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by James Northrup

The regulations on hydrofracking
proposed by the DEC were writ-
ten for existing small vertical

New York wells—known in the in-
dustry as “stripper wells”—oil wells
that produce fewer than 10 barrels a
day.  A horizontal hydrofrack in a
tight shale formation is from 10 to
100 times larger than the fracks put
on these small vertical wells; yet the
proposed regulations on horizontal
hydrofracking of shale gas differ only
slightly from those imposed on small
vertical wells.

The existing DEC well regulations
are grossly inadequate to regulate a
horizontal hydrofracked well in shale
gas. They are a prescription for disas-
ter for New York’s drinking water.

Horizontal hydrofracking of shale
gas formations is essentially a
hydrobaric underground explosion,

i.e., a bomb.  A very powerful, very
dirty, pipe bomb.

A bomb’s explosive power is a
function of the pressure wave it gen-
erates and the mass of air or water it
displaces.  An “air bomb” used in Af-
ghanistan as an anti-personnel device
has a pressure wave of about 500 lbs.
per square inch (psi). It can be heard
up to 100 miles away.  A horizontal
hydrofrack in shale can have pres-
sures approaching 15,000 psi, or 30
times that of an air bomb. That is
equivalent to the water pressure six
miles deep in the ocean.

The volume of fluid in a hydrofrack
can exceed three million gallons, or
almost 24 million pounds of fluid,
about the same weight as 7,500 auto-
mobiles. The fracking fluid contains
chemicals that would be illegal to
use in warfare under the rules of the
Geneva Convention. This all adds up
to a massive explosion of a “dirty

bomb” underground.
Since the chemicals in most

fracking fluids are hydrocarbons (i.e.,
oil-based), they separate from the
frack water, meaning they rise to the
top of the fractures within a matter
of days. So, while they represent a
small fraction of the total fracking
fluid, they are disproportionate at
the top of the formation—which is
why they are found in relative abun-
dance in adjacent water wells when
such wells are polluted by shale gas
drilling.

When a shale gas well is hydro-
fracked, the explosive power of the
frack breaks up the rock indiscrimi-
nately for a considerable distance—
far enough to break into nearby aqui-
fers—particularly if the frack hits a
vertical fault that may cause the gas-
bearing formation to “communicate”
with other strata. This can release
natural gas—which consists of meth-

ane, butane, propane, and benzene,
etc. — into drinking water, along
with the toxic chemicals in the
fracking fluid. Once introduced, there
is no way to remove the gas or the
chemicals from the drinking water.

As originally proposed by the
DEC, a horizontal hydrofracked shale
gas well could be 50 feet from a mu-
nicipal drinking water source such
as Lake Otsego. That has been the
setback for “stripper wells” in New
York; it’s about the width of a small
residential lot. The well itself can be
drilled under the lake, since it would
go out horizontally from the shore.
The frack on the well could pen-
etrate the aquifers under the lake,
which in turn would pollute the lake
with gas and toxic chemicals.

After Otego 2000 protested the
proposed regulations, the DEC in-
creased the setback to 150 feet from

Scientific and political disputes
over drilling Marcellus shale
for natural gas have focused

primarily on the environmental
effects of pumping millions of
gallons of water and chemicals
deep underground to blast
through rocks to release the natu-
ral gas.

But University at Buffalo re-
searchers have now found that
process—called hydraulic fractur-
ing or “fracking”—also causes ura-
nium that is naturally trapped in-
side Marcellus shale to be released,
raising additional environmental
concerns.

The research was recently pre-
sented at the annual meeting of
the Geological Society of America
in Denver.

Marcellus shale is a massive
rock formation that stretches from
New York through Pennsylvania,
Ohio and West Virginia, and which
is often described as the nation’s
largest source of natural gas.

“Marcellus shale naturally traps
metals such as uranium and at
levels higher than usually found
naturally, but lower than manmade
contamination levels,” says Tracy
Bank, Ph.D., assistant professor of
geology.  “My question was, if they
start drilling and pumping millions
of gallons of water into these un-
derground rocks, will that force
the uranium into the soluble
phase and mobilize it? Will ura-
nium then show up in groundwater?”

To find out, Bank and her col-

leagues at UB scanned the surfaces
of Marcellus shale samples from
Western New York and Pennsylva-
nia. Using sensitive chemical instru-
ments, they created a chemical map
of the surfaces to determine the
precise location in the shale of the
hydrocarbons, the organic com-

Tracy Bank, University of Buffalo geologist

Fracking mobilizes uranium
in groundwater, researcher says

Fracking is literally a ‘dirty bomb,’ says former industry insider

by Jurgen Wekerle and Caitlin Pixley

Acontroversial electric power
transmission proposal, the
Champlain Hudson Power Ex-

press (CHPE), is racing toward regu-
latory approval even though it is un-
needed, will undermine genuine re-
newal energy, and wreak environ-
mental havoc on the Hudson River
and virgin Canadian forests.

 CHPE is pressing for fast-track
approval from the U.S. Department
of Energy (DOE) and the NYS Public
Service Commission (PSC). If suc-
cessful, the boondoggle will qualify
for $1.52 billion in U.S. Recovery and
Reinvestment Act loan guarantees
which require both the transmission
of renewable electricity and a con-
struction start date by September.

The project is a 355-mile, 1,000-
megawatt, direct current (DC) sub-
marine power cable to begin at the
Hertel Substation in Quebec, Canada.
The cable is to cross the interna-
tional border into NYS and will be
buried under Lake Champlain and
the Hudson River, causing dredging,
PCB and other toxic disturbance and
environmental damage in its wake.

It would surface in Yonkers at a
substation next to a new civic center
and the MTA Hudson Line railroad
station. That prized location is incom-
patible with the best use of the criti-
cal riverfront redevelopment district,
and conflicts with existing efforts
that are key to the revitalization of
downtown Yonkers.

To be able to receive federal subsi-
dies, the CHPE proposal is being

Greenwashed power line on fast
track to grab billions in $ubsidies

falsely advertised as a clean, renew-
able energy source that will trans-
port surplus Quebec wind and hydro
power to meet NYS demand and
renewable energy targets. Quebec,
however, has no surplus green en-
ergy to export, and the touted hydro
sources do not yet exist. They are to
be built in the same environmentally
destructive manner as previous James
Bay proposals by Hydro Quebec.

Virgin Canadian forest lands must

continued on page 9

first be clear-cut and flooded, and a
complex of dams and impoundments
is to be constructed at Lower
Churchill Falls on the Quebec/Labra-
dor border 1,000 miles away.

Churchill Falls generation and
CHPE cable transmission are separate
but companion projects mutually
dependent on each other and on U.S.
subsidies without which neither will
be built. If those loan guarantees are
approved, U.S. taxpayers will be pay-
ing for the devastation of habitat and
wildlife in Canada, and for the collat-
eral release of methane and mercury
emissions which pollute air, land and
water resources on both sides of the
border.

Moreover, the proposed hydro-
power would be generated from low-

The project would divert New

York wind power to Canada,

then import it as “new”

renewable electricity.

    continued on page 9

continued on page 12
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Message from the Chair
by Susan Lawrence

Support Chapter’s Work in NYS
We need your help to maintain the Atlantic Chapter’s most critical

conservation efforts. Your membership dues primarily support the
Club’s national priorities. Your additional support is needed to strengthen
the Chapter’s work in the state Legislature and throughout the state.

Please use the coupon below to send us your donation. Contributions
and dues to the Sierra Club are not tax-deductible; they support our ef-
fective, citizen-based advocacy and lobbying efforts. Thank you.

Yes, I want to help the Atlantic Chapter preserve and protect
the environment of New York state. I am enclosing my gift of:

❑ $500     ❑ $250     ❑ $100     ❑ $60     ❑ $35     ❑ Other $______

❑ Check made payable to Sierra Club Atlantic Chapter is enclosed.

