel free to contact our office.'
Very truly yours,

~n(.3Iwff'
Anne M. Strizzi
Village Clerk

Enclosures

I

l

;

AMENDMENT NO.1 TO
CAPIT AL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING UNIT RECYCLING COORDINATOR
INTERMUNICIP AL AGREEMENT

THIS AMENDMENT NO.1 TO CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING
UNIT
RECYCLING
COORDINATOR
INTER~~
AGREEMENT,
(the "IMA Amendment") made
this aJ day of
, 2011 by and between the Cities of Albany, Rensselaer, and Watervliet, and
the
owns of Berne, Bethlehem, East Greenbush, Guilderland, Knox, New Scotland,
Rensselaerville, and Westerlo, and the Villages of Green Island, Voorheesville and Altamont,
collectively "Parties."
WITNESSETH THAT:
WHEREAS, each of the Parties to this agreement is a member of the Capital Region Solid
Waste Management Partnership, formerly known as the ANSWERS Wasteshed Planning Unit
(the "Planning Unit"), which has a Solid Waste Management Plan ("SWMP") which was
approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in 1992, as
modified and approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in
200_, according to New York State Environmental Conservation Law Section 27-0103; and
WHEREAS, the Modification to the SWMP called for a Planning Unit-wide Recycling
Coordinator ("Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator") to manage the recycling activities of the
Planning Unit and conduct public education and planning activities for the entire Planning Unit;
and
WHEREAS, each of the Parties had previously entered into an Intermunicipal Agreement (the
"IMA") whereby the Parties agreed to fund a Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator position, all
in accordance with the terms of the IMA; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Unit has prepared a new SWMP, which calls for the continuation of
the Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator; and
WHEREAS, the term of the IMA expires December 31, 2011, and each of the Parties desire to
amend the IMA to extend the term of the IMA through December 31, 2015, and to make certain
other housekeeping changes to the IMA; and
WHEREAS, this IMA Amendment is not to be construed so as to interfere with or diminish any
municipal powers, authority, or regulatory authority of any of the participating municipalities.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the terms and conditions herein contained, the Parties
to this IMA Amendment do hereby agree to amend the terms of the IMA as follows:

13393103.1

-21.
Paragraph 4 of the IMA is amended by deleting the statement "attention:
Chief Financial Officer" and substituting therefor "attention: Commissioner."

Chris Quirk,

2.
Paragraph 11 of the IMA is amended by deleting the date "December 31,2011"
replacing it with the date "December 31,2015."
3.

and

The IMA remains in full force and effect subj ect to the amendments as stated herein.

4.
This lMA Amendment may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be deemed
an original and all of which together shall constitute the binding and enforceable agreement of
the partjes hereto.
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-3IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the following Parties through their Chief Elected Officials have
executed this agreement.
City of Albany

Dated:

By: Gerald D. Jennings
Mayor

City of Rensselaer

Dated:

By:-Daniel H. Dwyer
Mayor

City of Watervliet

Dated:

By: Michael P. Manning
Mayor

Town of Berne

Dated:

.By: GeorgeJ. Gebe, Jr.
Supervisor

Town of Bethlehem

Dated:

13393)03.1

By: Sam Messina
Supervisor

I

;

-4Town of East Greenbush.

Dated:

By: Rick McCabe
Supervisor

Town of Guilderland

Dated:

By: Kenneth D. Runion
Supervisor

Town of Knox

Dated:

By: Michael Hammond
Supervisor

Town of New Scotland

Dated:

By: Thomas Dolin
Supervisor
Town of Rensselaerville

Dated:

By: Marie Dermody
Supervisor

Town of Westerlo

Dated:

13393103.1

By: Richard Rapp

Supervisor
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Village of Altamont

Dated:

By: James Gaughan
Mayor

Village of Green Island

)

By: Ellen McNulty-Ryan

Village of Voorheesville

Dated:

By: Robert D. Conway
Mayor,

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public
in and for said State, personally appeared Gerald D. Jennings, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

13393103. J
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public
in and for said State, personally appeared Daniel H. Dwyer, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Michael P. Manning personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

13393103.1
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.: .

On t?e. _ 'day o~
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
PublIc m and for saId State, personally appeared George J. Gebe, Jr., personally known to me
or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he execut~d the same in his
capacity, an~ that ~y ?i~ signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the mdIvIdual acted, executed the instrument. ...

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

sS.:

On the _ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undeIjsigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Sam Messina, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER]
ss.:
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for' said State, personally appeared Rick McCabe, personally known to me or
proved to me ,on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK
ss.:

COUNTY OF ALBANY

Ont~e .__ day of .
.in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Pubhc m and for saId State, personally appeared Kenneth D. Runion, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, an~ that ~y
signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of whIch the mdividual acted, executed the instrument.

?i~

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Michael Hammond, personally known to me
or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the
_ day of
- in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Thomas Dolin, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.
Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

sS.:

On the __ .da~ of.
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary PublIc ill and for said State, personally appeared Marie Dermody, personally known
~o me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name
IS subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to' me that he executed the same in
his capac~ty,. and th~t ~y. his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of whIch the mdividual acted, executed the instrument.
,

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

sS.: .

On the _' day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Richard Rapp, per~onally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

sS.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared James Gaughan, personally known to me or
proved to me' on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

be.

r- . . in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
On the~a~
of ~€:r<\
Notary PublIc III an9 for saId State, personally appeared Ellen McNulty~.Ryan, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

~D(,~<

N~

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

fflic

.

..••..•• ANNE M. S1'RIZZJ
NoQuaIllry
~
State of NewYortc
"'1aU In Albany Counly
Reg. No. 4694623
My Com~JssIon ExpIres Mar. 30, 20~

On the
day of
in the year 2011 before me, th(i: undersigned, a
Notary Public in an-d-fl-o-r-s-a-id-S-t-at-e-,
-p-ersonally appeared Robert D. Conway, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me thafhe executed the
same in his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
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#1-9-19-11
At a regular meeting of the Board of Trustees of the Village of Green Island,
Green Island, New York, held on Monday, September 19, 2011 the following resolution
was offered by Trustee Jones. seconded by Trustee Belokopitsky and carried.
RESOLUTION OF THE VILLAGE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF
GREEN ISLAND TO ACCEPT AND ADOPT THE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PLAN FOR THE CAPITAL
REGION
SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT
PARTNERSHIP AND THE SEQR FINDING STATEMENT ISSUED BY THE LEAD
AGENCY; AND AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF AN EXTENSION TO THE
EXISTING INTERMUNICIPAL AGREEMENT
WHEREAS, in order to promote the public health, safety and
the purposes of the New York State policy on solid waste management
York Environmental Conservation Law 927-0106, the Village of
member of the Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership
"Planning Unit"); and

welfare and further
articulated in New
Green Island is a
Plaill1ing Unit (the

WHEREAS, on behalf of the Planning Unit, and with the guidance of a Steering
Committee consisting of representatives from each municipality in the Planning Unit,
among other stakeholders, the City of Albany has prepared a Solid Waste: Management
Plan (SWMP) which has been submitted for acceptance to the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation; and
WHEREAS, the City of Albany Common Council was designated ,Lead Agency
for the review of the Draft SWMP pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review
Act (SEQR); and
'
WHEREAS, the City of Albany Common Council, as Lead Agency; has accepted
the Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS)/SWMP, and issued its
Findings Statement, which among other things concluded that the requirements 6
NYCRR 617 have been met and that, the SWMP avoids or minimizes adverse
environmental impacts to the maximum extent practicable; and
WHEREAS, the implementation of the SWMP .will require that the existing
Intermunicipal Agreement (IMA) between the member. municipalities of the Planning
Unit be extended beyond its current expiration date; and
WHEREAS, the Village of Green Island Board of Trustees has reviewed the
FGEIS/SWMP and the Finding Statement;

Il.

NOW, THEREFORE, BElT RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS BY THE VILLAGE BOARD
OF TRUSTEES:
1. The Village Board of Trustees accepts and adopts the FGEIS/SWMP for the _
Planning Unit, and the Findings Statement adopted by the Lead Agency, for this
Action.
2. The Mayor of the Village of Green Island is hereby authorized to enter into and
,....--,..execute an extension of the existing lMA with members of the Planning Unit.
,"

>..';.,.;"

--.

'\<;!-

"!>

:t"Tfiis~solution

.....-

-.-.~.

\

shall take effect immediately.-

.

:.' DATED""::S~Jefub~r 19,2011
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ANNE M. STRIZZI, VILLAG

LERK.

STATEOFNEWYORK
)
COUNTY OF ALBANY
) SS.:
VILLAGE OF GREEN ISLAND )

I, Anne M. Strizzi, Village Clerk of the Village of Green Island do

hereby certify that this is a true copy of Resolution # 1-9-19-11 adopted by
the Board of Trustees at a regular meeting held on September 19, 2011. The
original copy is on file in my office as Village Clerk.
DATED: September 20,2011

~n{.~
.Anne M. Strizzi, Villag;I(

.

