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MR. RHODES: Good morning and welcome.

My name is John Rhodes and I am the president
and CEO of the New York State Energy Research
and Development Authority and here today in my
role as chair of the state energy planning
board.

I would like to introduce to you the other
representatives of the planning board that are
here today. James Bays, First Deputy
Commissioner of the Department of Agriculture
and Markets. And Michael Snyder, Policy
Analyst, Department of State. We expect to be
joined by Jared Snyder, Assistant Commissioner,
Department of Environmental Conservation.

This is a hearing to accept public
comments on the 2014 draft State Energy Plan
that was approved by the State Energy Planning
Board on January 7, 2014 and made available on
the Energy Plan website energyplan.ny.gov.

The plan was issued in accordance with
Article 6 of the energy law. Public notice of
the issuance of the plan and notice of the this
public hearing were published in the state
register on January 29.

The draft state Enerav Plan is the result
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of many months of serious and thoughtful work
and envisions an energy system for New York
State that 1s clean, flexible, affordable
resilient and reliable.

It states the initiatives to achieve that
vision that focus on five areas; improving
energy affordability, unleashing the power of
private sector finances, providing a more
resilient and flexible power grid, give
customers more control over their energy use
and aligning energy innovation market demand.

According to the plan it outlines some
long-term policy goals, near-term action items
that lead toward those and meaningful metrics
along the way.

The draft plan consists of two volumes.
The first volume provides 15 key initiatives to
advance the state's energy future. The second
volume addresses energy uses, its sources and
impacts and provides detailed background that
we use to develop the overarching vision and
initiatives in the first volume.

This is the last of six public hearing
sessions that were planned to receive public

comments. And let me just pause here to do
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some housekeeping, if I may. The exits are
assigned as we're to, the bathrooms are out
this door (indicating) to the left and down the
past the serving counter. Rules for this
session: The only hard rule is no signs on
sticks or poles. Otherwise, if you have signs,
please feel free to express your views with
those. We would ask as a courtesy that you not
obstruct the views of others behind you. And,
in general, if you have sentiments toward a
speaker, I ask that you keep those within
bounds. Please express yourselves. I will
notice that in prior hearings there has been a
supportive clapping, et cetera, in the middle
of speaker comments. This actually districted
that speaker. It's up to you to do that, but
it might be courteous to allow the speaker to
get done and then express your support, but
it's up to you. So those are the ground rules.
We're guests of ESF, of course, and it
would be nice if we stayed within bounds of the
corium. That's actually been how these have
all gone. They have been orderly and
passionate, and that's exactly as it should be.

Written comments, besides oral comments that
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already are given today on the draft plan, will
be accepted through April 30th. And
information on the submitting those written
comments can be found on the Energy Plan
website. If you decide to submit written
comments, please do so as soon as possible so
they can be carefully considered. All
comments, whether -- all public comments,
whether oral or written, will be considered by
the Energy Planning Board as it works toward
issuance of the final Energy Plan. All
comments county equally regardless of how they
were received written or at sessions like this.

The planning board's targeted issuance of
the final plan is in the spring of 2014.

The process today is simple. Those who
wish to comment at this hearing have been asked
to sign in upon arrival, your name will be
called one at a time to speak. When your name
is called, please come to the podium to provide
your statement. I will make a practice of when

I announce a name to announce the name of the
following speaker or the on-deck person. A
court reporter is here to provide a transcript

to the planning board of evervthinag that is
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said today. It is very important that there be
only one speaker at a time so that the court
reporter can hear. The speaker should address
their comments in the direction of the
microphone. And please make an effort to speak
clearly and slowly. It is also very important
that those in attendance be courteous to the
speaker so that his or her comments can be
transcribed accurately by the court reporter.
If you provide a statement, and have a written
version with you, it would be helpful if you
could provide that to us either today or
following the hearing so that we can provide
those to the court reporter to assist in
providing the transcript.

All speakers are asked to focus on issues
that pertain to the draft and energy plan
orally. Your comments should be as succinct as
possible so we can hear from as many of you as
possible. We've set a five minute deadline for
this purpose. But of course after everyone has
had a chance to address the board, repeat

speakers may be afforded another five minutes
should hearing time permit. Formal

presentation and Power Points are not being
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allowed today.

Again, our goal is to hear from as many of
you as possible. As this is a statement
hearing, the planning board is not entertaining
questions. This is an opportunity for us to
receive feedback and hear from you on the draft
plan. Those who want to comment, but do not
want to speak in public, again, you can submit
written comments via our website. And, again,
that's the energyplan.ny.gov.

With that, I will note that we've been
joined by Jared Snyder, Assistant Commissioner
of the Department of Enviromental Conservation.

I want to thank you all for coming today
and just ask i1f there are any questions about
the process for this session that I can answer
at this time? Seeing none, I will call our

first speaker Lawrence Paul to be followed by
Sarah Eckel.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you for very much
for having me speak today, I appreciate it. I
wish to highlight a major flaw in the draft
2014 New York State Energy Plan. This document
fails to seriously address the paramount issue

of climate chanage and the global warminag
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crisis. Instead of providing a path for
achieving greenhouse reduction goals, the plan
actually promotes an expansion of the natural
gas production and consumption as well as
construction of additional natural gas
pipelines and other gas infrastructure that
will encourage fracking in other states and
possibly here in New York State. This will
also increase the level of carbon dioxide and
methane emissions for decades to come. This is
the complete opposite direction that we need to
go. This plan will cause a significant
increase in the release of methane gas into our
atmosphere by the extraction of natural gas
from shale, leakages from pipelines, transport
vehicles and storage area spills. Not to
mention the contamination of our water, air and
land from the fracking process. Let us also
not forget the danger of liquified natural gas.
40 years ago 40 people died in Long Island from
an accident in liquified natural gas. Also, we
must remember the recent explosion on our rail
systems and also the terrible tragedy in
Quebec. Methane gas is by far the most potent

areenhouse gas of anv other fossil fuels. It



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

is many times the warming effect of carbon
dioxide. We have well surpassed the safety
limit zone of 350 parts per million of carbon
concentration in the atmosphere. 1In the spring
of 2012 the carbon dioxide levels reached 400
parts per million near the Artic region and
today we are at that point now. Also, every
year this increases two to three parts per
million each year. We're getting closer to the
tipping point to the point of no return in
which we'll be facing irreversible climate
change. For than a decade we have experienced
the direct effect of global warming through
extreme weather patterns, rising oceans,
melting Artic sea ice, flooding, tornadoes,
hurricanes, droughts and fire. And it is
getting worse. The New York State Energy Plan
needs to be a document that provides an
aggressive, bold and innovative plan with a
sense of urgency. Urgency that leads us to a
significant reduction of emissions in our
atmosphere and by banning fracking as well as
reducing and phasing out fossil fuel energy for
a non-fossil renewable energy resources. Thank

vou.
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MR. RHODES: Thank you very much. Sarah
Eckel to be followed by Linda DeStefano.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you for the
opportunity to speak today. My name is Sarah
Eckel, the legislature and policy director for
the Citizens Campaign for the Environment which
has 80,000 members and is not-for-profit. CCE
will offer comprehensive written comments.
Today I would like to highlight the natural gas
outlined in the plan. The Energy Plan said
that that's a vision for reducing New York's
contribution toward climate change, however
throughout the plan the goal is -- are to move
from oil to gas. From oil to gas. The plan
lays out the expectation that the dependence on
the gas will significantly increase. Gas is
not sustainable in the area for New York and
increases its use toward the work that the
state has done to provide public health and
energy. Indeed the plan acknowledges the
public health impact of o0il and coal, but
largely ignores those impacts when it comes to
gas. A 2012 study on a set of chemicals,
non-methane hydrocarbons compounds found in the