❑ I’d like to make a single payment by credit card.

❑ I'd like to become a sustainer with a $____ monthly or

$____ quarterly credit card donation.

Bill to:  ❑ Mastercard     ❑ Visa

Acct. no.________________________________ Exp. date____________

Signature____________________________________________________

Name_______________________________________________________

Sierra Club membership no.____________________________________

Street_______________________________________________________

City__________________________________  State ______ZIP________

❑ Please save paper and postage by not sending me a thank you note.

Mail this completed form with your check or
credit card information to:

Sierra Club Atlantic Chapter, PO Box 886, Syosset, NY 11791-0886
A copy of our latest financial report can be obtained by writing to Sierra Club

Atlantic Chapter, PO Box 886, Syosset, NY 11791-0886, or the NYS Attorney General,
Dept. of Law, Charities Bureau, 120 Broadway, New York, NY 10271.

Iam looking forward to the new
administration of Andrew Cuomo
as governor with both hope and

trepidation.
In his November policy paper,

“The New NY Agenda:  A Plan for
Action,” Cuomo writes:

 “It is critical that we ensure the
protection of our environment, for
ourselves and future generations. …
Environmental protection efforts can
benefit our economy — creating
green jobs while reducing pollution,
increasing energy efficiency and pro-
tecting water resources — all while
helping to foster greener, environmen-
tally friendly business opportunities.”

But Governor Cuomo and the new
Legislature will be working to close
an estimated $10 billion deficit for
the coming fiscal year while main-
taining essential state programs and
aid to localities. So budget support
for essential environmental programs
could once again get lost in the
shuffle.

The Atlantic Chapter needs to ad-
vocate as hard as we can for critical
ongoing environmental programs and
new initiatives, as well as for funding
and for new legislation and regula-
tions.  Our staff and volunteer leader-
ship are gearing up to take advantage
of all windows of opportunity.

The Atlantic Chapter endorsed
Andrew Cuomo, and I have been ap-
pointed to his Transition Team to
serve on the Environment, Energy
and Parks Committee.

At the national level and in many
other states, the outlook is bleak for
reducing greenhouse gas emissions
80 percent by 2050, if not sooner.  So
New York must take strong action,
building on many initiatives to date,
to serve as a standard bearer for our
country and the world.

New York is working to update its
2009 Energy Plan by 2013 and has
recently issued a draft “Climate Ac-
tion Plan” to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions by 80 percent 2050.  This
plan covers all sectors of our
economy, including power supply
and use, housing, transportation, and
business.  And the state recently is-
sued its 2010 Solid Waste Plan aimed
at greatly reducing solid waste in the
first place and then making handling
of solid waste vastly more sustain-
able.  These are major steps.

However, we face stark realities
because of the very slow economic
recovery. As a result of  devastating
cuts to its budget over the last few
years, staffing at the Department of
Environmental Conservation is at its
lowest level since 1983.  More than
800 staff have been fired in the last
two years.  Funding for travel, equip-
ment, and all sorts of expenses was
cut 50 percent in the 2010-2011 budget.

These severe cuts to DEC’s budget
continue to hamstring essential pro-
grams with:

• huge backlogs of DEC permit

reviews, plus shortfalls in resources
to stop pollution of our air, water
and land

• a severe shortage of DEC staff
from all areas of the department to
regulate natural gas drilling with
hydrofracking — and to monitor the
drilling, if it is allowed

• too few field staff and too little
travel money to support prompt re-
sponses to emergencies, and

• more destruction of wetlands as
DEC lacks funds to map wetlands
and even to publicize draft wetlands
regulations for public review.

DEC is so underfunded that it can-
not fulfill its responsibilities to man-
age the U.S. Clean Water, Clean Air
and Superfund Acts in New York.

There is some good news.  In his
“The New NY Agenda,” Andrew
Cuomo emphasizes the need to curb
sprawl and revitalize urban areas

with coordinated planning for hous-
ing, transportation, public services
and environmental protection. This is
supported by the 2010 State Smart
Growth Public Infrastructure Policy
Act, which sets funding priorities for
these purposes.

In 2011, with our excellent Albany
staff, our many dedicated volunteers
and the support of our 37,000 mem-
bers, the  Atlantic Chapter will be
working very hard to:

• restore the DEC budget to a suf-
ficient level to accomplish its mission

• enact state legislation and regu-
lations to protect NYS from the
threats posed by massive drilling of
10,000-plus natural gas wells using
hydrofracking

• enact legislation and regulations
and provide funding for many initia-
tives to reduce greenhouse gas emis-
sions by the year 2050, if not well
before.

This will not be easy.  There will
be many roadblocks.  We need to
escalate our Chapter’s efforts to
make Governor Cuomo’s words hap-
pen.  We cannot let the calls for eco-
nomic development and balancing
the budget trample the critical need
to protect our environment.

Looking ahead to the Cuomo Administration
With the state facing a

$10 billion deficit,

environmental protection

may again be pushed aside.
E X P L O R E ,  E N J O Y  A N D

P R O T E C T  T H E  P L A N E T
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Your donations to the Atlantic Chapter now are very important to help us
fight for our environment.
In 2011, the Chapter faces the second consecutive year of severe cuts in

revenue from the national Club.  Our tight Chapter budget funds our staff
(Roger Downs, Caitlin Pixley, and Bobbie Josepher), assistance to our 11 re-
gional Groups around the state, lobbying and conservation work, online com-
munications, and the Sierra Atlantic.

If we are to accomplish what we need to do as one of the leading environ-
mental organizations in New York, then our members and supporters need to
greatly increase their contributions.  We have the advantage of being part of
the national Sierra Club, but also the inherent disadvantage of being much
lower on the totem poll in terms of funds from members’ dues and other sources.

However, in so many ways, working at the state and local level is where the
rubber hits the road. If you donate directly to the “Sierra Club Atlantic Chapter,”
this gives the Chapter flexibility to use the funds for staff lobbying, support of
activist lobbying and administrative costs.

You can also make a tax-deductible donation to the “Sierra Club Founda-
tion,” specifying “Atlantic Chapter” on the memo line.  This will direct your do-
nation to our conservation, education and litigation work.

The Atlantic Chapter needs your help to make our voices heard loud and
clear in these hard times for the economy and the environment!

Thank you for any amount you can donate now. (See coupon, page 2.)
Susan Lawrence

Your donations to the work of our
Atlantic Chapter are needed now!

by Moisha Blechman

On November 17, I had an
epiphany: there’s little interest
in the major media to solve

global warming.  On that day,  The
New York Times published a dedi-
cated section, ENERGY, culminating a
year without hard-hitting news on
global warming.

Half the front page featured a pho-
tograph of oil rig laborers looking
heroic as they work to extract oil.
Behind the oil rig was a forested wil-
derness. Under the photo was a
headline in bold red type:  “There
Will Be Fuel. “ The subhead read:
“New Oil and Gas Sources Abound,
but They Come with Costs.”

The “costs” were a mere listing.
Once mentioned, they cleared the
way for the good news:  “The outlook
…now appears to promise large sup-
plies of oil and gas from multiple
new sources for decades to come.”

The triumphant joy was palpable
as the article went on to say:  “Energy
experts expect there will be plenty,
perhaps even an abundance of oil
and gas.”  A rise in liquid fuel con-
sumption was expected to increase
from 92.6 million  to 112 million
barrels a day by 2030. There was no
calculation of how much CO

2
 would

be added to the atmosphere and the
oceans, and there was no mention of
the consequences.