~.,---~~~.
~------------------------------------c-_-_
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KENNETH

D. RUNION

SUPERVISOR

April 20, 2012
Frank Zeoli
. Dept. of General Services
11 Conners Blvd.
Albany, NY 12204
Dear Mr. Zeoli,
Attached is the Solid Waste Management Planning Unit Agreement t!J.atyou have
requested for the Town of Guilderland. This document has been notarized and signed
by Supervisor Runion. I have also attached the approved' re~olution for the signed
contract.
Thank you.

Smcerely,
~s

~

5>

Confidential Secretirylo

Encs.

Town Supervisor

KENNETH

D. RUNION

ROSEMARY

SUPERVISOR

ORGANIZATIONAL

CENTI

TOWN CLERK

MEETING

JANUARY 1,2012

MOTION #22 Councilman Pastore moved to Authorize the Supervisor to sign a
contract for an amendment to the solid waste management partnership planning
. unit recycling intermunicipal agreement. Councilman Maikels seconded the motion
and it was carried by the following roll call vote:
Councilman Forte
Councilwoman Slavick
Councilman Pastore
Councilman Maikels
Supervisor Runion

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye

I, Rosemary Centi, Clerk of the Town of Guilderland New York, do hereby
certify that I have compared the attached resolution with the original on file in the Town
Clerk's Office and that the same are true and correct copies of said originals and of the
whole thereof.
WITNESS, my hand and official seal ofthe Town of Guilderland, New
York, 20th day of April, 2012.

AMENDMENT NO.1 TO
CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING UNIT RECYCLING COORDINATOR
INTERMUNICIPAL AGREEMENT

THIS AMENDMENT NO.1 TO CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING
UNIT
RECYCLING
COORDINATOR
INTERMUNICIPAL
AGREEMENT,
(the "IMA Amendment")
made
this _
day of
______
, 2011 by and between the Cities of Albany, Rensselaer, and Watervliet, and
the Towns of Berne, Bethlehem, East Greenbush, Guilderland, Knox, New Scotland,
Rensselaerville, and Westerlo, and the Villages of Green Island, Voorheesville and Altamont,
collectively "Parties."
WITNESSETH THAT:
WHEREAS, each of the Parties to this agreement is a member of the Capital Region Solid
Waste Management Partnership, formerly known as the ANSWERS Waste shed Planning Unit
(the "Planning Unit"), which has a Solid Waste Management Plan ("SWMP") which was
approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in 1992, as
modified and approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in
200_, according to New York State Environmental Conservation Law Section 27-0103; and
WHEREAS, the Modification to the SWMP called for a Planning Unit-wide Recycling
Coordinator ("Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator") to manage the recycling activities of the
Planning Unit and conduct public education and planning activities for the entire Planning Unit;
and
WHEREAS, each of the Parties had previously entered into an Intermunicipal Agreement (the
"IMA") whereby the Parties agreed to fund a Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator position, all
in accordance with the terms of the IMA; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Unit has prepared a new SWMP, which calls for the continuation of
the Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator; and
WHEREAS, the term of the IMA expires December 31, 2011, and each of the Parties desire to
amend the lMA to extend the term of the IMA through December 31, 2015, and to make certain
other housekeeping changes to the lMA; and
WHEREAS, this IMA Amendment is not to be construed so as to interfere with or diminish any
municipal powers, authority, or regulatory authority of any of the participating municipalities.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the terms and conditions herein contained, the Parties
to this IMA Amendment do hereby agree to amend the terms of the lMA as follows:
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1.
Paragraph 4 of the IMA is amended by deleting the statement "attention:
Chief Financial Officer" and substituting therefor "attention: Commissioner."

Chris Quirk,

2.
Paragraph 11 of the IMA is amended by deleting the date "December 31, 2011" and
replacing it with the date "December 31, 2015."
3.

The IMA remains in full force and effect subject to the amendments as stated herein.

4.
This IMA Amendment may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be deemed
an original and all of which together shall constitute the binding and enforceable agreement of
the parties hereto.
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-3IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the following Parties through their Chief Elected Officials have
executed this agreement.
City of Albany

Dated:

By: Gerald D. Jennings
Mayor

City of Rensselaer

Dated:

By: Daniel H. DwyerMayor

City of Watervliet.:

Dated:.

By: .Michael E.'Manning
Mayor

Town of Berne

Dated:

By: George J. Gebe, Jr.
Supervisor

Town of Bethlehem

Dated:

By: Sam Messina
Supervisor

13393103.1

-4-

Town of East Greenbush

Dated:

By: Rick McCabe
Supervisor

Town of Guilderland

Dated: If

(-z,o (IV-

aJ~

By: Kenneth D. Runion

Supervisor

Town of Knox

Dated:

By: Michael Hammond:

.
Supervisor

Town ofNew:Scotland" ..

Dated:

By: Thomas Dolin
Supervisor
Town of Rensselaerville

Dated:

By: Marie Dermody
Supervisor

Town of Westerlo

Dated:

By: Richard Rapp
Supervisor
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Village of Altamont

Dated:

By: James Gaughan
Mayor

Village of Green Island

Dated:

By: Ellen McNulty-Ryan
Mayor

Village of.Voorheesville

Dated:_

By: Robert D. Conway,
Mayor

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public
in and for said State, personally appeared Gerald D. Jennings, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose. name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public
in and for said State, personally appeared Daniel H. Dwyer, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of .
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared.MichaeLP;Manning~personally
known'to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory. evidence to be the individuaL whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to methathe:executedthesame:in:his";:
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the' person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared George J. Gebe, Jr., personally known to me
or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the. person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY .

ss.: .

On the _ day of
in theyear2011
before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Sam Messina, personally,knownto
me Of'
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence; to "be' the individuaL whose name' is.
subscribed to the within instrument and' acknowledged to me that he executed the same' in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument; the ,in&vidual, ,or the~person 'upon'
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the.instrument, " ' ..

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER]
ss.:
__
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Rick McCabe, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
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-8 STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the~
day of (j Ml L
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for s~
personally appeared Kenneth D. Runion, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which thoe individual acted, e.xecuted the inst~rumt..
STACIA SMITH.BRIGADIER
Notary Public, State of New York .
No. 4760401
Quatlfi~d In AI~any'~~(
fA-.
Commission expires

~I,

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

.r--::
.

•

.

Notary

lie.

.

ss.:

On the _ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Michael Hammond, personally known to me
or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his' signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Thomas Dolin, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Marie Dermody, personally known
to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name
is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in
his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and, for said State; personally appeared Richard Rapp, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name.is
subscribed to the within' instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the.same'in his ..
capacity, and. that by his signature on the instrument, the" individual,", or the. person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the.instrument:. '

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared James Gaughan, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Ellen McNulty-Ryan, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally' appeared Robert D. Conway, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose , "
name is' subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me. that. he executed. the'
same in his capacity; and:that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
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AMENDMENT NO.1 TO
CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING UNIT RECYCLING COORDINATOR
INTERMUNICIPAL AGREEMENT

THIS AMENDMENT NO.1 TO CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING
UNIT
RECYCLING
COORDINATOR
INTERMUNICIPAL
AGREEMENT,
(the "IMA Amendment")
made
this /3-rt, day of
P&e:m~
, 2011 by and between the Cities of Albany, Rensselaer, and Watervliet, and
the Towns of Berne, Bethlehem, East Greenbush, Guilderland, Knox, New Scotland,
Rensselaerville, and Westerlo, and the Villages of Green Island, Voorheesville and Altamont,
collectively "Parties."
WITNESSETH THAT:
WHEREAS, each of the Parties to this agreement is a member of the Capital Region Solid
Waste Management Partnership, formerly known as the ANSWERS Waste shed Planning Unit
(the "Planning Unit"), which has a Solid Waste Management Plan ("SWMP") which was
approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in 1992, as
modified and approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in
200_, according to New York State Environmental Conservation Law Section 27-0103; and
WHEREAS, the Modification to the SWMP called for a Planning Unit-wide Recycling
Coordinator ("Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator") to manage the recycling activities of the
Planning Unit and conduct public education and planning activities for the entire Planning Unit;
and
WHEREAS, each of the Parties had previously entered into an Intermunicipal Agreement (the
"IMA") whereby the Parties agreed to fund a Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator position, all
in accordance with the terms of the IMA; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Unit has prepared a new SWMP, which calls for the continuation of
the Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator; and
WHEREAS, the term of the IMA expires December 31, 2011, and each of the Parties desire to
amend the IMA to extend the term of the IMA through December 31, 2015, and to make certain
other housekeeping changes to the IMA; and
WHEREAS, this IMA Amendment is not to be construed so as to interfere with or diminish any
municipal powers, authority, or regulatory authority of any of the participating municipalities.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration ofthe terms and conditions herein contained, the Parties
to this IMA Amendment do hereby agree to amend the terms of the IMA as follows:
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Paragraph 4 of the IMA is amended by deleting the statement "attention:
Chief Financial Officer" and substituting therefor "attention: Commissioner."