air that directly said it produces more than 50
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NMHC found in natural gas wells in rural
Colorado including 30 that effect the brain and
nervous system. Some detected levels high
enough to potentially harm children who are
exposed to them before birth. The author said
this source of chemical is likely a mix of raw
gas that's vented from wells and emissions from
industrial equipment used during the gas
production process. This adds to the concern
of how air pollution from gas is effecting
public health during all stages of production

and delivery. The study author reflected 30
NMHC that effect the endocrine system. Several
belong to a class called PHA -- I can never say
that word without looking it up -- detected
what other scientists are found high enough to
impact child development. Woman exposed to
certain PHA are more likely to have children
with lower birth weight and lower IQ scores.

In 2013 the Rand corporation provided a study
doing air emissions into gas drilling
operations in Pennsylvania. They stated weight

extraction industry provided the VOC and more

emissions equivalent to our larger land. The

same alr gualitv provides todav 7.2 million to
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3.2 million and further stated that 80 percent
of the damages occurring in the year after the
well is developed and more than half the
emission damages come from compressor stations.
These are just two examples of how the gas and
impact -- how gas impacts public health through
its direct air emissions. The evidence keeps
amounting against the gas industry claim that
it's a clean fuel. Gas 1is a dirty fuel just
like coal or oil. Pound for pound it has the
comparative impact of methane on the climate
and is over 20 times greater than carbon
dioxide over a hundred year period. Globally
over 60 percent of total methane emissions come
from human activity. In regard to the
industry, natural gas and petroleum are more
greater sorts of methane emissions in the US.
Methane is primarily a component of natural
gas. Methane is omitted during the process of
storage, transmission and distribution of
natural gas. A recent study for the university
reports that methane, like from the drilling
and production of natural gas, makes the claim
it changes the benefit of natural gas

specifically in regard to the transportation

12



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

sector. The study also concludes there's about
50 percent more methane in the atmosphere than
previously estimated. Additional studies show
that methane links have occurred throughout gas
supply from drilling to compressor stations to
transportation. And increase reliance upon
natural gas doesn't reduce our greenhouse gas
emissions. Scientists warn against another
reliance of natural gas in our electricity
system. The electric power sector is the
largest contributor to UC global warming
emissions and currently account for
approximately one third of the nation's total
emissions. To limit some of the worst
conveyance of climate change, the US tried to
cut power sector emissions by 90 percent from
current levels by 2050. If New York continues
on its current path toward a natural gas
dominated electricity system, the electricity
sector would generate up to three times the
national research counsel's recommended amount
of the carbon emissions. Renewable energy
sources such as wind and solar generate little
to no global warning emissions. And, together

with improved efficiency, plav an essential

13
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role in developing a low carbon electricity
system. To meet the national research power
security, the UC needs to invest heavily in
energy efficiency and increase renewable
energy. Gas 1s to the climate like building a
bridge to warming worlds. As previously
discussed, it does not aid in the goal of
reducing public health impact from fossil fuel.
So going from coal to gas or oil to gas is like
switching your cigarette brands. This is not
the answer New Yorkers need or deserve. And
New Yorkers have the opportunity to move away
from dirty fossil fuel. And it needs to
completely move away from fossil fuels toward
the sustainable energy future. CCE urges New
York State to adopt an energy plan that lays
out a clear path toward a sustainable future
that is reliant upon renewable energy and does
not provide incentives or encourage any
transition that New York depends on natural gas
or other fossil fuels. And thank you for the
opportunity to comment today.
MR. RHODES: Thank you very much.
Linda DeStefano to be followed by James

Borra.
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: I have three points and
they're all fairly brief. The first one is the
plan is much too reliant on natural gas. Given
the methane emissions from natural gas and
given that methane is a greenhouse gas even
more potent than Co2, this plan will not slow
climate change. Your previous two speakers

talked in great detail, so I won't go onto my
second point which has to do with nuclear
energy. The plan assumes that nuclear energy
should continue to be part of the energy mix.
Instead the plan should be looking at how to
phase out the nuclear facilities as soon as
possible and should be put forward decommission
plans. This would minimize the danger to
workers and the public as the decommissioning
is taking place. The plan does acknowledge
that Indian Point may be shut down, but it
doesn't deal with the reality of upstate
nuclear reactors. I live about 36 miles from
three nuclear reactors, and it's a great
concern for me. If there were to be a
catastrophe there, I don't think there's any
efficient way that people are going to be

evacuated. At least 20 of the upstate
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reactors -- Fitzpatrick owned by Entergy and
Ginna owned by Constellation -- are very old
and in financial trouble. This was pointed out
by a financial analyst organization. In the
case of Fitzpatrick, it seems that Entergy is
trying to get the last cent out of the plant
while not spending on proper maintenance. For
example, the Fitzpatrick plant needs a new
condensor, but Entergy shows no sign of
installing one. The Energy Plan should include
a statement about a over-crowded storage of
nuclear waste at the reactors. Let's require
that nuclear waste -- some of it is going to be
around for hundreds of thousands of years, we
have no way of knowing how to keep that away
from the environment for that period of time.
So we're leaving a horrible legacy to
generations to come. The plan should also
acknowledge the storage of the nuclear waste at
dumps at West Valley near Buffalo and the fact
that that has been leaking from a container.
The company that started that nuclear dump went
bankrupt, left it up to us taxpayers to deal
with it. The state government, the federal

agovernment for vears had been trving to do some
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clean up. It is still full of nuclear waste.
And the Energy Plan, which does not recognize
the serious safety public health and
environmental contamination problem of one of
the energy sources, i.e. nuclear, is woefully
incomplete. Any my third and final point is
that the plan should include a suggestion to
fund energy conservation studies and education
about energy conservation. Energy efficiency
is important, but it's distinct from energy
conservation. For example, someone might buy
an enerqgy efficient refrigerator and then
decide they can also buy a freezer because
their refrigerator is saving energy, yet the
overall result may be more use of energy.
Clever ad campaigns and programs in schools can
encourage energy conservation. And studies can
help to determine the best strategy for
motivating people. For example, I heard of a
study which found people are motivated to save
energy when they perceive that their neighbors
are doing so, even more than when they think
they're going to be saving money, which is an
interesting result of that study. More studies

can be done more. Education could be done.
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Know that Onondaga County has been very good at
going into a school and educating about
recycling with the children. Sometimes the
children would come home and educate their
parents. That same kind of thing can be done
on energy issues. Thank you.

MR. RHODES: Thank you very much.