Confidence in coal
Other headlines in the section

included, “In the Heartland, Still In-
vesting in Coal” and “Without a Clear
National Policy on Emissions, New
Plants Spring Up.” Judging by the
photographs, those plants are huge.
Clearly, investors have reason to be-
lieve that there is no chance they
will shut down soon.

Another headline in the same sec-
tion declared, “Some Exceptions to
the Rule, but Pipelines Are Safer.”

Finally, on the last page, were two
articles on solar installations, but in
both cases the main thrust of the

articles was about the environmental
downsides of industrial-size solar
installations.

We can imagine what a section on
“Energy” could have been like. It
could have been very informative on
the many, many new technologies,
about which the public knows little,
for tapping the sun’s energy,  for geo-
thermal and for wave energy, and for
innovative technologies reducing all
kinds of energy waste. It could have
explored the difference between
corporate green-energy creation and
smaller, individual energy solutions.
It could have analyzed the financial
and environmental implications of
each to the consumer.

What upset me was that our na-
tional newspaper of record, The New
York Times, had so dramatically
turned its back on fossil fuel emis-
sions reduction. In fact, the newspa-
per was saying, in effect: No need to
worry—use all the fuel you want.
There was no mention of the devas-
tating consequences of oil and gas
extraction to the environment. There
was no mention of the precipice on
which civilization is now poised due

to the 40 percent increase of CO
2

already in both the atmosphere and
the oceans, and no mention of the
utter folly of burning more.

Although there were two full-page
ads, one from Exxon Mobil and one
from Shell, it was not an advertising
supplement. These were New York
Times news stories.

Compounding this was a front-
page article the very same day by
David Leonhardt,“One Way toTrim
the Deficit: Cultivate Growth.” Unfor-
tunately, most “growth” is defined as
the ability to buy more manufactured
goods, all of which are created by the
mining of natural resources. Growth
today is fueled by burning gas, oil
and coal and is responsible for every
single item we buy. “Growth” does
not imply either sustainability or eco-
nomic equity.

It is shocking that the proposed
economic solution, given front page
prominence, was yet again a formula
from the past which ignores the im-
perative of the present.

Pushing for growth
Since then, the magazine section

of the Times has had a featured ar-
ticle on the Chinese as consumers by
the same writer, Leonhardt. He ex-
horts the Chinese to become a con-
sumer society like us. In the subhead,
he says, “The stability and health of
the world economy depends on it.”
Apparently, he has not figured out
that the economic system is man-
made and can be changed by man.
But the laws of nature are absolute
and cannot be changed by man.  Any
thinker will quickly see that the two
are in conflict. The Times knows bet-
ter, but has chosen to push “growth.”
Effectively, the Times is promoting
the demise of life. This attitude is not
unique to the Times. It is reflected in
all the major media.

This is not only the policy of the
media. President Obama said there
will not be any climate change legis-
lation this year, next year or the year
after. He has failed to use his position
to educate the public and to push
Congress on either climate or clean
energy action.  Having made a deci-
sion not to lead the world at the cli-
mate summit in Copenhagen last
year, Obama signaled that there will

be nothing forthcoming from him
nor the U.S. in the foreseeable future
at any of the annual meetings of the
International Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC). In effect, the U.S. has
succeeded in diluting the enthusiasm
for creating protocols for CO

2
 emis-

sions reductions at UN conferences
to the point where nothing meaning-
ful happened at Cancun this year, nor
will happen next year at Durban,
South Africa.

Silence on consequences
In  fact, there is a  silence on the

consequences of consumption and
“growth” by all the major media. For
the last few years, I have noticed that
the Science Times section has a vir-
tual blackout on climate-related
news. There is no ongoing explana-
tion of global warming chemistry or
the many ways in which the chang-
ing chemistry and habitat destruc-
tion are reflected in plant and animal
behavior, even though fascinating
evidence is reported every week in
the science journals.

What we need to do, and do im-
mediately, is obvious. The lack of in-
telligent climate policy cannot be
due to either ignorance or stupidity.
The New York Times has all the infor-
mation on the consequences of past,
present and future burning of fossil
fuels. The same is true of the major
news sources and the U.S. govern-
ment. They know the climate crisis
this planet is facing.

Yet, with no informed public dis-
cussion on alternatives, the U.S., with
few limitations, is moving ahead with
all possible fossil fuel extraction—
whatever the ecological devastation.
National policy appears to be assur-
ing the public that there will be all
the energy it wants in spite of the
certainty of climate change and ocean
acidification.

Profits drive policy
This could be a problem of corpo-

rate structure. Corporate profit is the
driver of governmental policy, not
ecosystem health.  That fact is re-
flected in every aspect of energy
exploration and production. One
should not confuse corporate profits
with economic health. Ecosystem
decline is devastating to economies
and will shut many of them down.

There is one bright spot, and curi-
ously it comes from one of the most
successful capitalists in the world,
Bill Gates. It has been known for
years that the world needs a zero
carbon emissions target and that
planetary catastrophe is inevitable
without a zero carbon emergency-
response. Bill Gates gave a lecture
during which he said that zero car-
bon emissions should be our only
goal. At www. Onlyzerocarbon.com
you can hear Gates giving that
speech and find excellent informa-
tion to go with it.

This is a hopeful break in the dam
of denial. Our own response should
be to breach the dam in ourselves.
We must push for a zero emissions
target now.

Moisha Blechman, a member of the New
York City Group, is chair of the
Chapter’s Publications Committee.

With no informed
discussion in the press,
the public is being
assured there will be
all the dirty energy it
wants—in spite of the
certainty it will create
climate change and
acidify the oceans.

News media, Washington ignore imperative of zero emissions
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by Jessica Helm, Conservation Chair

Conservation Action

Oil and gas industry, clean up your mess!

The gas industry would have us
believe that shale gas has be-
come accessible due to techno-

logical advances. The truth is that the
technology has only become afford-
able because of deliberate changes to
important public health legislation.

These loopholes have been ex-
panded over time, until today the oil
and gas industry has almost no obli-
gation to keep its mess from affect-
ing public health. The consequence
is illness from poisoned land, air and
water—and federal, state and local
institutions left with costs the public
cannot afford. The following list de-
tails major exemptions that the oil
and gas lobby has squeezed out of
our most significant national envi-
ronmental and health legislation.

Note:  The online version of this
article links to the relevant chapters
of the 2010 version of the United
States Code maintained by the US
House of Representatives.

Comprehensive
Environmental Response
Compensation and Liability
Act (CERCLA)

CERCLA established the
Superfund program in 1980 to en-
sure that parties contributing to an
environmental mess are legally re-
sponsible for the cost of cleaning it
up — unless that mess is from oil or
natural gas. CERCLA excludes oil and
gas products and any chemicals con-
tained in them (unless otherwise
regulated).

This exclusion means that oil and
gas explorers and producers can cut
corners, spill and leak chemicals, and
not worry about having to clean up
the site or be liable for cleanup. In-
stead, they can sell an old well to a
speculator, who produces as much as
possible for as long as possible be-
fore abandoning the site. Liability for
a cleanup must be proved in court
for each site. This is an expensive and
lengthy process that doesn’t even
begin until the site is officially con-
taminated, by which time the pollu-
tion may be spreading beyond the
site boundaries through under-
ground aquifers.

Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA)

RCRA (a.k.a. Solid Waste Disposal
Act) was created in 1978 to regulate
hazardous and solid wastes. However,
1988 EPA Regulatory Determination
53 FR 25447 and 1993 clarification
58 FR 15284 exempt any wastes
brought to the surface in the process
of oil and gas well exploration and
production. They also exempt any-
thing that is produced during the
removal of produced water or other
contaminants from the product, in-
cluding used fracking fluids, hydro-
gen sulfide gas, and gas condensate.
Fracturing fluid is therefore hazard-

ous from the time it leaves the manu-
facturing facility until it touches the
inside of a well, when it is suddenly
no longer considered hazardous un-
der federal law!

Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)
The Safe Drinking Water Act was

initially passed in 1974. The act’s Un-
derground Injection Control pro-
gram protects underground sources
of drinking water from contamina-
tion by injected fluids. Underground
injection is used for storage, for
waste disposal, and for production of
petrochemicals or geothermal energy.

In 2005, the Energy Policy Act
amended the SDWA to exclude hy-
draulic fracturing from the definition
of “underground injection.” Section
322.  The Frac Act, cosponsored by
Representative Maurice Hinchey and
first introduced in 2009, would re-
move this exemption and require
disclosure of chemicals injected for
hydrofracking.

Clean Water Act
Original statute (Sec. 1342) ex-

empts storm-water runoff carrying

sediment from oil and gas sites from
regulation, and the exemptions were
expanded in the 2005 Energy Policy
Act (sec 1362). The 2005 energy act
also exempted fracking materials
used in oil and gas production from
being considered a pollutant under
National Pollutant Discharge Elimina-
tion System, and delegated determi-
nation of risk to states. See Section
323 of the 2005 Energy Act.

Clean Air Act
The EPA is required to list major

and clustered minor categories of
sources of air pollution, but has not
included wells or fields, allowing
operators to avoid emissions con-
trols standards. National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollut-
ants sets maximum limits on pollu-
tion from individual sources and
requires maximum achievable con-
trol technology to be installed at
each source to reach compliance.

Clusters of smaller sources can
add up to a major source of pollut-
ants.  A cluster of cement kilns or
steel plants controlled by the entity
is counted as a single “aggregated”

source and regulated under the na-
tional emission standards of the Clean
Air Act, but oil and gas wells and
some compressor and pump stations
are exempt from the same aggrega-
tion and remain unregulated. Low
producing stripper wells are also ex-
empt from emissions regulation in
1990, and hydrogen sulfide, a lethal
gas associated with gas exploration
and production, was struck from the
list of pollutants in 1991.

National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA)

NEPA requires government agen-
cies to consider the environmental
impact of their actions, and requires
public comment and evaluation of
alternatives through an  environmen-
tal impact statement (EIS) process
when a significant impact is likely.
The 2005 Energy Policy Act (section
390) created a categorical exclusion
for some types of oil or gas well ex-
pansions, allowing them to occur
with limited review. The public now
has to prove significant harm to chal-
lenge anything on the basis of NEPA
violations.

Toxic Release Inventory of
Emergency Planning and
Community Right to Know Act
(EPCRA)

The oil and gas industry is exempt
from reporting releases of toxic mate-
rials (for example, via evaporation,
underground injection, or transfer to
a treatment facility) in the Toxic Re-
lease Inventory.

An open letter by the Community
Environmental Legal Defense Fund

November 16, 2010

This morning, the Pittsburgh City
Council became the first mu-
nicipality in the United States to

ban natural gas extraction within its
boundaries.

The ordinance isn’t just a ban—it
consists of a new Bill of Rights for
Pittsburgh residents (which includes
a right to water along with rights for
ecosystems and nature), and then
proceeds to ban those activities—
including natural gas extraction—
which would violate those rights.

But it doesn’t stop there.
The ordinance seeks to undo over

a hundred years’ worth of law in the
U.S. which gives corporations greater
rights than the communities in
which they do business. Those rights
come in two primary forms; first are
corporate constitutional rights and
powers (including court-bestowed
constitutional rights of
“personhood”), and second are cor-
porate rights that have been codified
by statewide laws (like Pennsyl-
vania’s Oil and Gas Act), which liber-
ate the corporation from local con-
trol in individual issue areas.

When a community makes a deci-
sion which runs afoul of either of
those corporate rights frameworks,
corporate decisionmakers use the
courts to throw out the community’s
decision. If a municipality bans a
state-permitted activity, it gets sued

Municipalities must challenge corporate ‘personhood’

for “taking” the corporation’s prop-
erty as a constitutional violation. If it
attempts to legislate in an area in
which the State has created a regula-
tory program which permits the ac-
tivity, the community then gets sued
by the corporation for violating pre-
emptive state law.

And why wouldn’t they? After all,
corporate lawyers created the very
rights-frameworks that they use the
courts to enforce, concocting many
of those doctrines precisely to re-
strict community lawmaking as far
back as the late 19th century.

In fact, those frameworks have
been so effective that we rarely even
dream about what our communities
would look like if we actually called
the shots. We even question our-
selves as to whether we should have
that power or not.

And so we turn away from that
grim reality, and instead attempt to
use other tools that have been given
to us which respect and incorporate
those rights-frameworks. We attempt
to use zoning laws to ban certain
activities and learn that banning
through zoning violates corporate
constitutional due process rights.

Turned back on that front, we then
negotiate with the corporation—
and beg and plead with state regula-
tors—so that the corporation causes
a little less harm to our communities.

As second-class citizens, our rights
made secondary to the privileges of
corporations, we look for solutions
to the ignoble status we’ve been rel-
egated to. Our work plays out within
a very small box of “allowable activ-
ism” bounded on all sides by rights-
frameworks which protect a rela-
tively small number of corporate
decisionmakers.

What does this have to do with
fracking in the Marcellus shale for-
mation? Everything.

The rationale behind the Pitts-
burgh ordinance is a simple one. If
we respect and comply with those
frameworks of law—playing within
the sandbox that has been con-
structed for us—we’ll get drilled. It’s
as straightforward as simple arithmetic.

Which brings us to another logical
conclusion: if we want to stop the
drilling, we must therefore undo
those false corporate rights frame-
works.

Over a hundred other municipal
governments across Pennsylvania
have joined Pittsburgh in reaching
that revelation—that the only way to
stop agribusiness factory farms, sew-
age sludge dumping, corporate waste
disposal, and natural gas extraction is
to frontally and directly challenge
those layers of corporate law which
have removed any vestige of commu-

continued on page 7

It’s time to overturn

law that authorizes

corporate minorities to

run roughshod over

community majorities.
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Albany Update

by Roger Downs, Chapter Conservation Program Manager

Paterson’s fracking legacy presents challenges for Cuomo

Governor David Paterson left of-
fice with many important envi-
ronmental accomplishments

under his belt—such as the Climate
Action Plan, the Bigger Better Bottle
Bill and a comprehensive E-Waste
Recycling law.

But he will most be remembered
as the governor who systematically
dismantled the Department of Envi-
ronmental Conservation through se-
vere and disproportionate budget
cuts and fired a DEC commissioner
who quietly warned that such action
would risk human life and irrevers-
ible harm to our natural resources.

Though he had tremendous guid-
ance from green giants such as Judith
Enck, Peter Iwanowicz and Pete
Grannis, Paterson seemed to counter
every environmentally beneficial ac-
tion with harmful policies designed
to undermine regulations, impede
enforcement and mollify industry.
Whether this duality was a function
of advice from competing advisors—
namely his secretary Larry Schwartz
who seemed put off by any environ-
mental initiative—or merely the de-
sire to please everyone, it often
pleased no one.

Perhaps the best example of
Paterson’s “bipolar” approach is his
handling of horizontal hydraulic frac-
turing, a natural gas extraction tech-
nique. The long view of history may
see him as the governor who saved
New York from one of its worst envi-
ronmental debacles, while Pennsylva-
nia transformed its rural landscape
into industrial grid-works of pipelines
and well pads. He deserves a lot of
credit for taking a precautionary ap-
proach to drilling, but in the evolu-
tion of his hydrofracking policy, every
step of the way was a series of mixed
messages and contradictory actions.