Chris Quirk,

2.
Paragraph 11 of the IMA is amended by deleting the date "December 31,2011"
replacing it with the date "December 31, 2015."
3.

and.

The IMA remains in full force and effect subject to the amendments as stated herein.

4.
This IMA Amendment may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be deemed
an original and all of which together shall constitute the binding and enforceable agreement of
the parties hereto.
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-3IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the following Parties through their Chief Elected Officials have
executed this agreement.
City of Albany

Dated:

By: Gerald D. Jennings
Mayor.

City of Rensselaer

Dated:

By: Daniel H. Dwyer
. Mayor

City of Watervliet

Dated:

. By: Michael P. Manning
Mayor

Town of Berne

Dated:

By: George J. Gebe, Jr.
Supervisor , .

Town of Bethlehem

Dated:

By: Sam Messina
Supervisor
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-4Town of East Greenbush

Dated:

By: Rick McCabe
Supervisor

Town of Guilderland

Dated:

By: Kenneth D. Runion
Supervisor

Town of Knox

Dated:

By: Michael Hammond

~~ Supervisor.

Town of New Scotland

Dated:

By: Thomas Dolin;
Supervisor
Town of Rensselaerville

Dated:

By: Marie Dermody
Supervisor

Town of Westerlo

Dated:

By: Richard Rapp
Supervisor
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Village of Altamont

Dated:

By: James Gaughan
Mayor

Village of Green Island

Dated:

By: Ellen McNulty-Ryan
Mayor

Village of Voorheesville

Dated:

By: Robert D. Conway
Mayor

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public
in and for said State, personally appeared Gerald IJ. Jennings, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.
.

Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER

ss.:

On the _. day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public
in and for said State, personally appeared .Daniel H. Dwyer, personally"'kriown to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before'me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Michael P. Manning personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me. that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:'

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared George J. Gebe, Jr., personally known to me
or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, -executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _' day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Sam Messina, personally known to mear
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity,_ and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.
"

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER]
ss.:
__ - day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Rick McCabe, personally known to me Of
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument .

.Notary Public
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- 8STATE OF NEW YORK
ss.:

COUNTY OF ALBANY

On the _ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Kenneth D. Runion, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individuat,c or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.
.
.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

./:Je.I:..e

m b1/?
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
On thea
day of
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Michael Hammond, personally known to me
or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.
KIMBERLY D. SWAIN
Notary Public, State of New York
NO.01SW6187696
Oualified in Albany County

Commission Expires May 27 20
t

et¥nhtJ.~!J. J2u~
Notary Publ.

.

J.ij

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _._ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Thomas Dolin, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.
-

Notary ~ublic
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
~
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Marie Dermody, personally known
to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name
is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in
his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

S8.:

On the _._ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Richard Rapp, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted; executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared James Gaughan, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Ellen McNulty;;:Ryan, personally
known tome or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the indiviqual, or the person
upon behalf of which the individual acted, exe~uted the instrument.'
.

Notary Public
. '

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the' undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Robert D. Conway, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to.be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instr~ment.

Notary Public
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TOWN OF NEW SCOTLAND

Thomas E. Dolin
SUPERVISOR

Douglas laGrange

DEPUTY SUPERVISOR

William Hennessy
Douglas laGrange
Daniel Mackay
Patricia Snyder
BOAR]) MEMBERS

City of Albany
Dept. of General Services
Rapp Road Waste Management Facility
525 Rapp Rd.
Albany, NY 12205
Re:

Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership
Amendment NO.1 to PJanning Unit Recycling Coordinator Intermunicipal Agreement

Dear Commissioner D' Antonio,

-

Enclosed please find the above referenced amendment which has been executed by Supervisor Thomas
E. Dolin. A copy of the Town Board's resolution is enclosed as well.
_....

I

-

Once all signatures have been obtained,please

~

r~etuman original to the Town of New Scotland.
.
,

Thanks you,

7~~

Sarah Kavanaugh
Confidential Secretary to the Supervisor

2029 New Scotland Road.
Slingerlands, NY 12159
Phone: (518) 439-4889
•
Fax: (518) 439-8554
•
TDD: (800) 662.,.1220
The Town of New'Scotland is an equal opportunity provider and employer. TO file a complaint of discrimination, 'write: USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, ,1400 Independence Ave."S.W., Washington, DC ~0250-9410 or call ,(800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TOO).

...
AMENDMENT NO.1 TO
CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING UNIT RECYCLING COORDINATOR
INTERMUNICIP AL AGREEMENT

THIS AMENDMENT NO.1 TO CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING
UNIT
RECYCLING
COORDINATOR
INTERMUNICIPAL
AGREEMENT,
(the "JMA Amendment")
made
this _
day of
______
.,2011 by and between the Cities of Albany, Rensselaer, and Watervliet, and
the Towns of Berne, Bethlehem, East Greenbush, Guilderland, Knox, New Scotland,
Rensselaerville, and Westerlo, and the Villages of Green Island, Voorheesville and Altamont,
collectively "Parties."
WITNESSETH THAT:
WHEREAS, each of the Parties to this agreement is a member of the Capital Region Solid
Waste Management Partnership, formerly known as the ANSWERS Wasteshed Planning Unit
(the "Planning Unit"), which has a Solid Waste Management Plan ("SWMP") which was
approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in 1992, as
modified and approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in
200_, according to New York State Environmental Conservation Law Section 27-0103; and
WHEREAS, the Modification to the SWMP called for a Planning Unit-wide Recycling
Coordinator ("Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator") to manage the recycling activities of the
Planning Unit and conduct public education and planning activities for the entire Planning Unit;
and
WHEREAS, each of the Parties had previously entered into an Intermunicipal Agreement (the
"JMA") whereby the Parties agreed to fund a Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator position, all
in accordance with the terms of the IMA; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Unit has prepared a new SWMP, which calls for the continuation of
the Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator; and
WHEREAS, the term of the IMA expires December 31, 2011, and each of the Parties desire to
amend the JMA to extend the term of the IMA through December 31,2015, and to make certain
other housekeeping changes to the IMA; and
WHEREAS, this JMA Amendment is not to be construed so as to interfere with or diminish any
municipal powers, authority, or regulatory authority of any of the participating municipalities.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the terms and conditions herein contained, the Parties
to this IMA Amendment do hereby agree to amend the terms of the IMA as follows:
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- 21.
Paragraph 4 of the IMAis amended by deleting the statement "attention:
Chief Financial Officer" and substituting therefor "attention: Commissioner."
.

Chris Quirk,

2.
Paragraph 11 of the IMA is amended by deleting the date "December 31, 2011" and
replacing it with the date "December 31,2015."
3.

The IMA remains in full force and effect subject to the amendments as stated herein.

4.
This IMA Amendment may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be deemed
an original and all of which together shall constitute the bInding and enforceable agreement of
the partjes hereto.
.
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-3IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the following Parties through their Chief Elected Officials have
executed this agreement.
City of Albany

Dated:

By: Gerald D; Jennings
Mayor

City of Rensselaer

Dated:

By: Daniel H. Dwyer
Mayor

City of Watervliet

Dated:

By: Michael P. Manning
Mayor

Town of Berne

Dated:

By: George lGebe,

JI.
Supervisor

Town of Bethlehem

Dated:

13393103.1

By: Sam Messina
Supervisor

t

.t,:>I-

."'. ~-

•. _-

- 4Town of East Greenbush

By: Rick McCabe

Dated:

Supervisor

Town of Guilderland

By: Kenneth D. Runion

Dated:

Supervisor

Town of Knox

By: Michael Hammond

Dated:

Supervisor

Town of New Scotland

Dated:

1"2-=:l::ao(L-

By: Thomas Dolin

Supervisor

Town of Rensselaerville

Dated:

By: Marie Dermody
Supervisor

Town of Westerlo

Dated:

13393103.1

By: Richard Rapp

Supervisor

.

;"
,..';u ..•.

.•. T'.
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Village of Altamont

Dated:

By: James Gaughan
Mayor

Village of Green Island

Dated:

By: Ellen McNulty-Ryan
Mayor

Village of Voorheesville

Dated:

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

By: Robert D. Conway
Mayor

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public
in and for said State, personally appeared Gerald D. Jennings, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument. '

Notary Public

13393103.1
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER

ss.: '.

On the _
day of
_. .in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public
in and for said State, personally appeared Daniel, H. Dwyer, personally known to me' or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Michael P. Manning personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged 'to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the' person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

13393103,1

-7-

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

sS.:

On the _ 'day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared George J. Gebe,]r., personally known to me
or proved to me'on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the saine in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the insttument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrumeht.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OFALBANY

S8.:

On the
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public~ and for said State, personally 'appeared Sam Messina, personally known tome or
proved to me on the basis' of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged 'to me that he "executed the 8amein his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER]
sS.:
_'_
day of
in the year 20 11 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
'Public in and for said State, personally appeared Rick McCabe, personally known to me or
proved to me on the ba~is of satisfactory evidence to,be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the Instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the irlstrument.

