
NYSERDA 
17 Columbia Circle 
Albany, NY 12203-6399 

RE: New YorkState Climate Action Council Draft Scoping Plan - Comments 

To whom it may concern: 

This Jett¢. 'is in response to the newly released "Nl)W York State Climate ActiQn. Counl?il Draft S.,Qping Plan", released 
in December 202L After .careful review of the plan we have concluded the goal of the plan to redu.ce gtl)enholiSe gas 
emissions is cei:tainly colll!llendable, but the process jn which thfo plan proposes to. meet the lofty goals outlined is 
unaffordable, unrealistic an(!, places an insurm,ountable burden on .smaller communities, .particularly in the· mral. upstate 
regions. The concept of')liandatiirg" change rather than incentivizing and enabling change is both antagoni$tic and sh~ 
sighted. New York communities are afforded home rule through the New York State Constitution; these sw~ing and 
swift mandates are a violation of the home rule pow era to self-govern, removing any ability ofloeal governments to make 
decisions impacting their local residents in a manner that best serves thein as individual towns and villages. · 

As a COllllllunity in the upstate nira1 areas it is app~t littleto no tho11ghtwas put into the iinpleinentation an<! (X)llSCCJ.Uences 
of the proJ>Qsed. m.andates. The case studies sited m the plan are primarily. focused ·. on U1'.ban · core.· "disadvantaged 
neighborhoods" without concern t'or the low to moderate income COO!lllunities in the more rural areas of New Yori<: State. 
The concept of ride share and public transportation are not pracl:icablein more rural COillmunities. The bost ot' operation in 
relationshlp to the ridership does !lot allow the system to work in a profitable manner. Factors to comiderinclude commute 
distance; variable job $1)ifts; distance between jobs, medical care, education and shopping; and multiple working members 
of.each household. · 

The costs and safety associated with household heat conversions is also very different in 11pState rura1 - than in m~re 
urban areas of the state. Most housing stock in nira1 areas are older wood •e si!lgle-family homes that are heated with 
single source systems. Homeowners do not have the benefits of residual heating from thelandscape a,nd neighboring 
l)ousing to offset heating demand, ther~fore, heating costs and needs are very independent per household. The average low 
temperature in Delaware County during December, January, February, and March are 16"F , 9°F, U"F, and J8"F, 
respectively-. which is below the temperature that heat PlllllPII provi4e retjable an4 effi~ient heat. Many rutlll. homes have . 
Ull!eliable electrfo services which poses a problem. especwly in the winter season due.to the terrain, limited infrastructure 
and service providers. Electric service is often interrupted' due to heavy snow, ice, wind and even cold, leaving homes 
without power for hours and even days. The -00st butden to upstate homeowners to retrofit heating SOlltces or pay an 
additional tax could deprive low to moderate income 9f affordable heating. The mandate would result ia an. increase. in the 
use of wood and electric space heaters. •• the fonnc:t posing a health impact and the latter posinga .fl.re safety issue. The 
critical point is that upst.'11e homeowners/businesses who review their options fofheating their home/business could,Jor a 
variety of reasons includl;ig safety, affordability, and n;liability, make a rationale decision to select an efficientfossil fuel 
system. Depriving our residents and businesses .of that decision will. only f'urther drive residents and business(lS out of our 
communities putting Additional burden on our already struggling local economies. 

Industrial, commercial and 11gricultural businesses require. <)(}Ilsistent and reliable sources for beat,. ~ons . and 
transporiation. Without these basic services businesses cannot function profitably and will ultimately seek refuge in other 
states taking jobs and people with them. The current tax structure of New York State has already cost our communities 
hundreds of businesses and jobs, any additional job loss will only exacerbate an already strained economy . 
. 
As local leaders we acknowledge that cliinate change isbete • the iinpacts of a ming temperature to world are known and, 
for the most part, will continue to the end of this cen!tlry. Riverine upstate communities have a heightened awareness of 
the impacts from flaoding, heavy winter snow and ice storms and major wind events. It is more likely that heavy 
precipitation events will intensify and become more :frequent. The impacts of these weather related events have a common 
thread in that they cause damage not only to private homes and businesses but also to the vecy fragile.electric infrastructure 
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in New York State. Loss of power from these events generally lasts days and even. weeks, le11ving home owners and 
businesses at the mercy of the elements. Wherdh~.events happen during cold weLinonths a true threatto hlll!lan life 
exists. Unlike more urban areas, sh,elter locations andwanning facilities for displaced victilll$_iire limit¢4hotmealsateat 
the mercy .of volunteer orgimizat(ons and repairs to the fragile infrastructure is often delayed due to !,he lb¢atiQJt o:rfacili~es 
in• outlying, hard to reach are.is in out mo?11tainous terrain. A system solely relia111 on electrification with. no redundancy 
from oilier soµrees creates .a threat to public health and welfare. : 

