
PEONY Update 2/27/22 – 3/13/22 

This is an update of my recent posts at Pragmatic Environmentalist of New York and elsewhere.  If you 

do not want to be on this mailing list then let me know.  There were only four posts since my last update 

because traveling home from Florida required a lot of time.  Previous updates are also available. 

 

I published an article documenting the Climate Act’s “zero emissions” hypocrisy.  Throughout the Draft 

Scoping Plan electricity generated by wind and solar resources and the energy storage systems required 

to cover for the intermittency of those renewable resources is referred to as “zero” emissions resources.  

Of course, there are no emissions when these resources generate electricity.  However, in the Climate 

Act accounting framework fossil fuel generation includes not only direct emissions but also any 

upstream GHG emissions attributable to the extraction, transmission, and use of fossil fuels or electricity 

imported into the State.  The development of wind, solar, and energy storage resources on the scale 

necessary for the Climate Act certainly have environmental and emissions impacts for extraction of the 

rare earth metals necessary for those technologies, the construction of the massive number of 

structures needed, and the disposal of the enormous quantities of wind turbine blades and solar panels 

at the end of their useful lives.  The Scoping Plan ignores these impacts in a blatant example of 

hypocrisy. 

 

The Draft Scoping Plan is huge because it covers all aspects of New York’s energy system.  Because of 

the size, complexity, and lack of clear documentation it is very difficult to check the reasonability of 

most of the components of the Plan.  I looked at one minor component of the Scoping Plan’s mitigation 

scenarios to determine if the numbers presented were reasonable.  In particular, I looked at the rail 

improvements measure shown in Table 11 of Appendix G: 200 million light duty vehicle miles can be 

reduced relative to Scenarios 2 and 3 at a per unit cost of $6 per mile.  The plain reading of this is that 

the 200 hundred million light duty vehicles miles reduced will cost $6 per mile or $1.2 billion.  The basis 

of the claim is the Empire Corridor Environmental Impact Statement which is an analysis of 

improvements that could be made to railroad passenger service in New York.  Due to a lack of 

documentation, I am not sure how the estimate was made.  I assumed that the it was the difference 

between two scenarios in the Empire Corridor analysis but the difference between the two relevant 

scenarios was $8.4 billion.  Using the projected ridership by alternative, an estimate of ridership per 

station, and the distance between stations I projected that only 64.7 million vehicle miles would be 

reduced.  Every time I have dug into the Draft Scoping Plan numbers, for example residential heating 

retrofit electrification, the numbers are not a reasonable estimate compared to my work. I have 

consistently found that the Scoping Plan costs estimates are biased low and the benefits proposed are 

biased high.  I concluded that there is little reason to trust the cost estimates in the Draft Scoping Plan 

because of the issues I have found. 

 

While I was traveling the Climate Action Council had their first meeting of the year (recording here) 

where they outlined their plan for finalizing the Draft Scoping Plan.  My article summarizes the meeting. 

I don’t think it portends well for New York.  The word reliability was not included in the meeting 

presentation emphasis but two of the fifteen substantive slides addressed equity and justice.  The public 

comment period is supposed to afford stakeholders the opportunity to raise concerns about the viability 

of the proposed plan relative to issues like reliability.  However, the plans outlined at this meeting 
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suggest that the public comment requirement will be treated as a formality rather than an opportunity 

for meaningful issues to be raised and considered.  Worst of all there is no provision for the kind of 

discrepancies I have documented to be reconciled as a result of public comments.   

 

I am a retired meteorologist and spent over 40 years dealing with meteorological issues related to New 

York’s electric generation sector.  From the beginning of the state’s push to rely on wind and solar 

energy resources I have been submitting comments in different proceedings saying that a detailed 

evaluation of the worst-case availability of those resources was necessary.  I published an post 

describing the comment I submitted to the Climate Action Council advocating for an analysis using over 

70 years of meteorological data to determine renewable resource availability.  This is necessary because 

it is impossible to adequately size the resources unless you know how much energy they can produce 

during worst-case conditions determined over a long period. 

 

One final thought for this update.  The cost discrepancy examples have no major bearing on Climate Act 

implementation and I expect that the State will ignore the issues raised.  The terrifying prospect is that 

the stakeholder issues associated with reliability raised at last summer’s Reliability Planning Speaker 

Session and my concerns about renewable resource availability could possibly be treated the same, that 

is to say ignored.  Those issues must be addressed or the result could lead to people freezing to death in 

the dark. 
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