James Borra to be followed by Keith Schue.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I want to start out by
saying any of my remarks are nothing personal,
in case any of you people are involved in the

panel otherwise. All these good patient people
behind me have brought a lot of data, facts and
things that I believe our leaders are already
aware of. And I think it's sad that they have
to come to these kinds of meetings and bring
these facts forward as though they're a secret.
They're not a secret. There's a root problem.
The root problem is business as usual where a
board or a governmental agency will craft
something that's absolutely not for the public,
never was and never was intended to be. That's
our group problem. It's the old way of doing

business. That's whv we're here todav. We
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have an energy problem because we continue to
do business the old way. The old way is how we
got where we are right now. And we can't
continue to do that. It doesn't work. So
instead of bringing data and facts, I just try
to bring the truth. And truth is we have to
change. Our leaders have to change. They have
to be responsible and represent the people for
a change. Thank you.

MR. RHODES: Thank you very much.

Keith Schue to be followed by Alicia
Alexander.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Good morning. My name
is Keith Schue. I live in Cherry Valley, New
York. 1I'm here today representing myself as
well as the organization Sustainable Otsego. I
have a master's degree in engineering and I've
worked in the private sector as an electrical
engineer for 14 years. I also have been
involved in enviromental conservation and
government relations. I've served on various
federal, state and local advisor boards. 1I've
been directly involved in the review and
writing of plans, policies and regulations. As

vour document admits, we are facinag a climate
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crisis. Global warming is now upon us. Artic
ice is melting faster than scientists had even
predicted. And we are experiencing extreme and
deadly weather patterns like Hurricane Sandy.
Addressing this crisis requires an energy plan
with teeth. Respectfully, we don't have that
here.

Volume one contains facts and words from
people like Albert Einstein, Thomas Edison,
Nikola Tesla and Rachel Carson. It also
contains some bold-sounding initiatives, but
they're really only conceptual.

Volume two contains data, lots of data,
some of which is probably accurate and some of
which I do believe is questionable. But in
reading this as a whole I found myself asking
where is volume three? Where is a volume three
that takes some of the visionary concepts of
volume one, compares it with information of
volume two and creates an actual plan for what
you're going to do and how you're going to do
it? ©Nowhere in this document is anything said
about the actual percentage of energy that will
come from difference sources. What is an

intended target for renewables and what time
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frame? You do not have a plan unless you make
some decisions about those things and unless
you include some analysis of what facilities
will be needed, what facilities will be phased
out and what other grid improvements you're
going to start to do to achieve that. We're
concerned that this plan relies much too
heavily on passive forecasts made in the
absence of planning. Significant advances have
been made in wind and solar technology,
however, the forecast in this plan predict
almost no growth to renewables. By putting
dubious forecasts before planning, you're
essentially creating a self-fulfilling
prophecy. A vision of the future very
different from the beautiful photographs of
wind turbines and solar farms that are in the
document.

For this plan to have meaning, we believe
it must set an aggressive numerical target for
renewable energy with 50 percent of all powered
generation from renewables by the year 2025.

Going further, the document should have an
action plan for continued investments in

renewables so that New York State can become

21
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fossil fuel free by the mid-century.

2050 is also when the promise is made in
executive order Number 24 by Governor Paterson
comes due for reducing total greenhouse gas
emissions across all sectors by 80 percent.
Although the Energy Plan mentions that goal, it
fails to lay out ny strategy for how it's going
to be accomplished. 1Instead it invents a
substitute interim target for 2030 for reducing
one greenhouse gas, which is carbon dioxide.
Well, this completely ignores methane, the main

ingredient of natural gas which, according to
the intergovernmental panel on climate change,
is 33 times worse than COZ2 as the driver of
climate change over a hundred years and 86
times worse over 20 years.

By the way, the next 20 years are actually
the critical time when scientists tell us that
decisive action must occur to avoid the worst
impact of climate change. We don't have a
hundred years to solve this problem. Instead
of cherry-picking targets, which favor the
natural gas industry, a credible schedule
should be developed with a series of numeric

benchmarks at reagular intervals for the

22



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

reduction of a total greenhouse gas emission,
including benchmarks within the time frame of
this administration. I think we all know it's
easy to make promises while on somebody else's
watch.

We're also very concerned that this plan
places caps on the potential benefits of
renewable and efficiency programs. If NYSERDA
is saying the best we can hope for is that
37 percent of New York's energy needs to be met
with renewables, the most energy we will be
able to save from energy efficiency
improvements is only 20 percent, than, frankly,
you're basically conceding that your 80 percent
total greenhouse gas reduction goal is
impossible. The numbers don't add up. We are
deeply concerned that instead of focusing on
renewables, that plan sets a course for even
greater dependency on fossil fuels, especially
natural gas. Three of the plan's initiatives
Numbers 6, 8, 9 explicitly promote conversion
to gas and acceleration of gas infrastructure
for transmission and distribution. And many of
your initiatives ambiguously refer to clean

eneragy. That i1s without savinag what vou're
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actually talking about. Let's make this very
clear: Natural gas 1s not clean. When you
perform a life-cycle analysis of impacts,
meaning how you get gas out of the ground,
fracking, air and water contamination, disposal
of frack waste water and methane leaks that
occur in processing, transmission, storage and
distribution. We know that natural gas, when
you put all that together, fracked gas, it's
not clean. If Governor's Cuomo green bank is
going to be used to promote the consumption of
fracked gas and the building of gas
infrastructure, then it's not a green bank.
Finally, what this plans says about the
possibility of fracking here in New York is
truly puzzling. The section titled New York
Production Forecast begins with a statement
saying that natural gas production levels are
expected to continue dropping. However, this
is immediately followed with words and a chart
that forecasts them actually to rise. In fact,
tripling with the lifting of today's
moratorium. So literally the document
contradicts itself all on the same page.

Hopefully Govenour Cuomo will make the right
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decision and not permit fracking in New York.
But even if that happens, even if he makes the
decision by embracing a plan that welcomes
fracked gas from outside, then we are still
polluting the environment, contributing to
climate change and making the problem worse.

I'm just about done.

I hope you agree with me New York can do
better. We must do better. We urge you to put
forward a plan with more teeth and less gas. A
plan with specific measurable targets and
specific meaningful action that will build a
sustainable future based not on fossil fuel,
that will one day be gone, but instead on
renewables. That is the only path that will
truly lead us to energy independence as a state
and as a nation. Thank you very much.

MR. RHODES: Thank you very much.

Alicia Alexander followed by Nancy Norton.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you all who have
presented before me for your beautiful
well-thought out comments. And thank you the
board and panel for listening to our concerns.
My name is Alicia Alexander and I'm with the

Grassroots Accommodations Coalition for enerayvy
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Sustainability. We are the welcome committee
for the world here in New York. We have great
food, we have great water, yes. We would like
to keep it that way. As an accommodations
owner who sees people from pretty much every
country around the world, they love to see
Upstate New York, they love to see our great
city. And we would like to -- we would like to
continually provide that. We don't want wells,
we don't want polluted water. Less than

one percent of all the water on this planet,
less than one percent of all the water on this
planet, is drinkable. While much of this globe
is experiencing drought, and worse vying for
water, which New York is so rich in great
lakes, Finger Lakes, Catskills and Adirondacks.
We have a very precious irreplaceable
commodity. To exchange our precious water for
polluted, fracked and poisoned water does not
just border on insane, it is the very
definition. This is an irreplaceable commodity
needed by every living organism on the planet.
Not just us. And it is in excusable to play
with that. We have already, due to the great

minds and the great enerav that have gone into
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this Stanford report, we have already at least
a decent plan. Don't tell me it isn't
possible. 1Iceland, Germany, Spain, Portugal,
Denmark. We in America used to be leaders.
New York State was the first to hold the world
fair. We are not leaders anymore and we need
to be. We need to be leaders. And Govenour
Cuomo needs to step up to the plate, as we all
do, and become leaders in a world that is so
damage by greed rather than by sense. Dollars
rather than by sense. And I ask you all, you
all, to think about all the words you're
hearing here today and make a decision that
works and that's blessed by God.