Notary Public

13393103.1

..

STATE OF NEW YORK
ss.:

COUNTY OF 'ALBANY

On the _
day of~
--, in thesear 2911before~~e, the uridersigned, aNotary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Kenrieth D'; Runion, personally known to
meorproved to me on the hasisof satisfa.etoryevidehte'tb,be,the
individuaLwhosename
is
subscribed 'to' the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed 'the sante inhis
capacity, and that by his sign~tru::e>(m'the' il1strufilent,tl1eindiyidual,or
the person upon,
behalfofwhich the individual acted; executed the instruinent.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK

ss.:

COUNTY OF ALBANY

On the, _ day of
--'---~ in the year 2011:beforeme, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personaliy appeared MichaeFHarnnlond, personallyknowrtto me
or proved to me on the basis of satisfac!ory evidence 'to be' the individual whose narneis
subscribed to the within instrumeniand acknowledged tn me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his sIgnature on, 'the instrtllnent, the'il1:4ividual, or'the person upon
behalf of which theindividualacted,
executed
the lnstium:ent.
-'
..
..

,

,.-

:

-,

Notai)' Publi~.

STATE OF NEW YORK

, sS.:

COUNTY OF ALBANY

On the2
day of GGn....:J~s:::::-1 '"ip,theyear201~efore
me,theundersigned,
a
'Notary Public in and for said State,personallyappearedThorria~
Dolin, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis ofsatisfactoryeviclence to betheindividual
whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument-and ackrlowle<Igedto inethathe executed the same in his
capacity, and that" by his' signatuieoiL theinstrtiment, the, individual, or the pe!son uP9n
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.,
.
~.

-

, DIANE R DESCHENES

NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF NEW YORK
F
'
NO 01DE6027463
~.
' ,
QUALIFIED IN,ALBANY COUNTY
.. ' .
COMMISSION EXPIRES JULY 6, 20
.
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the __ day of
-'- in 'the year 2011 before'me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Marie Dermody, personally known
to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the:individual whose name
is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in
his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument. '

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Richard Rapp, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared James Gaughan, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory ev:idence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

13393103.1
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
~~_
in the year 20n before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Ellen McNulty-Ryan, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Robert D. Conway, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the ,individual whose
name is subscribed to. die within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

13393\03.\

Diane R. Deschenes, RMC
Town Clerk / Tax Collector

TOWN OF

ddeschenes@townofuewscotland.com

Carol A. Cootware

www.townofnewscotland.com

Deputy Town Clerk
ccootware@townofuewscotland.com

NEW SCOTLAND

RESOLUTION 11-265
Supervisor Dolin offered the following motion and moved its adoption:
THIS AMENDMENT NO.1 TO CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PARTNERSHIP PLANNING UNIT RECYCLING COORDINATOR INTER-MUNICIPAL
AGREEMENT, (the "IMA Amendment") made this __
day of
2011 by and
between the Cities of Albany, Rensselaer, and Watervliet, and the Towns of Berne, Bethlehem,
East Greenbush, Guilderland, Knox, New Scotland, Rensselaerville, and Westerlo, and the
Villages of Green Island, Voorheesville and Altamont, collectively "Parties."
WITNESSETH THAT:
WHEREAS, each of the Parties to this agreement is a member of the Capital Region Solid
Waste Management Partnership, formerly known as the ANSWERS Wasteshed Planning Unit
(the "Planning Unit"), which has a Solid Waste Management Plan ("SWMP") which was
approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in 1992, as
modified and approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in
20_, according to New York State Environmental Conservation Law Section 27-0103; and
WHEREAS, the Modification to the SWMP called for a Planning Unit-wide Recycling
Coordinator ("Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator") to manage the recycling activities of the
Planning Unit and conduct public education and planning activities for the entire Planning Unit;
and
WHEREAS, each of the Parties had previously entered into an Intermunicipal Agreement
(the "IMA") whereby the Parties agreed to fund a Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator position,
all in accordance with the terms of the IMA; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Unit has prepared a new SWMP, which calls for the continuation
ofthe Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator; and
WHEREAS, the term of the IMA expires December 31, 2011, and each of the Parties desire
to amend the IMA to extend the term of the IMA through December 31, 2015, and to make
certain other housekeeping changes to the IMA; and
WHEREAS, this IMA Amendment is not to be construed so as to interfere with or diminish
any municipal powers, authority, or regulatory authority of any of the participating
municipalities.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the terms and conditions herein contained, the
Parties to this IMA Amendment do hereby agree to amend the terms of the IMA as follows:
2029 New Scotland Road
Slingerlands,

NY 12159

Phone:(518)
Fax:(518)

439-4865
478-0217

1.
Paragraph 4 of the IMA is amended by deleting the statement "attention: Chris Quirk,
Chief Financial Officer" and substituting therefore "att~mii()n: Commissioner.';
.

,

2.
Paragraph U of the IMAis amended by deleting the date "December 31, 20U" and
.
.
.
replacing it with the date "December 31,2015.';
~

3.'

ThelMA

.

".

.

remains in full force and effect subj ect to the amendments as stated'h~rein ..

4.
This IMA Amendment may be executed in counterParts, each of which shall be deemed
an original and all of which together shall constitute the binding and enforceable agreement of
the parties hereto.
Councilperson LaGrange seconded the motion .. All present a~d voting aye, the motion carried (4 .
Ayes). ,

I Diane R. Deschenes, Clerk of the Town of New Scotland, New York, do hereby certify
that I have compared the foregoing copy oUhe resolution with the original resolution on
file in my office and that the same isa true and correct transcript of said original
resolution-and of the whole thereof as duly adopted by said Town Board,at a meeting
duly called and held at the New Scotland Town Hall on December 14, 2011 by the
required necessary vote of the members toapp~o"etheresolution.
WITNESS, my hand and the official seal of the Town of New Scotland, New York, the

aY

day of

~o\

AC'iCO\ L' .",
..•...
-.
'..•.•
,
.....
,'
••
'.., .~,',
••~.,".'.'.

Qbty\!..i/~AL~
.
.
Clerk

Seal

2029 New Scotland
Slingerlands,

Road

NY 121.59

Phone:(518),439.4865
Fax:(518)

478-0217

AMENDMENT NO.1
TO CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING UNIT RECYCLING COORDINATOR INTERMUNICIPAL
AGREEMENT
THIS AMENDMENT
NO. 1 TO
MANAGEMENT
PARTNERSHIP

CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE
PLANNING
UNIT
RECYCLING
COORDIN~TOR INTERMlJ~ICIPAL AGREEMENT, (the "IMA Amendment")
2011, by and between the Cities of ,Albany,
made this :3!!!. day of
Rensselaer, and Watervliet, and the Towns of Berne, Bethlehem, East Greenbush,
Guilderland, Knox, New Scotland, Rensselaerville, and Westerlo, and the Villages of
Green Island, Voorheesville and Altamont, collectively "Parties".

D~,

WITNESSETH THAT:
WHEREAS, each of the Parties to this agreement is a member of the Capital Regiol1
Solid Waste Management Partnership, formerly known as the ANSWERS Waste shed
Planning Unit (the "Planning Unit"), which has a Solid Waste Management Plan
("SWMP") which was approved by the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation in 1992, as modified and approved by the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation in 200_, according to New York State Environmental
Conservation Law Section 27-0103, and
WHEREAS, the Modification to the SWMP called for a Planning Unit-wide Recycling
Coordinator ("Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator") to manage the recycling activities
of the Planning Unit and conduct public education and planning activities for the entire
Planning Unit, and
WHEREAS, each of the Parties had previously entered into an Intermunicipal
Agreement (the "IMA") whereby the Parties agreed to fund a Planning Unit Recycling
C0c:>rdinatorposition, all in accordance with the terms of the IMA, and
WHEREAS, the Planning Unit has prepared a new SWMP, which calls for the
continuation of the Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator, and
WHEREAS, the term of the IMA expires December 31, 2.011, and each of the Parties
desire to amend the IMA to extend the term of the IMA through December 31, 2015, and
to make certain other housekeeping changes to the IMA, and
WHEREAS, this IMA Amendment is not to be construed so as to interfere with or
diminish any municipal powers, authority, or regulatory authority of any of the
participating municipalities.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the terms and conditions herein contained, the
Parties to this IMA Amendment do hereby agree to amend the terms of the IMA as
follows:
1.
'2.

Paragraph 4 of the IMA is amended by deleting the statement "attention:
Chris Quirk, Chief Financial OffiGer" and substituting therefore "attention:
Commissioner."
.
Paragraph 11 of the IMA is amended by deleting the date "December 31,
2011" and replacing it with the date "December 31,2015."

3.
4.