Efforts to address the impacts of climate change are better served by providing for research and funding to address the 
impacts of signific~ weather events. Commw)ities must first be a~l~ to address community resililll!cy that will incO!J!Otate 
measures to reduce unpacts from weather related ~ents while redl!cmg the carbon footpnn,t overtime. Once.a i»mmtinity 
has tjie sense that they .!)re secure, they can afford to invest in carbon reductiol). efforts that do not threaten. their ability to 
support and sustain their.homes, busine(lSes and jobs. The ideal situation is a prim3!Y source ofenergythat will replace the 
use of fossil fuels on a dllily basis with an emphasis on redundancy, A solid plan should allow for the use of fossil fuels to 
address lags irt electric service, loss of power due to extreme weather and of course the ability to incentivize and ~hle 
homeownm and businesses to convert over time rather than make that decision for them. 

Two years aft~r adopting the Climate J\.ct, New York \7oters approved an lllllendment to theState's BiU of Ri~t$111anQl!ting 
that all New York State. citiZ(lns have a basic h\!llllll1 right to a ~ealthful environment." In New York· State .i!l .2022, · a: 
healthful environment includes access to water, sewer, broadband, cell service, medi~al servii::e, affordable 
electricity/energy and emergency medical care. The State's Bill of Rights prioritizes a person's right to a "heal!hrul 
envirqnment". In the context of the Climate Act, a question now arises whether the Climate ,At:.t ~dating a f!ldl!Ction in 
the average New Yorker's carbon footprint to. near~ violates the constitutional dght ofmanyupstate COll1i)J,1Jjjities aitd 
their residents Jo a ''healthful environment." To answer that question, .the Legislature (and the llxeruti~ Bl'lllich) must 
evaluate whether the 2040 Mandate and the. 2050 Ma;idate are affordable, achievable, and sustainable. If not, then the 
mandates are unconstitutional. · , 

The Draft. Scoping.Plan estimates the net present value of direct costs from the low carbon plan relaµve to the CUirentenergy 
system for the period 2020 through 2050 is $500 f,illion. The Draft Scoping Plan estitnatei; the l!Jn!Ual net dll'.e\lt COSts fro!l). 
the low carbon pian relative to the current energy system is approximately $20 billion in .2030 and $70 billion by 2050, The 
plan estimates these costs will be offset by global benefits from reduced carbon emissions and public health llllprovemenis. 
However, the health benefits ~lated to improved air ql\lllity and heft.er health realized from walldng or public tratisportatil.lll _ 
are only applicable in urban areas where air quality will be slightly improved (from clean to cleaner) and pu])lic 1ranstJort 
and walkability to services is possible. Therefore, the cost bl!rden and impacts are absorbed by rural COllllllU!lilies while 
urban areas receive the lions' share of'the benefits, 

Ultimately, local municipalities want the state and developers to re~ their home rukand they want the energy sector to 
pay its full property tax:. Below area few :minimum changes that need to.be made to the Climate Aet and the Draft $cop~ 
Plan to ensure an affordable and fair transition from reliance on fossil fuels. 

1. The Legislature should leave the decision in the upstate area whether to change to all electric home or business to 
the.homeowner and business owner. 

The upstate rural counties supportthe Climate Cotlnci! 9bjective of promoting the transition to electric heating from fossil 
fuel heating. However, the upstate rural counties. qo not support (and vigorously object) to the numdllte app,:oaeh selected 

. by the Climate Co11I!Pilrequitlng all homesto install electric heating regatdless of cost andfell$loility; In !ieu.ofamandate 
and/ot penaltii:s, we suggest and encourage that th~ Climate Council develop a plan to incentivizelenable the installation of 
heating syst,mis,. such as electric heat PlllllPS, as ~e preferred and affordable technology when the hOm!lOwner needs to 
replace tllcir el(isting heating system. · 

2, The Legislature should leave the decision ~hether to chani.:e to all.electric equipment to the user. 