MR. RHODES: Thank you.

Nancy Norton to be followed by Melissa
Chipman.

Can I just one second ask for all of us to
check our cellphones that they're off?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I'm also a vacation
rental owner and I hear from people all over
the world about what a fantastic place we live
in. And I really appreciate that we've been
given this. Thank you for your work on this

and for vour attention to these issues.
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NYSERDA had helped my family finance solar
panels for our house, do heat audits, home
audits, energy audits, business energy audits.
The federal government has helped us to -- with
tax rebates to get two electric cars. So with
our solar panels we don't buy gasoline anymore,
unless we come up to -- up to Syracuse or
travel. And I would like to see more charging
stations along the way. We would love to have
been able to park and charge my car while I
parked here. I'm also representing many, many
friends and family who were unable to come
today. I hope that Mr. Bays will continue to
advocate for Upstate New York agriculture and
tourism economy. Fracking would devastate it.
The people who care about the organic foods
that they're able to buy in New York City
because our producers bring them down there
would not be interested if we were suddenly
like Pennsylvania and had to worry about our
cows and our calves dying because they're being
exposed to fracking. I'm concerned that my
business would suffer very much. I'm not sure
how much you guys address building codes. My

husband and I like to travel. We go around the
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world. We see houses all over the place with
solar hot water heaters on the roofs. I've
never seen them here. Our building codes
should be reflecting the needs for our
grandchildren to have a healthy place to live.
I have a five-year-old -- she's
seven-years-old, granddaughter and a
two-year-old grandson, I have a 20-year-old
daughter, I would love to see my daughter have
children, but I can't. To me, it feels like
being Jewish in Germany in 1933 that I wouldn't
want my kids to have kids. I don't know what
life will be like for them in a hundred years
for their children. 1I've heard from a New
Yorker they're looking at potential things
going on as they are having sterilization in
150 years. I can't imagine what that means for
life going forward. I recently read a book by
Derek Bunhofter and have a quote from him,
which I won't be able to give you exactly.
Walk the right direction on a train that is
speeding the wrong direction doesn't really do
any good. We have changed to heat pumps at
home, we have 28,000 watts of solar power, we

have electric cars, I don't use mv gas drver, I
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hang my clothes, I use an electric dryer. We
do everything we can. I don't buy plastics, I
make my own soap. I mean my life is just the

way of trying to make this world better in
reducing my impact. Sometimes it's a little
over-the-top, but... I don't want to be
walking the wrong direction on a train that is
speeding toward extinction. So I hope, even
though I may not have addressed your point
directly, that you hear not just my voice but
the voices of the many people who I've talked
to about this who have shared these concerns
and that you will work on making the best
program. You cannot listen to the fossil fuels
and money special interests, but listen to the
actual citizens of this area who care about our
world going to be a better place. Thank you.
MR. RHODES: Thank you very much.
Melissa Chipman followed by Judy Pierpont.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Greetings everyone. My
name is Melissa Chipman and I live in Hector,
New York on Seneca Lake, and it's very near the
opposed gas storage facility for the whole
Northeast. And I'm a part of Gas Free Seneca.

I'm verv opposed to storinag gas in my
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neighborhood. I also want to talk about
dollars and sense. Not c-e-n-t-s, but
s-e-n-s-e. Could you consider doing an audit
and figure out how much it would cost to go
fully renewable with solar panels and
geothermal and wind energy and drop this
other -- drop using money to continue down on
the train on the wrong track going down the
wrong direction going toward our extinction?
Do an audit of how much it would cost to go
fully renewable versus how much it's going to
cost to stay with natural gas. How much is it
going to cost for all explosions and all
disasters that are going to come done the line?
We know this could happen. Every day I have a
friend who tracks it on the Internet. She
checks, she checks Canada, she checks the UK,
she checks all over the United States. Every
day there's an explosion of natural gas. So I
would just ask that you would please consider
doing an audit and consider comparing the cost.
We just need to stop doing the insanity that
we're doing and figure out it's going to cost
about the same. Thank you.

MR. RHODES: Thank vou wvery much.
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Judy Pierpont followed by Sara Hess.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: I'm Judy Pierpont from

Dryden, New York and I want to thank you for
entertaining our comments today and for all the
inspiring comments that I've heard so far
today. The Draft Energy Plan has no growth to
alleviate substantial reduction of greenhouse
gasses. It's not necessary in the global
effort to avoid a shift in our climate, which
are the last thing I -- I mean we have storms,
floods, droughts, fires, unstable and
particularly an air current pattern, we're
right now enduring the polar vortex, right,
which is some unusual shift in air patterning
and rising sea levels. On Page 296, volume one
of the draft plan, it says that it's the
intention of New York, quote, to "reduce the
intensity of its carbon emissions from the
energy sector by 50 percent by 2030 measured in
carbon dioxide emissions per state from the
2010 baseline. Putting New York on the pathway
to achieve an 80 percent reduction in total
emissions by 2050." Sadly, this claim doesn't
provide an accurate accounting of greenhouse

gas emissions that plav a significant part in
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climate change. The reduction -- the reduction
in total emissions refer only to carbon dioxide
avoiding the fact that greenhouse gas emissions
do not consist solely of carbon dioxide. The
claims seem to actually ignore the effect of
unburned methane emissions on the climate. I
really do not understand how in a supposedly
science based document knowledge of the effect
of methane can have a been is cyst that moat I
can down made. It's known that it's -- that it
is a more potent greenhouse gas than carbon
dioxide. As many have said 86 times over 20
years. That's important. 20 years. It
appears that in the interest of promoting
accelerated natural gas use, the plan makers
simply chose to leave it to the old belief to
those within the natural gas industry that
since natural gas burning, with less carbon
dioxide emissions, it therefore contribute less
than greenhouse gasses to the atmosphere. It
is so hard to move people who want to believe
something off of their position no matter how
much good science is produced. So it's
alarming to me that while touting, quote,

"Aggressive environmental goals," unouote, the
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plan advocates increased investment in a
methane driven economy. Methane is a potent
greenhouse gas untolerable at every stage.
Every stage, drilling, transporting,
compressing and consumption of natural gas
contributes to greenhouse gas air pollution.
Let's look a bit at some recent studies. If
the plan had not integrated the more recent
science into it, it must do so in order not to
set the state on a path to greenhouse gas
generation at 2.7 percent or more leakage.
Natural gas loses any advantage over coal in
terms of its greenhouse gas effect, while the
potential gas leakage from production at

1.35 percent. It tends to rely on industry
provided numbers. A separate study by 15
scientists from institutions including Harvard
and the Natural Atmospheric Administration and
Lawrence Burnley National Lab looked at
comprehensive atmospheric audits that included
the leakage at least three percent over the
levels at which natural gas would provide any
climate benefits from its lower carbon dioxide
level when burned. The title of this study is

the emission of methane in the United States.
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It is based on comprehensive atmospheric
methane observations. Rather than an industry
provided numbers EPA uses, the find willing in
this comprehensive study are backed up by other
more local studies which found four percent
leakage rates in natural gas production around
tender, a 6 to 12 percent leakage percent rate
from a production in Colorado. The science of
climate change and greenhouse gas emissions is
moving fast. It behooves an energy planner of
New York to adjust predictions and projection
to New York. 1In this case it doesn't make
sense. Natural gas use, when it's used, will
lead to greater greenhouse gas emissions and
move New York further away from meeting its
greenhouse gas emission goals.