The TMA remains in full force and effect subject to the amendments as stated
herein.
This IMA Amendment may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall
. be deemed an original and all of which together shall constitute the binding
and enforceable agreement of the parties hereto.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the following P311ies through their Chief Elected Officials
have executed this agreement.
City of Albany
Dated:

By: Gerald D. Jennings

City of Rensselaer
Dated:

jf.J/3jll

By: Daniel J. Dwyer

City of Watervliet
Dated:

By: Michael P. Manning

Mayor

Town of Berne

Dated:

By: George J. Gebe, Jr.

Supervisor

Town of Bethlehem

Dated:

By: Sam Messina

Supervisor

Town of East Greenbush

Dated:

By: Rick McCabe

Supervisor

Town of Guilderland

Dated:

By: Kenneth D. Reunion

Supervisor

.

Town of Knox
Dated:

By: Michael Hammond

Supervisor

Town of New Scotland
Dated:

By: Thomas Dolin

Supervisor

Town of Rensselaerville

Dated:

By: Marie Dermody

Town of Westerlo

Supervisor

STATEOF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss:

i~t~
('!)- I I
.
On the ~
day of
v(-+Ob~/
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary public in and for said State, personally appeared Gerald D. Jennings; personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual
whose name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he
executed the same in his capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the
individual, or the person upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the
instrument.

BRADFORD D. BURNS .

Notary Public, State of New York

No.02BU6173754
Qualified /n Albanv CountY
Com miss/on Expires Sept. 4, 2016

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ACBAHlIAe::...ss:
tel ~Etm
On the ~
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary public in and for said State, personally appear.ed Daniel J. Dwyer, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual
whose name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he
executed the same in his capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the
individual, or the person upon behalf of which the indiv~dual acted,' executed the
instrument.

Oc-fobetL.

SHARON A. BUTLER

Notary Public, State of

No. 01BU6046 5
Qualified in Rensselaer--

Commission

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

Expires August 7, 20

ss:

On the _
day of
~ __ in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary public in and for said State, personally appeared Michael P. Manning, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual
whose name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he
executed the same in his capacity" and that by his signatuIe on the instrument, the
individual, or the person upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the
instrument.
.
.
Notary Public.

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss:

On the _" day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary public in and for said State, personally appeared George J. Gebe, Jr., personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual
whose name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he
executed the same in his capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the
individual, or the person upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the
instrument.
"
Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss:

On the _"_ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary public in and for said State, personally appeared Sam Messina, personally known
to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the
person upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.
"
Notary "Public "

STATE"OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary public in and for said State, personally appeared Rick McCabe, personally known
to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the
person upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.
Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANYss:
On the _"_ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary public in and for said State, personally appeared Kenneth D. Reunion, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual
whose name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he
executed the same in his capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the
individual, or the person upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the
.instrument.
Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
"COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss:

On the __ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary public in and for said State, personally appeared Michael Hammond, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual
whose name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he
executed the same in his capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the
individual, or the person upon behalf of ,,:hich the individual acted, executed the
instrument.
Notary Publie

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary public in and for said State, personally appeared Thomas Dolin, personally known
to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the
person upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument. ,
Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY
On the _
day of
Notary public in and for
known to me or proved to
whose name is subscribed
executed the same in his
individual, or the person
instrument.

ss:
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
said State, personally appeared Marie Dermody, personally
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual
to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he
capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss:

On the _
day of
in the. year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary public in and for said State, personally appeared Richard Rapp, personally known
to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity" and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the
person upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.
Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY
On the _
day of
Notary public in and. for
known to me or proved to
whose name is subscribed
executed the same in his
individual, or the person
instrument.

ss:
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
said State, personally appeared James Gaughan, personally
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual
to the within instrument andcacknowledged to me that he
capacity" and that by his signature on the instrurrient, the
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the

Notary Public

/'

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss:

On the _
day af
~ in the year 2011 befare me, the undersigned, a
Natary public in and far said State, persanally appeared Ellen McNulty-Ryan, persanallj
knawn to. me ar proved to. mean the basis af satisfactary evidence to. be the individual
whase name is subscribed to. the within instrument andacknawledged
to. me that he
executed the same in- his capacity" and that by his signature an the instrument, the
individual, ar the persan upan behalf o.f which the individual acted, executed the
instrument.
Natary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss:

On the.
day af
in the year 2011 befare me, the" undersigned, a
Natary public in and far said State, persanally appeared Rabert D. Canway,p"ersanally
knawn to. me ar praved to. me an the basis af satisfactary evidence to. be the individw'll
whase name is subscribed to. the within instrument and acknawledged to. me. that he
executed the same in his capacity" and that. by his s.ignature an the instrument, the
individual, ar the persan upon behalf o.f which the individual acted, executed the
instrument.
No.tary Public

..

By Alderperson

Elacqua

Seconded by Alderperson

A RESOLUTION OF THE COMMON COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF RENSSELAER TO: ACCEPT AND ADOPT THE
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE
CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
P~RTNERSHIP AND THE SEQRA FINDING STATEMENT
ISSUED BY THE LEAD AGENCY; AND AUTHORIZING
THE EXECUTION OF AN EXTENSION TO THE
EXISTING INTERMUNICIPAL AGREEMENT
WHEREAS, in order to promote the public health, safety and welfare and further the
purposes of the New York State policy on solid waste management articulated in the New
York State Environmental Conservation law Section 27-0106, the City of Rensselaer, is a
member of the Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership Planning Unit (the
"Planning Unit"), and
WHEREAS, on behalf of the Planning Unit, and with the guidance of a Steering
Committee consisting of representatives from each municipality in the Planning Unit,
among other stakeholders, the City of Rensselaer has prepared a Solid Waste
Management Plan (SWMP) which has been submitted f9r acceptance to the New York
State Department of Environmental Conservation, and
WHEREAS, the City of Rensselaer common Council was designated Lead Agency for
the'review of the Draft SWMP pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review Act
(SEQRA), and
WHEREAS, the City of Rensselaer Common Council, as Lead Agency, has accepted the
Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS)/SWMP, and issued its Findings
Statement, which, among other things, concluded that the requirements 6 NYCRR 617
have been met and that, the SWMP avoids or minimizes adverse environmental impacts
to the maximum extent practicable, and
WHEREAS, the implementation of the SWMP will require that the existing
Intermunicipal Agreement (IMA) between the member municipalities of the Planning
Unit be extended beyond its current expiration date (copy of amendment annexed hereto),
and

WHEREAS, the City of Rensselaer Common Council has'reviewed
and the Finding Statement.
NOW, THEREFORE,
COUNCIL:
1.
2.
3.

theFGEIS/SWMP

BE IT RESOLVED, AS FOLLOWS BY THE COMMON

The Common Council accepts and adopts the FGEIS/SWMP for the Planning
Unit, and the Findings Statement adopted by the Lead Agency; for this
Action.
.
The Mayor of the City of Rensselaer is hereby authorized to enter into and
execute an extension ofthe existing IMA with members ofthe Planning Unit.
This Resolution shall take effect immediately.'
Approved as to form and sufficiency
this 21 st da of Sep,terilber 2011

NOES
MARION WEBBER
JAMES VAN VORST
PHIL ELACQUA
GRETCHEN POOLE
DOMINICK TAGLIENTO
BRIAN STALL
JAMES CASF::{
RICHARD MOONEY
MARGARET VANDYKE
HARRY ADALlAN

Total

ResolutionSWMP092111

I
I

1

Town Clerk/Tax Collector
Kathleen A. Hallenbeck

TOWN OF RENSSELAERVILLE
87 Barger Road, Medusa, NY 12120
(518) 797-3798 (518) 239-4225
Fax: (518) 239:'6339
T.D.D. 1-800-662-1220

Councilmen
Robert Bolte
Gary Chase
Marion Cooke
John Kudlack

Town Supervisor
Marie Dermody

Building Inspector/CEO
Mark Overbaugh

Town Attorney
Joseph Catalano

Acting Suoerintendent
E. David Potter

of Highways

Assessors
Jeffry R. Pine
Donna Kropp
Michael Weber
Town Justices
Victor La Plante
Timothy Miller

September 26, 2011

City of Albany
Department of General Services
Rapp Road Waste management Facility
Commissioner Nicholas D' Antonio
525 Rapp Road
Albany, NY 12205
RE:

Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership

Dear Commissioner D' Antonio:
Enclosed are the signed and notarized Inter-municipal Agreement and the Resolution
(#201 I.09.I3A) of the Town Board to accept and adopt the FGEIS/SWMO for the Planning Unit and the
Findings Statement adopted by the Lead Agency for this Action.
If you need anything further please contact me.

;AC-~
Kathleen A. Hallenbeck
Town Clerk
Ene.