Mixed messages
The most profound and decisive of

these actions came in July, 2008,
when Paterson signed a controversial
bill to facilitate fracking but then or-
dered a comprehensive study which
halted horizontal hydraulic fracturing
until new permitting conditions
could be established. Essentially, the
order placed a “de facto moratorium”
on horizontal drilling.

Arguably, this was one of the stron-
gest actions taken against the natural
gas industry in our country’s history.
But the resulting scoping process and
the draft of the study, known as the
Supplemental Generic Environmental
Impact Statement (SGEIS), were a
disappointment and reflected indus-
try bias and incomplete analysis. DEC

staffing shortages and the accelerated
date for completion seemed to affect
the quality of the document as well.

In the fall of 2009, the public shot
back at the weak study by sending
more than 13,000 comments criticiz-
ing the lack of consideration of cu-
mulative impacts, from wastewater
infrastructure, pipelines and com-
pressor stations, to air pollution, cli-
mate change, human health and
other critical deficiencies.  But the
signals coming from the governor’s
office reflected a different attitude.
Marcellus shale gas now played a
prominent part in the state’s energy
plan, the executive budget pushed
for an augmented permitting staff to
facilitate drilling, and administration
officials and agency heads mounted a
public relations campaign to assure
New Yorkers that drilling was safe.

Summer of calamity
And then, in 2010, Pennsylvania’s

“summer of calamity “ unfolded.  That
state’s Dept. of Environmental Pro-
tection confirmed that gas drilling
contaminated drinking water wells
in Dimock, and the media began to
focus on other spills, leaks and acci-
dents.  Josh Fox’s documentary, “Gas
Land,” premiered on HBO, and the
Environmental Protection Agency
began its critical look at the impacts
of hydrofracking on water resources.
Public outcry grew louder.

The Senate passed a bill in August
suspending all pending and future
permits in Marcellus and Utica shales
until May 15, 2011.  The bill gave the
incoming administration some “breath-
ing room” and staved off a final deci-
sion on the SGEIS. Governor Pater-
son then began to show signs of con-
cern that New York was still not
ready to move forward with drilling
and indicated that he would not fi-
nalize the SGEIS regardless of whether
its findings made it to his desk.

When the bill reached the Assem-
bly in late November, the gas indus-

try began to panic and launched a
fierce campaign claiming that if en-
acted, the “time out” on fracking
would shut down all drilling in New
York. Since the bill did not differenti-
ate between horizontal and vertical
drilling, the industry claimed that this
“flaw” would impede vertical wells
already in development, costing thou-
sands of jobs and millions in revenue.

Of course, the truth was that only
a handful of vertical well permits
would be delayed by five months; the
bill passed the Assembly 93-43.  But
the industry’s misinformation cam-
paign lingered in the press, and Gov-
ernor Paterson began to question the
legitimacy of including vertical wells
in the moratorium when the bill
came to his desk.

This inclusion of smaller vertical
wells in the bill was no accident.
When the Assembly originally at-
tempted to advance a bill calling for a
moratorium on horizontal drilling
that would be lifted upon the
completion of an EPA study, the in-
dustry made a threat: for every single
horizontal well they would be pro-
hibited from drilling, they would drill
16 wells with 16 separate well pads
every square mile (which is currently
legal spacing).

Based on this threat, the drafters of
the bill had no choice but to include
vertical wells as well.  Also lost in the
debate was the fact that gas compa-
nies have been explicit that the cur-
rent vertical wells they are drilling in
Marcellus and Utica shales will be
converted into horizontal wells as
soon as the SGEIS review process is
complete. This would give them an
unfair advantage in “staking claims” to
areas that may in the future be off
limits.

Many activists pushing the bill felt
that drillers should not be allowed to
sidestep the ongoing environmental
review process through a loophole
for vertical wells. It is also important
to remember that Dimock, Pa.—the

poster child for poor drilling prac-
tices—saw the town’s drinking wa-
ter contaminated by vertical wells
similar to wells that are currently
being drilled in New York.

On December 11, Governor Pater-
son vetoed the bill on the grounds
that it would cost “hundreds if not
thousands of jobs” and “would have
substantial negative financial conse-
quences for the state” for a process
that has “no demonstrated environ-
mental harm.”

In its place, Paterson issued Ex-
ecutive Order 41 that compels the
DEC to complete its review of the
more than 13,000 comments and
integrate substantive responses into
a new draft SGEIS.  This draft is to be
published June 1, 2011, and the DEC
is to accept public comment for at
least 30 days and suggests the sched-
uling of public hearings.  The order
also specified the continuation of the
“de facto moratorium” on horizontal
drilling until the finalization of the
entire State Environmental Quality
Review Act process.

A significant win
While the unfounded rationale for

the veto irritated the environmental
community, the executive order was
met with great fanfare, and compet-
ing press accounts declared victory
for both sides.  Like most of Paterson’s
decisions, there was something for
everyone to grumble about, but at
the end of the day the mandate of a
second draft is a significant win for
those wishing to expose hydro-
fracking’s dangers.

Executive orders do not have the
same strength as laws, and incoming
governor Andrew Cuomo could dis-
continue the order and accelerate his
own drilling review, but that seems
highly unlikely. Cuomo will not want
to fill his already crowded six-month
agenda with something so controver-
sial that has no short-term positive
economic impact.

The Atlantic Chapter will be seiz-
ing the opportunity presented by EO
41 to finally insert cumulative im-
pacts analysis into the SGEIS and
correct multiple deficiencies.  To date,
Cuomo has not taken a clear position
on hydrofracking, but we hope that
he will be as cautious as his prede-
cessor—minus the hedging.

As for the former governor, we
owe him a debt of gratitude for, in
the end, holding off the drilling rigs.
We only wish he had demonstrated
the same restraint when New York’s
environmental agencies were on the
chopping block.

You can sign up for Atlantic
Chapter “action alerts” to take ac-
tion on legislation and other key
issues. Send an e-mail to:
listserv@lists.sierraclub.org, with
the message

“Subscribe ATL- ACTION
ALERTS@LISTS.SIERRACLUB.ORG”
Include your first and last name.
You can make a difference from
your home by taking action via
phone, e-mail, or letter.

Join the Action
Alert listserve
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The New York State Energy Re-
search and Development Author-
ity (NYSERDA) has partnered

with local contractors to transform
some turn-of-the-century Oneida
County homes into laboratories for
testing new models of energy effi-
ciency.

Under a program funded by
NYSERDA and the Mohawk Valley
Community Action Agency, contrac-
tors have installed state-of-the-art
measures on four houses in Rome
and Utica in hopes of finding cost-
effective ways to dramatically reduce
energy consumption by retrofitting
older homes that make up a large
portion of our housing stock.

Applying new techniques to older
buildings can not only help New
Yorkers save money and cut energy
use, but also help create green jobs,
NYSERDA says.

In typical home energy efficiency
retrofits, owners add insulation to
the attic, blow cellulose into walls,
seal around doors and change sash
windows for double-panes, among
other standard practices.

In contrast, a “Deep Retrofit”
project can include many more sig-
nificant measures, including:

• sealing the attic/roof connection
or removing the roof and building it
up with rigid insulation and install-
ing a metal roof.

• removing the house siding and
installing a foil-backed material to air-
seal the walls, and adding 4-inch
thick foam insulation on top

• sealing basement walls and floor
with foam and a rubber mat that al-
lows water to drain, while leaving
the basement accessible for laundry
and storage

• adding a more efficient heating
and hot-water system.

Absolute measurements of the
improvements in the Oneida County
homes won’t be available until this
winter’s heating bills can be com-
pared to last year’s. However, blower-
door tests—basically, a giant vacuum
that tests air leakage—showed sig-
nificant reductions in drafts.

By working on owner-occupied
buildings, the project is training
workers in advanced techniques—
while providing insights to reduce
costs—and results in more retrofit
business for contractors and greater
energy savings for society.