Thank you very much.

MR. RHODES: Thank you very much. Sara
Hess to be followed by Joe Wilson.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: My name is Sara Hess.
I'm from Tompkins County. And I've been
studying energy policies and climate change for
the past five years. I will only address one
point here and other points in writing. I'm

pleased that the draft Energy Plan adopted the
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long-term goals set by Govenour Paterson of
reducing greenhouse gasses by 80 percent from
the 1990 levels in the year -- by the year
2050. That may be the best single element in
the plan. But this draft is far from a real
climate action plan. The authors must now
finish their job by filling in links between
the 15 initiatives and short-term concrete
action, funding and other resources, to pull
out timelines and a process of benchmarking to
get the results along the way. I was a planner
in my professional life and I know what a plan
should be. This draft has not yet met the
definition of a plan in my point of view. And
that's a -- it's the greatest weakness. I have
also written a lot of grant proposal. If I had
written this one, believe me, 1t would not be
funded. Without writing and committing to the
concrete steps to make the 80 by '50 goal, I
believe year by year this plan leaks
credibility. By contrast, the solution project
by Mark Jacobson brought a dozen of scientists
together to study and then outline one way that
a transition of wind, water and solar could be

achieved by 2050. Obviouslyv there are manv,
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many ways. This is very hypothetical when
talking about the long-range. But I can't help
but wonder the -- what this -- where this plan
or at least elements of it were not
incorporated or used by the authors. Maybe it
was, but it's not obvious. A better New York
plan would also address how reliance on natural
gas, o0il and nuclear will be reduced year by
year. Instead, this plan seems to focus on the
business as usual projection that ramp up
fossil fuels and continue nuclear. The long
impression is that this really is a business as
usual plan. I don't think that was your
intention, but that's the way we are reading
it. Every day I feel the urgency of climate
change motivating me to become a more informed
and a more active responsible citizen of our
state and of our globe. I urge you, as
representatives of our state government, to set
more aggressive efficiency and renewable energy
goals immediately to be met this year and in
2015 and then 2016 and to create the real plan
to meet those goals every year that this goal
of 80 by '50 from now until 2050. So please

finish the work that vou began and write a true
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plan that we can believe in. Thank you.

MR. RHODES: Thank you very much.

Joe Wilson to be followed by Janna Watkin.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Good morning and thank
you for taking your time to listen to us
discuss the Draft Energy Plan. My name is Joe
Wilson and I live in the Town of Dryden. Some
of you have heard about the town of Dryden. We
are currently being sued by bankrupt
multi-national corporation to overturn our
citizen generated ban on hydro fracking. It's
not fun to be the victim of a bankrupt
multi-national energy driven company, but here
we are. I also hold three graduate degrees,
although I'm now retired. I'm a recovering
lawyer, I'm a recovering public administrator,
I'm a recovering elected official and I'm a
recovering businessman. Amongst the positions
I held was a director of planning and
coordinator for the State of Delaware, I served
for Govenour Mike Castle and his cabinet.
Behind closed doors in that cabinet room we
would have looked at this plan and said it's a
great puff piece, but it ain't no plan. There

are manv, manv new independent plans, most of
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which you have heard about, all right. I'm
simply going to highlight some again because
they're important for you to hear again and
again with the presumption that then you will
go back or your staff will go back and rewrite
the plan to make it an appropriate one. Number
one, the plan calls for a greatly increaed use
of natural gas, also known as methane, and a
massive increase in methane infrastructure.
Those proposals -- and I will not go into
detail -- will not enable the state to meet the
goals that it holds for the mitigation or
reduction of greenhouse gasses. Number two,
the methane life-cycle produces major chemicals
including diesel fumes, smog, produce fuels,
cancer causing carcinogens and birth defect
producing endocrine disruptors. However,
there's nothing in this plan that I could find
either by way of regulations or intensity that
would cause the corporations that are going to
be reducing those gasses to reduce their
emissions. Number three, because the authors
of the plan do not mention or take into account
the negative health effects of the methane

life-cvcle, implementing this plan will worsen,
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not improve the health of the -- us residents
of this state. Number four, methane, as we've
heard over and again -- and I will say this
again because it's important to know -- when
it's in the air, it's 86 times greater than the
heat trapping global warming gas than carbon
dioxide. Yet the authors of this plan did not
mention these facts, ignored these facts and do
not take them into account in any way that
might either lessen or mitigate global warming
or improve our health. Number five, such Jjobs
as are generated by methane extraction and
infrastructure are shortlived. In general, the
production and use of fossil fuels, including
methane, requires lots of money but very few
people, therefore relying on this diminishes
and increases polluting. An unhealthy approach
to the generation of energy through fossil
fuels will not improve our economy. In fact,
we know that the process of extraction,
transportation, distribution and burning of
methane in particular will push out the many
traditional businesses and industries they
currently rely on. Especially in upstate which

1s targeted for fossil fuel extraction. In
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short, implementing this plan will dramatically
increase our reliance on methane and methane
infrastructure and methane production. And
methane infrastructure will do far more harm
than it will ever do good for those citizens of
New York. Thank you.

MR. RHODES: Thank you very much. Janna
Watkins. On deck is Linda Griggs.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Hi. My name is Janna
Watkins and I'm the executive director of New
York Interfaith Power and Light. And I'm here
to offer a perspective from the faith community
on the energy plan. My organization,
Interfaith Power and Light, is a faith based
non-profit organization that organizes a
religious response to climate change. I
appreciate your time. We're an interfaith
organization of members from Judaism, Buddhists
and there's a whole list on other faith
tenants, all the major faiths. New York
Interfaith Power and Light is a national group.
We have over 40 states in our organization and
130 members state-wide. In order to address
the urgency of climate change, the energy plan

must go further take our state awav from fossil

41



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

fuels and grid power toward renewable energy.
The plans must call for mandatory energy fossil
fuels that will meet the state's goal of
reducing carbon dioxide 80 percent after 2050
and at least 50 percent of New York's
electricity come from renewable sources by
2025. We cannot allow fracking for our overall
health And like from fracking emits greenhouse
gases which is worse on our lives. You have
your time and an opportunity to rise to the
occasion and do something about the issues that
effect all life on the planet and we can become
heroes or we can chose to hide our heads in the
sand and then we'll have to face the gquestion
from our children why didn't we address the
problem when there was still time. Thank you.
MR. RHODES: Thank you very much. Linda
Griggs followed by Ellen Harrison. Is Linda
Griggs here? We'll come back to her.
Ellen Harrison to be followed by Marion
Karl.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Good morning. Thank you
all for being here and listening to us. And I
look forward to seeing a revision on the plan