Town of Rensselaerville is an Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer
Complaints of discrimination should be sent to:
USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, Washington, DC 20250-9410

..
AMENDMENT NO.1 TO
CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING UNIT RECYCLING COORDINATOR
INTERMUNICIP AL AGREEMENT

THIS AMENDMENT NO.1 TO CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING
UNIT
RECYCLING
COORDINATOR .,JNTERMUNICIPAL
AGREEMENT,
(the "lMA Amendment")
made
this l!i day of
~~
,2011 by and between the Cities of Albany, Rensselaer, and Watervliet, and
t' e Towns of Berne, Bethlehem, East Greenbush, Guilderland, Knox, New Scotland,
Rensselaerville, and Westerlo, and the Villages of Green Island, Voorheesville and Altamont,
collectively "Parties."
WITNESSETH THAT:
WHEREAS, each of the Parties to this agreement is a member of the Capital Region Solid
Waste Management Partnership, formerly known as the ANSWERS Waste shed Planning Unit
(the "Planning Unit"), which has a Solid Waste Management Plan ("SWMP") which was
approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in 1992, as
modified and approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in
200 , according to New York State Environmental Conservation Law Section 27-0103; and
WHEREAS, the Modification to the SWMP called for a Planning Unit-wide Recycling
Coordinator ("Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator") to manage the recycling activities of the
Planning Unit and conduct public education and planning activities for the entire Planning Unit;
and
WHEREAS, each of the Parties had previously entered into an Intermunicipal Agreement (the
"IMA") whereby the Parties agreed to fund a Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator position, all
in accordance with the terms of the IMA; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Unit has prepared a new SWMP, which calls for the continuation of
the Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator; and
WHEREAS the term of the IMA expires December 31, 2011, and each of the Parties desire to
amend the rMA to extend the term of the IMA through December 31,2015, and to make certain
other housekeeping changes to the IMA; and
WHEREAS, this IMA Amendment is not to be construed so as to interfere with or diminish any
municipal powers, authority, or regulatory authority of any of the participating municipalities.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the terms and conditions herein contained, the Parties
to this IMA Amendment do hereby agree to amend the terms of the IMA as follows:
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1.,
Paragraph 4 of the IMA is amended by deleting the statement "attention:
Chief Financial Officer" and substituting therefor "attention: Commissioner."

Chris Quirk,

2.
Paragraph 11 of the IMA is amended by deleting the date "December 31, 2011" and
replacing it with the date "December 31,2015."
3.

The IMA remains in full force and effect subject to the amendments as stated herein.

4.
This IMA Amendment may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be deemed
an original and all of which together shall constitute the binding and enforceaple agreement of
the partjes hereto.
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-3 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the following Parties through their Chief Elected Officials have
executed this agreement.
City of Albany

Dated:

By: Gerald D. Jennings
Mayor

City of Rensselaer

Dated:

.

By: Daniel H. Dwyer
Mayor

City of Watervliet

Dated:

By: Michael P. Manning
Mayor

Town of Berne

Dated:

By: George J. Gebe, Jr.
. Supervisor

Town of Bethlehem

Dated:

13393103.1

By: Sam Messina
Supervisor

-4Town of East Greenbush

Dated:

By: Rick McCabe
Supervisor

Town of Guilderland

By: Kenneth D. Runion

Dated:

Supervisor

Town of Knox

By: Michael Hammond

Dated:

Supervisor

Town of New Scotland

By: Thomas Dolin

Dated:

Supervisor

Town of Rensselaerville

Dated:

qj/ll P/)/I

By: Marie Dermody

~~

supervisor~

Town of Westerlo

Dated:

13393103.1

By: Richard Rapp

Supervisor

..
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Village of Altamont

Dated:

By: James Gaughan
Mayor

Village of Green Island

Dated:

By: Ellen McNulty-Ryan
Mayor

--Village of Voorheesville

Dated:

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

By: Robert D. Conway
Mayor

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public
in and for said State, personally appeared Gerald D. Jennings, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidenc~ to be the individuaL. whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument. .

Notary Public

13393103.1
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER

sS.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public
in and for said State, personally appeared Daniel H. Dwyer, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

sS.:

On the
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Michael P. Manning pers,onally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrwnent, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrwnent.

Notary Public

13393103.1
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On t~e. _
'day o~
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
.PublIc III and for saId State, personally appeared George J. Gebe, Jr., personally known to me
or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he execut~d the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature' on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.
..

is

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _ day of
. in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Sam Messina, personally.'known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted;-executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER]
ss.:
_'_
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Rick McCabe, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

13393103.1
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-8STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On t~e ._ day of .
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
PublIc m and for saId State, personally appeared Kenneth D. Runion, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, an~ that ~y ~~ signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of whIch the mdIvIdual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _ day of
~ __
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Michael Hammond, personally known to me
or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Thomas Dolin, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.
'

Notary Pubiic
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STATE OF NEWYORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
On the I t/ .da~ of 1.R 114Mu {.9 v- .
Notary PublIc III and for said State, personally appeared Marie Dermody, personally known
to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name
is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in
his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrutnent.
.

/;~C

..'~~

Notary Public
"'- ICATHLEI!N A. MAU.RBI!CK

IIlJI'ARY PUBUC. 8I'A'l'II or MIW Y01tIt

puREDlNALIWlYc:oumBII1rJ#
IlY COIIlISSIlIIIElIPIlIillIMY 22.

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

~

ss.:

On the _
day of
-----.in
the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Richard Rapp, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or ,the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss,:

On the _
day of~
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared James Gaughan, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or;the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
~
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Ellen McNulty-Ryan, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the i:Qstrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

-~-_.

On the
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Robert D. Conway, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that. he executed the
same in his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
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RESOLUTION # 2011.09.13A
RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN BOARD OF THE TOWN OF RENSSELAERVILLE
TO:
ACCEPT AND ADOPT THE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE CAPITAL
REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PARTNERSHIP AND THE SEQR FINDING
STATEMENT ISSUED BY THE LEAD AGENCY; and AUTHORIZING
THE EXECUTION OF
AN EXTENSION OF THE EXISTING INTERMUNICIP AL AGREEMENT
- RESOLUTION #
09.13.11.
The following Resolution (09.13.11A) was made by Councilman Chase;
WHEREAS, in order to promote the public health, safety and welfare and further the purposes of
the New York State policy on solid waste management articulated in New York State
Environmental Conservation Law Section 27-0106, the Town of Rensselaerville is a member of
the Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership Planning Unit (the "Planning Unit"); and
WHEREAS, o.n behalf of the Planning Unit, and with the guidelines of a Steering Committee
consisting of representatives from each municipality in the Planning Unit, among other
stakeholders, the City of Albany has prepared a Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP) which
has been submitted for acceptance to the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation; and
WHEREAS, the City of Albany Common Council was designated lead Agency for the review of
the Draft SWMP pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQR); and
. WHEREAS the City of Albany Common Counsel, as Lead Agency, has accepted the Final
Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS)/SWMO, and issued its Findings Statement,
which among other things concluded that the requirements 6 NYCRR 617 have been met and that,
the SWMP avoids or minimizes adverse environmental impacts to the maximum extent
practicable; and
WHEREAS, the implementation of the SWMP will require that the. existi~g Inter-municipal
Agreement (lMA) between the member municipalities of the Plannmg Umt be extended beyond
its current expiration date; and
WHEREAS,

-

the Town of Rensselaerville. Town Board has reviewed the FGEIS/SWMP

and the

Findings Statement;
NOW, THEREFORE,

I
I

!

I
t

BE IT RESOLVED,

AS FOLLOWS

BY THE TOWN BOARD:

1) The Town Board accepts and adopts the FGEIS/SWMO. for t~e Planning Unit, and the
Findings Statement adopted by the Lead Agency, for thIS ActlO~. .
.
2) The Supervisor of the Town of Rensselaerville is hereby auth~nzed t? enter mto and execute
and extension of the existing IMA with members of the Planmng Umt.
3) This Resolution shall take effect immediately.
2nd by Councilman Kudlack.
Motion Carried. Ayes (5) Dermody, Bolte, Chase, Cooke, Kudlack; Nays (0)

.

,

.

;'

TOWN OF RENSSELAERVILLE

Town Clerk/Tax Collector
Kathleen A. Hallenbeck

Acting Suoerintendent
E. David Potter

87 Barger Road, Medusa, NY 12120
(518) 797-3798 (518) 239-4225
Fax: (518) 239-6339
T.D.D. 1-800-662-1220

Councilmen
Robert Bolte
Gary Chase
Marion Cooke
John Kudlack

Assessors
Jeffry R ..Pine
Donna Kropp
Michael Weber

Town Supervisor
Marie Dermody.

Building Inspector/CEO
Mark Overbaugh

of Highways
'

Town Justices
Victor La Plante
Timothy Miller

Town Attorney
Joseph Catalano

I, Kathleen A. Hallenbeck, Town Clerk of the Town of Rensselaerville,
Albany County, New York,
I DO HEREBY CERTIFY, that I have compared the foregoing with the
original resolution adopted by the Town Board of the Town of Rensselaerville
at a' meeting of said Board on the 13th day of September, 2011 and,that the
foregoing is a true and correct transcript of said original resolution and of the
whole thereof, and that said original resolution is on file in my office.
,J DO FURTHER CERTIFY that each of the members of said Town Board
had due notice of said Board meeting, and that Marie Dermody, Supervisor, and
Marion Cooke, Robert Bolte, Gary Chase and John Kudlack, Councilpersons
were present at such meeting.
~"__
.