For examples from the pilot, visit
http://www.nyserda.org/Programs/
IABR/DeepRetrofit.asp.

New York ranks among the top
states in the nation for energy
efficiency best practices, ac-

cording to a survey by the American
Council for an Energy-Efficient
Economy (ACEEE).

ACEEE reviewed utility and gov-
ernment policies and practices in
every state and ranked New York
fourth in the nation, up from fifth in
last year’s survey.

The rankings are based on six
criteria: Utility sector and public
benefits programs and policies,
transportation policies, building
energy codes, combined heat and
power (the use of waste heat to
generate electricity), state govern-
ment initiatives, and appliance-
efficiency standards.

NYSERDA reports that supporting
energy efficiency and clean energy is
saving New Yorkers more than $680
million annually on their energy bills.
Similar programs administered by
the state’s public power authorities
that serve Long Island, municipal
electric systems and government
customers in New York have also
contributed to the state’s high
ranking.

ACEEE Executive Director Steven
Nadel said,  “Even as Washington
dawdles on climate and clean energy,
states are moving ahead...  While $11
billion in American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act funds was helpful
in this process…the overall story
here is one of states getting done
what Congress has so far failed to do.”

According to NYSERDA, every
dollar invested in energy efficiency
returns $4.70 in economic and envi-
ronmental benefits.

State ranked among
most energy efficient

‘Deep Retrofit’ tests new energy techniques in old Upstate homes

The exterior of this house is ready for new siding over an air barrier, two layers of 2-inch poly-
isocyanurate rigid insulation, and firring stips and ready to receive new siding.  New windows
(R4) have been installed, improving insulation to R30, with much reduced air leakage.

This basement floor (slab) has a dimple mat drainage plane, 2 inches of polystyrene (XPS) and a
Dura Rock surface sheet, for final cover.  The walls have been treated with perimate grooved
rigid insulation and 2 inches of foil-faced polyisocyanurate, fire rated insulation which gives
the basement an equivalent thermal improvement of R10 for the slab, and R20 for the walls.

Exterior siding has been removed down to existing sheathing, and a thermal air barrier
(Thermoply) is being applied to reduce air leakage. The window rough openings have also been
built out to accept two layers of 2-inch rigid insulation that will follow, and allow for air sealing
before new windows (R4) are installed.

The first 2-inch layer of polyisocyanurate rigid insulation is applied over a thermal air barrier.
All windows have been flashed with peel-and-stick membrane, sill pan flashed and joints taped to
reduce air leakage.  Another 2-inch layer of rigid insulation will follow for a total of R30.
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by Peter Debes

When people think of the City
of Rochester, they often think
of its beautiful parks.

Frederick Law Olmsted recognized
the unique beauty of the low hills
and ridges, part of a glacial moraine,
that form the southern boundary of
the city.  He advised the city of Roch-
ester to preserve these lands as
parks. Today, one of these parks,
Cobb’s Hill, is the focus of a success-
ful effort to protect and preserve a
25-acre patch of classic oak-hickory
forest that lies only two miles from
the center of Rochester.

Named the Washington Grove
after our first President, it offers a
variety of paths that wind through
majestic oaks, hickories, tulip trees,
and other large tree species native to
this area. Washington Grove, how-
ever, has been undergoing many
negative changes. Trails are eroding
and becoming wider as more and
more people use the Grove. Under-
growth is thinning, and some native
species are disappearing due to dis-
ease and competition with exotic
species. Large oaks are falling as they
age, opening up gaps that should
permit young oaks to sprout, yet few
are replacing them.

I had grown up in a house right
next to the Grove and had become
concerned about its future.  Three
years ago, I discussed the idea of re-
moving invasive Norway maples in
the forest with a city forester. What
followed is a fascinating story of how
a grass-roots movement was founded,
expanded, experienced strife and
controversy, and through a consen-
sus-based process, developed a plan

that is now serving as the basis for
long-term management by the City
of Rochester.

The city forester recommended
that I form a citizens’ group to pro-
pose solutions for the Grove.  The
political difficulties of such a venture
immediately surfaced. Like most citi-
zen groups, it was a challenge to in-
volve people in a long-term commit-
ment, and especially to identify com-
mon goals among various interested
citizens’ groups. Moreover, responsi-
bility for the management of the for-
ested Washington Grove was split
between two city departments—the
Department of Recreation and the
Department of Environmental Ser-
vices—which did not otherwise
have many shared projects. I was
encouraged by long-time Sierra Club
activist Hugh Mitchell to develop

this project as a coalition involving
the City, the Sierra Club, and neigh-
borhood groups.  Hugh tutored me
through the steps needed to meet
Sierra Club guidelines, and the pro-
posal was approved by the Roches-
ter Regional Group Executive Com-
mittee.

I then methodically began to seek
out interested partners for the Coali-
tion—securing names from inter-
ested neighbors, contacting neigh-
borhood associations, and working
closely with the then Assistant Direc-
tor of Parks, James Farr, who had
been involved in previous efforts to
protect and stabilize the Grove. I also
mentioned the project to a plant
ecology professor at SUNY
Brockport and a master’s thesis
project to study the Grove was be-
gun. From these efforts, an e-mail list

of over 50 organizations and indi-
viduals with interest in the project
was formed. Of these, there emerged
ten committed individuals, who, over
the course of more than two years,
have proposed a management plan
for the Grove.

To develop a working plan, a pro-
cess was used that first identified all
the stakeholders (or interest groups)
who should have a voice in the plan.
Examples of stakeholders were na-
ture lovers, neighbors, mountain bik-
ers, persons concerned about inva-
sive plants, those with scientific in-
terests, dog-walkers, non-machine
users, and those concerned about
long-term stewardship.  A person
who agreed to be a representative
and spokesperson for each group
was identified and charged with the
task of developing a list of the
group’s interests and concerns. Over
many weeks of work and meetings, I
helped facilitate the development of
an outline of a management plan
from these interests and concerns.

Acrimonious debate frequently
threatened to undermine the group
over issues such as mountain biking
and walking dogs off leash in the
Grove.  At least one core group mem-
ber left the group because of his un-
yielding stance that dogs should be
permitted off-leash, despite the fact
that the Assistant Director of Recre-
ation stated that this municipal law
could not be changed in the Grove.
After years of little surveillance, a
culture had developed of defying the
law with impunity. Many other
people were disturbed by the pro-
posal to cut Norway maple trees in
the Grove.  Signs posted by the Coali-
tion to inform people about meet-
ings and proposed work were de-
stroyed or sabotaged. The Sierra Club
was attacked in other posters.  In
some cases, neighbors found they
were at bitter odds with other neigh-
bors about proposals for manage-
ment.

It is a testament to the love of the
Grove by all, and a commitment to
help protect it, that the coalition
submitted a proposed plan to city
officials. The city organized three
public meetings to take comments
and revise the tentative plan. One of
these was poorly organized and actu-
ally drew doubt on the entire
project.  The last meeting, however,
was very well planned and con-
ducted and subsequently the city
officially adopted many elements of
the plan on a trial basis.

In May, foresters removed Norway
maples from three demonstration
plots in the Grove and now volun-
teers are continuing the work of sub-
stituting native species for invasive
ones and repopulating the under-
story, working in collaboration with
the City of Rochester.

The original coalition has been
reformed and renamed and now
serves to support the city’s work as
the “Friends of Washington Grove.”
We look forward to the success of
this effort and the reality that we can
make a difference and help to pre-
serve the beauty of natural places for
future generations to enjoy.
Peter Debes is vice chairman of the
Chapter’s Rochester Regional Group.