that hopefully will encourage a lot of these
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comments. This plan needs to be revised so
that as others have said through goals that
become specific plans with measurable outcomes.
We need a plan that charts a course away from
fossil fuels and toward energy efficiency and
renewables toward a distributed production
network. All of the ways that fossil fuels are
obtained are an environmental disaster through
air, water, they disturb the habitat. They
offer destruction of a community. And many of
us that were sort of vaguely aware of this
became much more concerned and much more aware
as we've seen the impact of hydraulic
fracturing in neighboring Pennsylvania and
aware of impacts elsewhere. I want to applaud
New York State, our governor and the previous
governor, and at this time the DEC and the
State Health Department for being cautious when
it comes to fracking and not buying into the
command. What we are seeing is a tremendous
increase in the knowledge of what kind of
impact that type of fossil fuels develop is
having on health, on the environment and on the
climate. 1It's part of an effort that an

organization called phvsician scientists and
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engineers for healthy energy put together a
biography of just peer reviewed articles.
There are lot of reports and lots of other
kinds of information, but as scientists, and my
background is in science, we understand that
the power renew process it's not perfect but
it's the best we've got for a way of insuring
that that is published as it at least has been
subject to some kind of scrutiny. It's not
just hype. Two biographies, which I would urge
you to take a look at, they're -- it's focus is
primarily health and enviromental issues in
this case related to energy extraction and use.
In the last biograph it currently has 240 such
peer reviewed articles. 1It's very specific.
And what we found was more than half of the
articles have been published in the last year,
so there were no health studies a bunch of
years ago. Now they're coming rapidly. And so
I am really admiring the fact that New York
State has health out there and we're going to
be the beneficiary of such information. I am
hoping that it will go from a moratorium to a
ban on fracking in New York State. We learned

how dangerous this practice is. So while we're
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not fracking in New York, we are experiencing
and will be experiencing more of the impacts of
natural gas development. What we're seeing are
a lot of pipelines being built. As somebody
said earlier, those all have leaks.

Compression stations are part of the whole
process. Those compression stations are
significant sources of air emissions. In
addition, of course they're going to lead to
exports which is going to lead to price
increase. But that's another issue. We also
are seeing waste coming in from Pennsylvania.

And T only will be surprised if we begin to see

waste from elsewhere. So this gas, we must not
allow this plan to provide gas. There are too
many negative impacts. If you want to see that

biography I mentioned, it's the
PSEhealthyenvironment.org and then there's a
place to click down below. So I also think
that the plan needs to promote distributed
generation. Having become aware of the impact
of energy development else where, we installed
a geothermal at our house, I rode here in an
electric car and we're planning solar to be

installed this sprina. But one of the thinags

45



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

46

we just learned was that the rebate incentive
from NYSERDA has been cut significantly. Now I
think we're wealthy enough, we'll go ahead and
do it anyway. But I'm confused. That's going
in the wrong direction. This plan needs to be
very specific about how New York will increase
the use of renewable through things like
education and rebates and ways that we can
overcome anymore by which happens in the
renewable field. But we need to go ahead.
Thank you.

MR. RHODES: Thank you very much. Marion
Karl followed by Claire Howard.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: My name is Marion Karl
and I live in -- I want to thank you for being
here today and also to NYSERDA who helped me
with an energy audit in my house, an
implementation of a heat pump which has helped
me cut back significantly on my use of fuel oil
this very cold winter. I also live in the town
of Middlefield, which is another one of those
towns that was challenged by the gas company
for their industrial development. We stood for
two challenges but face another challenge

coming up 1in the Court of Appeals later this
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year. Many people have spoken about things
about this plan that they don't find
satisfactory and reiterating that's it not a
good thing because it means that it's all very
important. But I want to mention just a couple
of other things as well. The transportation
goals are vague and misleading and not
supported by science. The draft plan promotes
vehicle diversity and places at New York clean
fleet initiative, not limited to electric
vehicles. However, this program provides
public money to help purchase vehicles that run
on compressed or liquid natural gas. New
science has shown that natural gas is actually
worse for the climate than the traditional
fuels like diesel due to methane in the supply
chain. Further, the draft plan offers no
detail about how Ne York will implement a
memorandum of understanding as seen with seven
other states to put 3.3 million emission
vehicles on the road by 2025. Rather than
encourage vehicles that run on climate killing
fossil fuels, New York should establish
specific targets to advance to electrical

vehicles and hvdrogen fuels. And mv second
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point is that the plan ignores security and
terrorism concerns. Although the draft plan
discusses a sector for nuclear power, it
essentially ignores the vulnerability of
natural gas infrastructure such as processing
and storage facilities, pipelines, compressor
stations and distribution systems to attack. A
2008 congressional record titled liquified
natural gas infrastructure security found that
LNG infrastructure is inherently a hazardous
and potentially attractive to terrorism. And
in 2013 and LNG plant was targeted by Al Qaeda.
If gas infrastructure grows in New York, as
proposed by the draft plan, those dangers will
grow as well and has not been addressed at all.
Thank you very much for taking my comments.

MR. RHODES: Thank you very much. Claire
Howard to be followed by Julia Walsh.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Good afternocon. And
thank you all for being here with us today. My
name is Claire Howard. I come from the village
of Skaneateles that's just down the road. 1It's
eastern most Finger Lakes. I've lived there
most of my life. I'm 63-years-old, I was born

in 1950. But bv the time benchmarks that are
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made reference to in this plan come to pass, I
may not be on the planet. In 2050 most of us
in this room may not be here. So I don't speak

for myself, I speak for my children, my
grandchildren, your children, your
grandchildren and our great-grandchildren. The
seven generations as the Native American guides
tell us. If you can imagine this room
multiplied by many, many times and each seat
filled with one of our generations to come, a
child, a grandchild, a great-grandchild. What
we're planning for with this plan is for the
future generation. Not for us, but for the
future generation. So I hope that you listen
to all the scientifical data that has been
portrayed today. I don't have a prepared
statement, I don't have facts and figures. I
just simply say that we put aside personal
agenda, politics, business as usual and that we
think creatively, that we think with a wvision,
that we honor what we have learned. We have
clear, clean water to drink, good food to eat,
a stable climate to live in. Our children may
not have that unless we plan, starting with

this plan, to make their future one that's as
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good as what we have had. So thank you very
much and good luck with the next version.

MR. RHODES: Thank you very much. Julia
Walsh. And may I just check if Linda Griggs
has returned to the room? After Julia Walsh
we'll have Reverend Nancy Kasper.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I'm the founder and
director of 4 Fracking Action. We're a member
organization of New Yorkers which is over 200
organizations across the state over a thousand
businesses and 300 faith leaders state-wide.
We will be submitting technical comments. I
want to start by acknowledging the work that
was done to produce this document. The many
hours and revisions, the dramatic shift over
the past few years by the administration that
one that appears to be a rush to now which is
as listening to this science. And the
scientific studies and evidence overwhelmingly
shows that fracking in inherent unsafe and it's
poisoning water and air and land across the
great country and make Americans sick. And
with this document, the process shows we
clearly have a long way to go. As you can tell