;-:--<:

//0('

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and the'se~l
ofthe Town of Rensselaerville, this 14th day of September, 2011. .' _/
.....
-f

"":'"'

::

~lll~~
Kathleen A. Hallenb€c~
. Town Clerk

Town of Rensselaerville is an Equal Opportunity provider and Employer
.
Complaints of discrimination shoul.d be sent to:.
_
USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, Washmgton, DC 202)0-9410
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AMENDMENT NO.1 TO
\\\~\~ \l'-~APITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PARTNERSHIP
~'b~~~"
PLANNING UNIT RECYCLING COORDINATOR
<Vl()
INTERMUNICIP AL AGREEMENT
~

~~~ ~i'"

THIS AMENDMENT NO.1 TO CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PARTNERSIDP
PLANNING
UNIT
RECYCLING
COORDINATOR
INTERMUNICIPAL
AGREEMENT,
(the "IMA Amendment")
made
this _
day of
------.,
2011 by and between the Cities of Albany, Rensselaer, and Watervliet, and
the Towns of Berne, Bethlehem, East Greenbush, Guilderland, Knox, New Scotland,
Rensselaerville, and Westerlo, and the Villages of Green Island, Voorheesville and Altamont,
collectively "Parties."
WITNESSETH THAT:
WHEREAS, each of the Parties to this agreement is a member of the Capital Region Solid
Waste Management Partnership, formerly known as the ANSWERS Wasteshed Planning Unit
(the "Planning Unit"), which has a Solid Waste Management Plan ("SWMP") which was
approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in 1992, as
modified and approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in
200_, according to New York State Environmental Conservation Law Section 27-0103; and
WHEREAS, the Modification to the SWMP called for a Planning Unit-wide Recycling
Coordinator ("Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator") to manage the recycling activities of the
Planning Unit and conduct public education and planning activities for the entire Planning Unit;
and
WHEREAS, each of the Parties had previously entered into an Intermunicipal Agreement (the
"IMA") whereby the Parties agreed to fund a Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator position, all
in accordance with the terms of the IMA; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Unit has prepared a new SWMP, which calls for the continuation of
the Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator; and
WHEREAS, the term of the IMA expires December 31, 2011, and each of the Parties desire to
amend the IMA to extend the term of the IMA through December 31,2015, and to make certain
other housekeeping changes to the IMA; and
WHEREAS, this IMA Amendment is not to be construed so as to interfere with or diminish any
municipal powers, authority, or regulatory authority of any of the participating municipalities.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the terms and conditions herein contained, the Parties
to this IMA Amendment do hereby agree to amend the terms of the IMA as follows:
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1.
Paragraph 4 of the IMA is amended by deleting the statement "attention:
Chief Financial Officer" and substituting therefor "attention: Commissioner.""1

Ilr

'.'

1

1..
""

J

:~~~~ '.~.
Chris ~uirk,

..

'::0 '{;/~Ii2)
4<'~? vv(7
~~

2.
Paragraph 11 of the IMA is amended by deleting the date "December 31, 2011" and
replacing it with the date "December 31,2015."
3.

The IMA remains in full force and effect subj ect to the amendments as stated herein.

4.
This IMA Amendment may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be deemed
an original and all of which together shall constitute the binding and enforceable agreement of
. the partjes hereto.
'

,
";."#

.

...
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-3IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the following Parties through their Chief Elected Officials have
executed this agreement.
City of Albany

Dated:

By: Gerald D. Jennings
Mayor

City of Rensselaer

Dated:

By: Daniel H. Dwyer
Mayor

City of Watervliet

Dated:

By: Michael P. Manning
Mayor"

Town of Berne

Dated:

By: George 1. Gebe, Jr.
Supervisor

......

Dated:

_Town of Bethlehem ...

By: Sam Messina
Supervisor

13393103.1

- 4Town of East Greenbush

Dated:

By: Rick McCabe
Supervisor

Town of Guilderland

Dated:

By: Kenneth D. Runion
Supervisor

Town of Knox

Dated:

By: Michael Hammond
Supervisor

Town of New Scotland

Dated:

By: Thomas Dolin
Supervisor
Town of Rensselaerville

Dated:

By: Marie Dermody
Supervisor

Town of Westerlo

Dated:

By: Richard Rapp
Supervisor

13393103.1
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Village of Altamont

Dated:

By: James Gaughan
Mayor

Village of Green Island

Dated:

By: Ellen McNulty-Ryan
Mayor

Village of Voorheesville
../7

By: Robert D. Conway~

Dated:

Mayor

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

.~.

ss.:

~

On thed~ -day of IJDv~
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public
in and for said State, personally appeared Gerald D. Jennings, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
c~pacity,__an9 tl:J,atby hi.ssignatureon tbe instrument, the individual,. or iheperson. upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public
in and for said State, personally appeared Daniel H. Dwyer, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
. in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Michael P. Manning personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument..

Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK.
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
incthe year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared George J. Gebe, Jr., personally known to me
or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument; the individual, or' the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted,. executed the instrument.

. Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK.
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Sam Messina, personally known to me or
proved tome on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or "the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

I

I

!

."_

~

STATE OF NEW YORK.
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER]
ss.:
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public .in and-Xo-r-sa-id-"-S-ta-t-e-,
p-e-r-sonallyappeared Rick McCabe, personally~known to me or
."p~oved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
-suDscnb-ecrto tlie withID"rnstruriJ.-ent
-and-acknowfedged to me -thafhe "execlltedthe -same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
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-8STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the
day of.
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Kenneth D. Runion, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

..
STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

.On the _._ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Michael Hammond, personally known to me
or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of~
~ __ in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Thomas Dolin, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence tobe the individual whose name is
...c_-'subscribecftothe within instrUment aTI(Llcknowledgelto me that he executed the s~e-inhis
--~-cap(fcity;-and thaCby-his sig:nafUre-ort-tlie iiistfunient;-tlie-iiiliividual~or' tlie person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed thy instrument.

Notary Public
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, STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Marie Dermody, personally known
to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name
is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in
his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _' day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Richard Rapp, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
t

.;,

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

I

-"-

-,

-'

ss.:

On the
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for sa-i-d-S-t-at-e-,
-p-er-s-o-n-al-Iy
appeared James Gaughan, personally known to me or
proved £0 me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to 'be the individuaf whose name is
--subscrihed'1:o-the-within-instrum'ent-and~acknowledged-io'-me-thatiIe-executed-the same in-his-' ,
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

13393103.1

- 10-

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, persona1iyappeared Ellen McNulty-Ryan, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person
_ upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
STATE OF NEW YORK
.COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
On thedJ".;!{day of AJpJ~
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Robert D. Conway, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and. acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity, and that by his signature on thejnstrument, the individual, or the person
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

~(Y1

Notary Public

f~

LINDA M. PASQUALl
Public - State of New York
Notary No.01PA6117191

2-

Qualified in Albany cor~t~o I
. .on Expires October
, -==
CommlsSI
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VILLAGE OF VOORHEESVILLE
RESOLUTION Number 10 of 2011
To Comply with the Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership
WHEREAS, in order to promote the public health, safety and welfare and further the purposes
of the New York State policy on solid waste management articulated in New York Environmental
Conservation Law 27-0106, the Village of Voorheesville is a member of the Capital Region Solid
Waste Management Partnership Planning Unit ("Planning Unit"); and
WHEREAS, on behalf of the Planning Unit, the City of Albany has prepared a Solid Waste
Management Plan (SWMP) which has been accepted by New York Department of Environmental
Conservation; and
WHEREAS, the Village Board of the Village of Voorheesville has reviewed a Draft Modification
to the SWMP dated August 2008 as prepared for the City of Albany by Clough Harbour & Associates
LLP;and
WHEREAS, as part of the SWMP Modification, the Village and other members of the Planning
Unit must: enter into an Intermunicipal Agreement for the services of a Planned Unit Recycling
Coordinator, and agree to implement the terms of the SWMP Modification once it is finalized; and
WHEREAS, the Village Board of the Village of Voorheesville has reviewed the terms of the
Intermunicipal Agreement for the services of the Planned Unit Recycling Coordinator; and
WHEREAS, by Resolution dated November 17, 2008, the Common Council of the City of
Albany, on behalf of the City, accepted and adopted the SWMP Modification and agreed to comply
with the SWMP Modification;
NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved as follows by the Village board:
1. The Village Board accepts and adopts the modifications to the Solid Waste Management Plan
for the Planning Unit.
2. The Village of Voorheesville
mod ifications.

agrees to comply with the Solid Waste Management

Plan

3. The Mayor of the Village of Voorheesville is hereby authorized to enter into and execute the
Intermunicipal Agreement with the members of the Planned Unit.
4. This Resolution shall take effect immediately.
Date: November 22,2011
Offered by Trustee Hotaling
Seconded by Trustee Cardona
Absent: Trustees Berger and Stevens
Voted Aye: Trustees Cardona and Hotaling, Mayor Conway
~(h
~~
inda Pasquali, Clerk Treasurer

TOWN OF WESTERLO
P.o. Box 148 - 671 CR 401 ..
. Westerlo, NY 12193
(518) 797-3111
Fax (518) 797-5122"

GERTRUDE

A. SMITH

TOWN CLERKITAX

COLLECTOR
REGISTRAR

KATHLEEN

Nov. 14,2011
Attn: ,Nicholas D' Antonio, Commissioner
City of Albany Department of General Services
Rapp Road Waste Management Facility
525 Rapp Road
Albany, NY 12205
Re: Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership
Dear Sir:
Enclosed are:
1) The Inter-Municipal Agreement signed by Richard H. Rapp
2) Resolution adopted by the. Westerlo Town Board on 11/9/2011.
If anything else is required, please feel free to contact me.

~a~»J(
Gertrude A. Smith

SPINNATO
DEPUTY

AMENDMENT NO.1 TO
CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING UNIT RECYCLING COORDINATOR
INTERMUNICIPAL
AGREEMENT

THIS AMENDMENT NO.1 TO CAPITAL REGION SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PARTNERSHIP
PLANNING
UNIT
RECYCLING
COORDINATOR
INTERMUNICIPAL
AGREEMENT,
(the "IMA Amendment")
made
this:[""day of
NOli€. 'h't b<2r- , 2011 by and between the Cities of Albany, Rensselaer, and Watervliet, and
the Towns of Berne, Bethlehem, East Greenbush, Guilderland, Knox, New Scotland,
Rensselaerville, and Westerlo, and the Villages of Green Island, Voorheesville and Altamont,
collectively "Parties."
WITNESSETH

THAT:

WHEREAS, each of the Parties to this agreement is a member of the Capital Region Solid
Waste Management Partnership, formerly known as the ANSWERS Wasteshed Planning Unit
(the "Planning Unit"), which has a Solid Waste Management Plan ("SWMP") which was
approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in 1992, as
modified and approved by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation in
200_, according to New York State Environmental Conservation Law Section 27-0103; and
WHEREAS, the Modification to the SWMP called for a Planning Unit-wide Recycling
Coordinator ("Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator") to manage the recycling activities of the
Planning Unit and conduct public education and planning activities for the entire Planning Unit;
and
WHEREAS, each of the Parties had previously entered into an Intermunicipal Agreement (the
"IMA") whereby the Parties agreed to fund a Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator position, all
in accordance with the terms of the IMA; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Unit has prepared a new SWMP, which calls for the continuation of
the Planning Unit Recycling Coordinator; and
WHEREAS, the term of the IMA expires December 31, 2011, and each of the Parties desire to
amend the IMA to extend the term of the IMA through December 31,2015, and to make certain
other housekeeping changes to the IMA; and
WHEREAS, this IMA Amendment is not to be construed so as to interfere with or diminish any
municipal powers, authority, or regulatory authority of any of the participating municipalities.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the terms and conditions herein contained, the Parties
to this IMA Amendment do hereby agree to amend the terms of the IMA as follows:

13393103.1
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-21.
Paragraph 4 of the lMA is amended by deleting the statement "attention:
Chief Financial Officer" and substituting therefor "attention: Commissioner."
2.
Paragraph 11 of the IMA is amended by deleting the date "December
replacing it with the date "December 31,2015."
3.

The IMA remains in fUll force and effect subject to the amendments

Chris Quirk,
31, 2011" and

as stated herein.

4.
This IMA Amendment may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be deemed
an original and all of which together shall constitute the binding and enforceable agreement of
the parties hereto.'

13393103.1
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the following Parties through their Chief Elected Officials have
executed this agreement.
City of Albany

Dated:

By: Gerald D. Jennings
Mayor

City of Rensselaer

Dated:

By: Daniel H. Dwyer
Mayor

City of Watervliet

Dated:

By: Michael P. Manning
Mayor

Town of Berne

Dated:

By: George J. Gebe, Jr.
Supervisor

Town of Bethlehem

Dated:

By: Sam Messina
Supervisor

13393103.1
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Town of East Greenbush

Dated:

By: Rick McCabe
Supervisor

Town of Guilderland

Dated:

By: Kenneth D. Runion
Supervisor

Town of Knox

Dated:

By: Michael Hammond
Supervisor

Town of New Scotland

By: Thomas Dolin

Dated:

Supervisor
Town of Rensselaerville

Dated:

By: Marie Dermody
Supervisor ".

Town of Westerlo

Dated:

13393103.1
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By: Richard Rapp

~d~

Supervisor
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. Village of Altamont

Dated:

By: James Gaughan
Mayor

Village of Green Island

Dated:

. By: Ellen McNulty-Ryan
Mayor

Village of Voorheesville

Dated:

By: Robert D. Conway
Mayor

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the __ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public
in and for said State, personally appeared Gerald D. Jennings, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER

ss.:

On the _
day of __ ~_
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public
in and for said State, personally appeared Daniel H. DWyer, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
. capacity, and that by his signature on the instr~ent,
the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
~ublic in and for said State, personally appeared Michael P. Manning personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the .person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared George J. Gebe, Jr."personally known to me
or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to' be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _ day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Sam Messina, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument.and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed-the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER]
ss.:
__
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Rick McCabe, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument' and acknowledged to methat he.executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
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-8STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
in.the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Kenneth D. Runion, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrumentand acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the_
dayof
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Michael Hammond; personally known to me
or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me th(it he executedthe same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
-__
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Thomas Dolin, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual ayted, executed the-instrument.

Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _-_ day of __
~~~~~_
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally, appeared Marie Dermody, personally known
to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name
is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in
his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual a.cted, executed the instrument.
-