Case study: How Rochester Sierrans helped save an old-growth forest

Peter Debes, left, stands with volunteers who helped save an old-growth grove in Rochester.

nity self-government.
As with the passage of similar ordi-

nances by municipalities in Pennsyl-
vania over the past several years,
which have dealt with an array of
issues, the Pittsburgh ordinance will
result in a lot of hand-wringing by
statewide environmental groups,
which have made long careers out of
not coloring outside of the lines.

As they see it, their job is to work
within existing law and do their best
to limit environmental damage. That’s
why they call for more zoning laws
(even though horizontal drilling de-
feats the purpose of zoning the
placement of drilling pads, for ex-
ample), or a severance tax (which,
ironically, encourages even more
drilling to produce more revenue).
It’s why they talk about “responsible”
drilling and natural gas as a “bridge”
to a sustainable energy future. It’s
why they’ve talked themselves into
seeing drilling as inevitable, and that
the best we can do is simply to en-
dure it. In doing so, they’ve con-
demned our communities to the
same kind of damage that the gas
corporations are forcing upon us.

They may be nice people, but
they’re not our friends in this mess.
They’re too obedient in a situation
that demands widespread disobedience.

Stopping the drilling means com-

ing face-to-face with the reality that
this country isn’t what we thought it
was. That the rights-frameworks
claimed by the corporations are not
just a tragic mistake, but are the un-
derlying reality demonstrated by our
existence in a system in which the
legal system serves corporate produc-
tion but not community democracy.

These local ordinances intend to
turn that structure upside down—
subordinating corporate “rights” and
corporate production to local self-
governance and the rights of nature,
rather than the other way around.

For that reason, if we truly believe
in economic and environmental sus-
tainability, variations of the Pitts-
burgh ordinance must spread to a
thousand other communities in the
path of the Marcellus shale drillers.

And then it must spread to a thou-
sand more.

More importantly, perhaps, com-
munities need to jettison corporate
lawyers and lobbyists from their mu-
nicipal meeting rooms. We need to
stop listening to environmental law-
yers who tell us that there’s nothing
that we can do. We need to take a
collective stand to reject corporate-
imposed energy policies and replace
them with local ones of our own
making.

We then must be prepared to dis-
obey courts and legislatures who

inform us that we can’t have sustain-
ability because it interferes with cor-
porate prerogatives.

It’s time.  After all, what’s left? Af-
ter ripping up our communities,
there will be a new scheme to ex-
tract something else, and another
one after that. It’s time to shut down
the machine. It’s time to use our mu-
nicipalities to engage in collective
civil disobedience through commu-
nity lawmaking.

As Frederick Douglass wrote over
a hundred years ago:

“If there is no struggle, there is no
progress. Those who profess to favor
freedom and yet depreciate agitation,
want crops without plowing up the
ground, they want rain without thun-
der and lightening. . .  Power con-
cedes nothing without a demand. It
never did and it never will.”

It’s time to use our municipal gov-
ernments to demand an end to all
activities and policies that are harm-
ful to our communities and the natu-
ral communities upon which our
lives depend. It’s time to undo a
structure of law that authorizes cor-
porate minorities to run roughshod
over community majorities.

Isn’t that what democracy is sup-
posed to be about?

To contact the Community Environmen-
tal Legal Defense Fund, go to
www.CELDF.org.

It’s time to challenge corporate ‘personhood’
continued from page 4
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by Sue Smith-Heavenrich

Google “Sandra Steingraber” and
you learn that she is an ecolo-
gist, an author, a cancer survi-

vor. She is also internationally recog-
nized as an authority on environmen-
tal links to cancer and other health
problems, and the author of the
highly acclaimed book, Living
Downstream, which was recently
made into a movie.

But when we settle into an inter-
view in Trumansburg, it becomes
immediately clear that Steingraber
sees her most important role as a
parent whose responsibility is to
keep her children safe.

She keeps one eye on her eight-
year-old son, Elijah, as she talks about
a trip to Washington, D.C., where she
was one of three participants in a
congressional staff briefing. Their
topic: the President’s Cancer Panel
report, “Reducing Environmental
Cancer Risk,” released in early May.
Nineteen months earlier, Steingraber
had testified before the panel. Thir-
teen years before that she had re-
turned to her hometown in Illinois
as an environmental detective,
searching for clues to explain how,
between her sophomore and junior
years of college, she developed blad-
der cancer.

It was environmental, Steingraber
said. Though she’d never worked in a
textile factory, smelted aluminum, or
worked at a dry cleaner’s, she’d de-
veloped a cancer with established
links to chemicals particular to those
occupations.  A decade-and-a-half
later, she learned that the public
drinking water wells in her home-
town contain traces of those chemicals.

The biggest problem Steingraber
sees is the disconnect between sci-
entific evidence and regulatory re-
sponse. The Toxic Substances Control
Act (TSCA), adopted by Congress in
1976, regulates the introduction of
new or already existing chemicals.
But it grandfathered in most existing
chemicals, Steingraber explained. “It
is so weak that it couldn’t even ban
asbestos.”  She notes that even indus-
try recognizes that they are losing
market share in the European Union

Author/activist Sandra Steingraber, with son Elijah, says the environmental risks from natural
gas hydrofracking take away her ability to keep him safe from harm.
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Fracking poses environmental cancer risk, says activist author

because of this law.
That’s because the European

Union embraces a precautionary ap-
proach to regulating industrial pollut-
ants, Steingraber said. In contrast, the
U.S. takes a reactionary approach in
regulating chemicals, forcing citizens
to bear the burden of proving that a
chemical causes harm. She quotes
the President’s Cancer Panel: “Stron-
ger regulation is needed.”

Industry is, and has been for years,
exploiting regulatory weaknesses at a
high cost to the nation. How high?
From cancers alone, from just one
year (2009), the National Institutes of
Health estimates a cost of $243.4
billion. That’s $99 billion in direct
medical costs, $19.6 billion for the
cost of lost productivity due to ill-
ness, and $124.8 billion for the lost
productivity due to premature death.

Steingraber points to a recent
study in West Virginia that shows the
entire economic benefit to the state
from the coal industry is wiped out
by the mortality and lost productivity
of sick coal miners.

“Cancer is not cheap,” Steingraber
said. She speaks from experience.
Treatment is expensive, and survivors

continue to receive periodic check-
ups and treatment. “Forget about
having a retirement fund or money
in the bank,” she said, noting that
individuals aren’t covering all the
bills.  As taxpayers, we’re all under-
writing the cost of environmental
pollution.

Aside from the economic argu-
ment, Steingraber pointed out a basic
human right: killing people with
toxic chemicals is wrong. “When we
realized slavery was wrong, we
didn’t regulate slavery or settle for
state-of-the-art slavery,” Steingraber
said. “We abolished it.”

And that’s where Steingraber
thinks we ought to be with cancer.
In its letter to President Obama last
spring, the cancer panel urged him
to “remove the carcinogens and
other toxins from our food, water and
air that needlessly increase health care
costs, cripple our nation’s productivity,
and devastate American lives.”

Those words have direct implica-
tions for high-volume hydraulic frac-
turing. “Fracking,” Steingraber said,
stressing each word, “means deliber-
ately introducing carcinogens into
our land, water and air.”  She intro-
duced the issue during her congres-
sional briefing, and also in a meeting
with White House science and tech-
nology staffers. “The President’s Can-
cer Panel report is a strong argument
against fracking,” she added.

Pointing to the industry’s quality
control problems, Steingraber noted
that even if there’s not a single
chemical spill in New York, there will
still be problems: diesel exhaust from
trucks, emissions from compressors
at the well site, emissions from com-
pressor stations and leaks in pipelines.

“Then you have the chemicals

themselves.” Steingraber cited the
revelation of 981 gas and oil spills in
Colorado. Frack fluid, combined with
produced water (brine), accounted
for more than 80 percent of the 5.2
million gallons spilled.