from beinag here at these public hearinags, and
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to your credit, Mr. Rhodes, it's great that
you're here in person, the people of the great
state care about New York State's Energy Plan
and future. I can sincerely say that we wanted
these to be a more accessible process, which
unfortunately is was not. Lastly, in a local
citizen organized forum on the Energy Plan with
two experts, over a hundred people turned out
to their local library that had adequate
parking, handicapped accessible and was in the
evening after work, a spirited two hour
dialogue discussion took place. That is what
we wanted the Energy Plan process to be like.
Instead, the hearings have been hard to access
and happen during the workday. I literally
risked my life to attend the first hearing in
Albany driving from New Paultz in bad weather
and passing car accidents on the way up only to
find an equally bad parking situation.
Syracuse isn't that much different. I was just
parking before I had to stop and park in order
to drive an elderly woman to the steps of this
building, and that's just simply unacceptable.
We need more hearings across the state that are

easilv accessible to the public between now and

51



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

52

the end of April. We also need the missing
documents that are the foundation of the Draft
Energy Plan. The study on renewable energy
efficiency potentials and the greenhouse gas
inventory. It is obvious, Jjust to those of who
are closely paying attention to the details,
that -- and there are many of us -- that the
plan was rushed politically. Instead of
pushing back into those studies that were
critical to be included in the completed form
with the draft plan, they were not. And so now
that you have literally been caught empty
handed for the third time today in a public
letter that colleague generated to give us the
missing studies both on the sustainable
renewable and energy efficiency potential and
the greenhouse gas inventory. I request that
you release these documents and an extended
comment period and new public hearings for the
citizens of the state. And before we have to
demand it again publicly through another public
sign-on letter with a dozen organizations, we
would much rather prefer to work with you
rather than to have to advocate over and over

again for the simplist demands. I want to make
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my statement today at least with some personal
words. I didn't come here to participate in a
charade. And all of the good people who came
today to every hearing that's been happening
didn't come to participate in a charade. We
have other things to do. We have -- we're not
here because we like going to public hearings
or talking about the horrors of fracking and
gas infrastructure or climate change. We are
here because we are educated citizens who care.
Sometimes I'm asked what drives my movement, my
answer is always love. We are fighting for our
lives and the life of this beautiful planet
because we love our lives here, we love our
children, our families, our community, our
rivers and streams, farms and mountains across
the this great state. That is what drives this
movement. Ask anyone in the room here today
why they are here, and I can guarantee you that
four out of five people will say because of
their children and grandchildren. New York is
at a crossroads and we need to lead this nation
and the world with an aggressive renewable
Energy Plan and energy efficiency plan. We

need this plan to reflect not the rampinag up of
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gas infrastructure that will bring fracked gas
to our community at the expense of our
neighbors and Pennsylvania. We need this plan
to reflect the phasing out of the gas and gas
infrastructure. We need this plan to reflect
the step by step shutdown of every nuclear
reactor in the state. And as Fukushima showed
into our world, we have to finally learn and
accept that there are no such things as
evacuation plans. There's no evacuation plan
as climate changes become more and more
prevalent. There's nowhere else to go.
Mr. Rhodes, and fellow commissioners, the
people of New York want the New York State
Energy Plan to not be a mediocre piece of
writing with glossy photographs and charts that
will ultimately sit in an office building in
Albany collecting dust on a shelf, much like
the state's never released climate action plan.
No, we want the New York State Energy Plan to
be a living document. A real plan that we can
all build and create and achieve together with
you. We want to work with you to make sure
that New York is a leader that inspires the

countrv and the world of what is trulv
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possible; that we can stop this madness of
blowing up rocks for pockets of gas and instead
harness the energy of the sun and wind and
water. Let's create an Energy Plan that drives
an upstate economic resolution that will
support our young people, our unemployed with
manufacturing insulation of renewable
technologies. I mean this public session
should not be the end of this process, But
truly the beginning. We look forward to
working with you. Thank you.

MR. RHODES: Thank you. Reverend Nancy
Kasper to be followed by Roland Micklem.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: My name is Nancy Kasper.
I'm a mother and an ordained minister living in
and doing good work in the beautiful town of
North Rose, New York. I take a look at this
Energy Plan and I was pretty impressed. There
are a lot of words in here and beautiful glossy
pictures and very little substance to it. So I
brought along a copy of the Jacobson study for
you guys SO on your next try, you can have it
right at your fingertips. So a little joke
here. Do you want to know how to make God

laugh? Tell him vour plan. This rather
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uninspired plan was conceived from a very
narrow, anthropocentric perspective. As if
humans were the only life form worth
considering. And it was constructed from a
false belief that we humans are separate from
nature. Here's a news flash: We cannot be
separate from nature. The big truth is we are
all connected. We are all connected.
Inextricably interconnected and interdependent
with all life. Except we seem to have
forgotten this truth because nowhere in this
plan is there any mention of the collateral
damage to wildlife, to animals, to natural
habitat, the forests and to other important
elements for life like water and air. All life
that will inevitably suffer, be damaged or
destroyed resulted with the implementation of
this plan. This plan has no heart, no
substance, no clear path or goal. It speaks in
vagaries and contradictions, contains conflict
of interest and hidden agendas. This plan does
not direct us to the correct action necessary
to avoid total ecosystem collapse. History has
shown us time and again that when humans

willfully destroyv life in pursult of power and
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control, they ultimately destroy themselves.
What I see in this plan is a history repeating
itself today with our culture of consumerism
perpetuated by the myth that is wealth and
power. And power 1s control. And we believed
it well enough to give controlling power to
those with wealth. And the irony here is that
we're struggling today about energy. The
energy that powers consumerism, the energy that
creates wealth for the few who want to control
power at any cost. It's a vicious cycle of
destruction. A downward spiral of
self-destruction. And, in fact, humans are
effectively causing their own de-volution. This
plan was based on the false assumption that we
can dig our way out of this environmental mess.
See the paradox? The more we drill, the deeper
we get, the bigger the hole in the ozone. If
we continue down this path of fossil fuel
consumption, we'll end up destroying all life,
including our own. Our mother earth is already
giving clear evidence of our operating outside
of her laws of nature. She'll not support us
if we do not support life. And it is clear

that humans have alreadyv altered the condition
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for life on earth. We are experiencing the
effects of what we have created in this
precariously imbalanced ecosystem that's now in
crisis. We can see that with mass species
extension, resources depletion and enviromental
degradation. You know it, we know it. We have
to face the fact that we have reached a
critical choice point. The alarm is sounding.
There's an urgent call to wake up from the old
dream and step into a power of possibility and
personal choice to create the future we imagine
for our grandchildren by becoming more
conscious, more loving and compassionate humans
on this planet. The time has come and it is
now. So I emphatically urge you to reject this
plan as an idea whose time has passed. Heed my
words, because when I look at this plan, I hear
God laughing, laughing to tears. Thank you.
John.

MR. RHODES: Thank you very much. Roland
Miclem to be followed by Patty Campbell.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Good morning, or good
afternoon I guess it is right now. Being a
self-creative person, I'm not trying to brag,

vou understand, I would deliver this message to

58



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

you in my own way and I hope you will all bare
with me. It goes something like this: When
they go a fracking in the Marcellus shale, the
water they will be using will get a thousand
wails; the gas that we'll be venting soon as
your drilling starts, will saturate the
atmosphere like one humungous fart; the stuff
they will be bringing up from way down
underground will make your gag and counter
start jumping up and down; those fracking
chemicals with names no one can spell, will
make a weary cocktail of a water in your well.
And then here we go on the final one I just got
through doing here. ©Now, way up here in New
York State where we're counting on the governor
and hoping he will come through for us when
push gets down to shove. Thank you for your
attention, Gentlemen. We're going to be doing
a musical called Sustainability and it will be
in North Rose Wilcott High School at t some
date later. 1If any of you fine gentlemen would
like to attend, just get in touch with me after
this thing is over and I will give you the
particulars. Thank you very much.