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

b-e~ _

NoV'€.wt
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
On the q'" day of
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Richard Rapp, personally known to
me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and ackllowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf ofwhkh the individual acted, executed the instrument.

/./jp~(J~

Notary Public
GERTRUDE A. SMITH

Notary Public, Slale of New York
tlualified in Albany County

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:-

No. 4846298

Commission Expires

J I- 3t> • ~o 13

On the _
day of
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared James Gaughan, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person upon
behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _'_ day of __
-in the year 2611 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Ellen McNulty-Ryan, personally
known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument" the individual, or the person
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

Notary Public

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ALBANY

ss.:

On the _
day of
~_
in the year 2011 before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Robert D. Conway, personally
known to me or proved tome on the basis of satisfactory evidence to,be the individual whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the individual, or the person
upon behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument.

,

i

Notary Public
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The Town of Westerlo Town Board adopted the following Solid Waste
Management Partnership for the Capital Region Solid Waste Management
Partnership and the SEQR finding statement issued by the lead agency: and
authorizing the execution of an extension to the existing inter-municipal agreement
Motion to adopt: Richard H. Rapp, seconded by Councilman Zeh and passed
with a unanimous decision.
WHEREAS: in order to promote the public health, safety and welfare and further the
purposes of the New York State policy on solid waste management articulated in New
York State Environmental Conservation Law Section 27-0106, the Town of Westerlo is a
member of the Capital Region Solid Waste Management Partnership Planning Unit: and
WHEREAS: on behalf of the Planning Unit, and the guidance of the Steering Committee
consisting of representatives from each municipality in the Planning Unit, among other
stakeholders, the City of Albany has prepared a Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP)
which has been submitted for acceptance to the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation; and
WHEREAS: the City of Albany Common Council was designated Lead Agency for the
review of the Draft SWMP pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review Act
(SEQR); and
WHEREAS: the City of Albany Common Council, as Lead Agency, has accepted the
Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS)/SWMP, and issued its Findings
Statement, which among other things concluded that the requirements 6 NYCRR 617
have been met and that, the SWMP avoids or minimizes adverse environmental impacts
to the maximum extent practicable; and
WHEREAS: the implementation of the SWMP will require that the existing Intermunicipal agreement (IMA) between the member municipalities of the Planning Unit be
extended beyond its current expiration date; and
WHEREAS: the Town of Westerlo Town Board has reviewed the FGEIS/SWMP and
the Finding Statement;
NOW THEREFORE,
TOWN BOARD:

BE IT RESOLVED, AS FOLLOWS BY THE WESTERLO

1) The Westerlo Town Board accepts and adopts the FGEIS/SWMP{ for the Planning
Unit, and the Findings Stat3ement adopted by the Lead Agency, for this action.
2) The Supervisor of the Town of Westerlo is hereby authorized to enter into and execute
an extension of the existing IMA with members of the Planning Unit.
3) This resolution shall take effect immediately