Similarly, users should have the choice as to whethertheyuse gas fue~ed equipm~t and/or electric ~iptnentbaseo on 
affordability, .reliability and need. There is Ii role f9f ~th gas and electric power eq~1pmen! and_ the decision should be. left 
to the individual that is using the equipment, and the cttcUtll$tllllCes .of what the eqwpmentis being \!lied for, 
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3. With respect to Transportation, the Legisl~~re (and/or the DEC) should focus on enablmgthe transition to.eli:ctrie 
vehicles rather !hart. trying to force the tran~ition. 

The transition to electric vehicles is beyond the control of New York State. The proper role for the State is to develop a 
plan/program so. that electric vehicles become the consumer's prefei;red technology. Whether it becomes the only 
technology will depend on the market, the manufacturers, and .the national government. The challenge for the electri.c 
vehicle transition is similarto the challenge for electric.heat pumps. In upstate rural areas, a car or truck is a necessity~ not 
a luxury. As a necessity, it must be affordable, available:,, and feasible to the vehicle owner. There needs to be enough 
electricity in the local grid. to handle the additional load; the charging station mustbe accessible, .. convenient and not be 
inoqiinately t.in1e. C<Jnsurning. · We recommend that the Climate Council fOC1,1s on developing a plan/program, !hat ma.kes 
electric vebic)es the preferred choice because they become affordable, available, and feasible. 

With ~ect to vehicles miles driven, we recomm~d that, at least with r~pect to rural communities, the Clill1ate Council 
develop a plan to ensure robust cell coverage and ~roadband coverage in rural areas. 'I'he pandemic demonstrated that the 
key to reducing vehicles iniles driven is to .avoid th~ need to trave!to :remote meetings. · _ _ ·. ·. 

i 

4. The Legislature shouldnotimpose a carbon<,tax, amileage surcharge, increased registiation fee for gasoline powered 
cars, or any additional tax on gas, propane, ;natural gas or home heating oil or a tax on solid waste. 

In developing its recommendations, we request the Council cons);der that most rural communities have less access to 
technologies to reduce GHG i:missions and are more reliant on higher carbonfossHfuelsto meet enetgy nee&. A, carbon 
tax on the building heating sector and th~ transportnµon aeotorwould simply make natu.rlll gai,, gasoline, fuel <>ii aj\d propane 
more expensive and thuK make. a vital necessity less affordable to our residents. Our residents need to travel day.to-day for 
work, school and services while also heating a hQ/ll6 in a colder clin1ate. The utility bills are already too high. and not 
sustainable on the median family income for mos~. upstate rural communities. ·Additionally, our communities are being 
forced to host the land intensive energy renewable p):ojects andprovide those projects areal property assessment that is only 
a fraction of their construction costs. Our commuhities are also being forced to share the capital transmission cost {$24 
billion) of Pri.nging the upstate renewal energy to "NYC to replace the zero,emission elet:lricity lost due to the closing of 
Indian Point. Even though our communities and th~ir residents are significantlypoorer than the typical downstate resident, 
the 3$% to 40% of the carbon tax funds .will be dire.;ted to disadvantaged communities, which due to the formula/algorithlil, 
are non-existent in rural communities. ' , · · 

' I 
The ptim.ary behavior impact of the carbon tax pn the building heating secror and the transportation sector in rural 
communities will, most likely be less heat and less yehlcles miles (both ofwhichare a basic necessity). Asa result, th<: 9Jlly 
justification fot the carbon tax on the building heaqng sector and the transportation sector in rural communities is to raise 
revenues.· If the Legislatµre needs to niise funds to jmplement the Climate Act, it should ~Jy on income tax proceeds -not 
a tax on bas le necessities for the wocking class and )'OOr. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments •. We welcome future dialog to help gain a better 1lnderstancling of the 
plan and to address these very teal issues. 

Sincerely, 

Q)_~]i,-OlwJ 
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