MR. RHODES: Thank vou wvery much. Pattv
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Campbell to be followed by Michael Dixon.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: I'm so happy to be
amongst all these people who I'm resonating
with and to have this opportunity. I don't
have too much to say because everyone else has
said my feelings. But one thing is that I hear
these individual comments for fracking and like
natural gas is the way to go, now I can send my
kids to college, I just hear it too frequently
everywhere. And, you know, a few years ago, I
think it was last year, I gave some money for a
counter ad but I never heard that counter ad,
so it's really hard for the average person to
speak as loudly as the gas companies. So
that's one point I want to make. The
transportation of the natural gas, I mean even
if we don't do natural gas in New York, the
transportation -- I mean I see more and more
trains with these gas cars and it's really
alarming. And in light of the accident in
Quebec and just that this is an accident
waiting to happen and it's Jjust pretty scary.
And all -- this is some accident waiting to
happen with all this use of fossil fuels. And

I really also think that we need to get awavy
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from the fossil fuels. Let's see, one thing
that so few people mention is conservation.
And I just want to say that I lived in a
beautiful old apartment building in Saratoga,
New York, it was like four-stories high. The
ceilings were like 12 to 15 feet high, really
high. And when it was cold, like it was last
night, it was so hot in there you would have
your windows open. So I think there's a lot of
these old buildings. And if we want to save
our old buildings, but couldn't there be some
address to the infrastructure maybe that would
help create some jobs. So jobs in that
section. And just asking ourselves what we can
do to change our lifestyles for more
conservation and just to see what we can do as
individuals. Thank you.

MR. RHODES: Thank you very much. Michael
Dixon and Kay Kin, they're both from -- one is
from the -- both from the Vienna Planning
Board. Neither are here.

Robert Henry.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I pass. 1 agree with
everything that everyone said here today.

MR. RHODES: We've noted it, sir.
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Kevin Bernstein to be followed by Phillip
Rose.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you for the
opportunity to speak to the board. My name is
Kevin Bernstein and I'm providing these remarks
on behalf of (inaudible) LLC, which is normally
known as Energy Extreme. I will have some
written comments by the end of the comment
deadline. The same state Energy Plan ignores a
critical source, and that's propane. The SEP
for short failed to identify any strategy or
initiative to enable access to a greater supply
of propane or development infrastructure to
assist with that effort address the supply
price that's still upon even in March. 1In
event testimony before the house energy power
subcommittee, it stated that, quote, "if
there's one lesson learned from the 2013/2014
winter, provided market conditions, it is that
the infrastructure network was inadequate to
meet consumers needs." There are a number of
facets to this, the and government can assist
in assuring that all human needs are met.
However, recent experiences with the proposed

Finger Lakes proiject located in Reddinag, New
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York shows that unfortunately the government is
not assisting in trying to avert this crisis.
Constructing expanded underground storage in
the Finger Lakes area near Redding is essential
to meet the northeast's and New York's propane
needs. This is -- the northeast needs this, Ne
York State needs this and there's a local need
for greater propane infrastructure. 1In a 2010
report it stated that propane is an important
heating fuel in New York and the strong demand
during the winter heating system puts a strain
on the industry's ability to meet that demand.
New Yorkers and the entire region in general
are highly dependent on propane from outside
the region in New York. The Teppco Pipeline,
which delivers primarily from storage
facilities in Texas, recently had pipeline
capacity difficulty in propane supply in New
York. In recent testimony before the house
committee, that I mentioned earlier, the
National Propane Gas Association said that the
expansion of underground propane storage in the
Finger Lakes area near Redding is essential to
the northeast propane needs. Called on

Govenour Cuomo to approve the facilitv which
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added over 88 million gallons of propane
storage in the region where demand far out
weighed local supply. But the State of New

York, including the DEC and the governor,

failed to make the decision. The underground

storage cavern has been nearly five years in
the permanent process with everything in the
way. The DEC wants it done, DEC has all
information it needs to make the final
decision, but yet the (inaudible.) We have
seen a number of challenges confronting the
propane supply chain ranging from pipeline
shutdowns to rail strikes in Canada to ships
not coming in on time from oversees. Supply

lines can and do break during the winter and

they have caused shortages in the past. This
winter propane marketers themselves needed to
drive long distances to obtain supply. Propane
industry proposes it addresses these issues and
their responsibility weighs through issues like

the Finger Lakes storage facility. And now the

difficulty stated in the energy plan itself

ignores the need and demand for propane in New

York despite the fact that the vision set forth

in the portion notes that New Yorkers face
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rising costs in continuing in extreme weather.
Talk about how residential, commercial and
industrial customers have the tool to easily
and efficiently handle their consumers, but New
YOrk has not taken into light these costs to
customers to utilize one of these tools,
storage. Finger Lakes ultimately makes
available to 2.1 million additional or
88 million gallons mentioned of local supplies
that will be immediately available. Approval
of that improves the resistance of propane
infrastructure in other regions in the US. 1In
recent weeks a major storage facility in
Ontario has seen very high demand to its
propane to New York, New England and the mid
west. Were the Finger Lakes facility to be in
operation, would dramatically reduce New York's
demand for propane stored in those areas.
Approving the Finger Lakes facility would have
benefits beyond New York and New England.
However, unfortunately regulatory inaction has
caused consumers to (inaudible) the impact or
willingness of companies to invest in New York,
which we understand or understood to be open

for business. These issues must be addressed
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in the final SEP. And it is time for
government action because New York consumers
and residents cannot afford this. Thank you
very much.

MR. RHODES: Thank you. Philip Rose to be
followed by Matthew Lemke.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: My name is Philip Rose
and I live in a little town called Fenner, New
York. Fenner has public parking, it has a
clean hydropower station and a solar system for
pouring that facility with leaders with
alternative energy and renewables. And myself
and a number of our citizens conducted a
petition drive several months ago where

70 percent of our -- of all registered voters
in our town issued a ban on hydrofracking.
It's pretty clear that the that the public is
well educated about issues. You have heard
testimony continually about what this really
means. The season for fossil fuels is almost
over. It's ending. We already see the end of
it, so to put any real serious thought that is
really limited and short-sighted. So
renewables is with us. We can really do this,

obviously if we put our minds to it. If we
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lean the human intelligence toward this
problem, we can solve it creatively and
cleanly. We don't need to continue these other
processes that urge -- that are not working.
The plan really needs to be a visionary plan.
It needs a -- it needs to have steps that
really put in the direction of a sustainability
planet, a sustainability state. Nobody want
this other environment. We have all benefited
over the years, but the need is really on this.
So what the plan needs to do? It needs to,
first of all, to really increase the capacity
of electricity to handle the renewables. It
really needs a plan how this electricity is
going to solve the problem. If we're going to
use our cars and our homes with electricity, we
need to be powered by this. We need to really
increase that dramatically. We need clear
benchmarks that aren't part of this plan. We
need to eliminate hydrofracking. We need to
decommission nuclear power. We need to develop
alternative transpor