“Spills seem to routinely accom-
pany the process,” Steingraber said,
“but I am very concerned about the
chemicals left in the ground.” Things
move underground in ways they’re
“not supposed to,” in ways we don’t
expect them to, Steingraber said.

“Maybe we can clean up surface
spills,” Steingraber said. “But shattered
bedrock—there’s no fixing that.” She
gives a quick glance at her son,
Elijah.

“Industry shouldn’t introduce
technologies where, in the worst
case scenario there’s nothing to be
done,” Steingraber mused. She’s talk-
ing about the Deep Water Horizon oil
spill in the Gulf of Mexico, but she
could just as easily be talking about
Dimock, or her home in Trumansburg.
Steingraber understands the push to
extract energy from unconventional
sources; we’ve used up the easily
obtained fossil fuels. So we go deeper
into the ocean, with catastrophic
results, she says. We remove
mountaintops for coal, with cata-
strophic results. Now we’re fracking
for gas, with catastrophic results.
“How far are we willing to go to get
this energy?”, she asks.

Environmental thinking has given
us new ways of looking at things,
Steingraber said, like “full cost ac-
counting.” If we fully factored in the
true environmental costs of fracking,
it would mean counting the diesel
fumes from trucks hauling water and
chemicals to the site, and frack fluid
and well waste from the site. It
would mean factoring in the runoff
and erosion from drilling pads and
access roads, chemical spills and
wear and tear on local roads and in-
frastructure.  A huge truck rumbles
by, the fourth in an hour, shaking the
bridge on Route 96 as it grinds its
way up Trumansburg’s main street.

“The only way to get shale gas is
through fracking, and the only way to
do fracking is to degrade the com-
mons,” Steingraber said. “This is the
most urgent environmental issue we
now face.”

You can read the President’s Can-
cer Panel report at http://
deainfo.nci.nih.gov/advisory/pcp/
pcp08-09rpt/PCP_Report_08-
09_508.pdf

You can read Sandra Steingraber’s
articles and blog posts at her website,
http://steingraber.com

Sue Smith-Heavenrich is a freelance
writer and member of the Society of En-
vironmental Journalists. She lives in
Candor and blogs at
marcelluseffect.blogspot.com.

 The Executive Committee of the Atlantic Chapter held its fall, 2010, meet-
ing on October 16 in Albany.  The ExCom had also conducted telephone con-
ference call meetings in the preceding weeks to vote on Sierra Club political
endorsements in the wake of the September primary.

On conservation issues, the ExCom approved Sierra Club participation in a
lawsuit concerning the historic Stanford Home in Niskayuna.  The town ap-
proved the development of the site for a shopping mall, including the reloca-
tion of the mansion, but did not comply with the State Environmental Quality
Review Act.

The ExCom also voted to oppose the application of the Champlain Hudson
River Power Express for a 355-mile electric transmission line from Canada to
Yonkers.  Although touted as a vehicle for wind- and solar-generated electricity,
the line would facilitate dam building and consequent flooding in Quebec.

In administrative matters, the ExCom adopted new policies and procedures
for litigation, increased the conservation budget by $5,000, and approved the
expansion of the New York City Group ExCom (subject to the approval of the
Group’s members and the national Club).

Executive Committee Report
by James Lane, Secretary
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flow, artificial impoundments, not
from high-volume, free-running rivers,
and thus does not even qualify as
renewable energy pursuant to NYS
renewable energy policies.

The CHPE promise to import Ca-
nadian wind power into NYS is just
as contrived as the James Bay-type
hydro boondoggle. The proposal
would actually divert Great Lakes and
Tug Hill wind power generated in
western NYS from the existing state-
wide market. It would re-route that
power via the existing grid north
across the border and east into the
Hertel Substation in Quebec, would
re-brand that same NYS-originated
power as a new source of renewable
Canadian electricity, and then would
re-import that power south into the
NY metro market.

Currently, all wind power pro-
duced in NYS is already available to
the NY metro region (and to all cus-
tomers throughout NYS and sur-
rounding states) via a more direct
and much shorter route provided by
the open access network of the exist-
ing grid. What CHPE is proposing is a
bait-and-switch scheme to create the
illusion of renewability in order to
claim eligibility for the coveted fed-
eral loan guarantees and other subsi-
dies, such as the Westchester County
Industrial Development Agency (IDA)
tax exemptions.

Not only is the CHPE project a
glaring example of greenwashing at
its best, it satisfies no public need or
benefit, defies market conditions,
constrains other power merchants,
undermines the genuine renewable
solar and wind industry which is cre-
ating real, permanent jobs in NYS,
and conflicts with the state energy
plan.

There just is no market demand
for additional long-distance power,
but should such demand occur, exist-
ing plans and the conventional grid
can respond and transmit power
from Canada or elsewhere without
the construction of the CHPE cable.

Paradoxically, a wave of new gen-
eration and supply sources is just
coming on line at the same time that

overall consumption of power in
NYS is declining. In April, 2010, the
New York Independent System Op-
erator (NYISO), which manages the
supply reliability of electricity pro-
duced and traded among NYS mer-
chants, stated that there is no existing
or anticipated need for additional
power in NYS during the next 10-
year planning cycle. In fact, the use of
electricity in the state has dropped
significantly each year since 2008. As
a consequence, the Public Service
Commission (PSC) has directed utili-
ties to prepare austerity plans to ad-
just generating capacity/production
accordingly.

While power supply is not an is-
sue, upgrading the delivery system is.
The NYISO, PSC and the state energy
plan all reaffirm that the top energy
priorities are to modernize the local
utility infrastructure and the regional
grid, to maximize efficiency and to
supply genuine renewable sources
throughout the distribution system.

The CHPE cable would accom-
plish none of those objectives. In-
stead of contributing new intercon-
nections along its 355-mile route and
integrating itself with the existing
grid as required by industry stan-
dards, the cable would bypass and be
independent of the grid.

The cable’s closed DC design pre-
vents its use by NYS merchants to
transport and distribute electricity
within NYS, and also from selling into
the Canadian market. It is an anti-
competitive, one-way monopoly that
would channel trade-protected Que-
bec power into the high-use but al-
ready well-supplied NY metro market
at a disadvantage to NYS merchants,
customers and the environment.

Further, the CHPE cable stands
apart from traditional power mer-
chants, since it provides a specialized,
long-distance, transmission-only func-
tion, just like the failed New York
Regional Interconnect (NYRI) power
line proposal. It neither generates
electricity nor does it serve as a util-
ity which distributes electricity to
retail customers. It has no control
over the source, the price, of the end-
use of the power it would transmit. It

pounds containing natural gas.
“We found that the uranium and

the hydrocarbons are in the same
physical space,”  says Bank. “We
found that they are not just physi-
cally—but also chemically—bound.

“That led me to believe that ura-
nium in solution could be more of an
issue because the process of drilling
to extract the hydrocarbons could
start mobilizing the metals as well,
forcing them into the soluble phase
and causing them to move around.”

When Bank and her colleagues
reacted samples in the lab with sur-
rogate drilling fluids, they found that
the uranium was, indeed, being solu-
bilized.

In addition, she says, when the
millions of gallons of water used in
hydraulic fracturing come back to
the surface, it could contain uranium
contaminants, potentially polluting
streams and other ecosystems and
generating hazardous waste.

The research required the use of
very sophisticated methods of analy-
sis, including one called Time-of-
Flight Secondary Ion Mass Spectrom-
etry.

The UB research is the first to
map samples using this technique,
which identified the precise location
of the uranium.

“Even though at these levels, ura-
nium is not a radioactive risk, it is
still a toxic, deadly metal,” Bank con-
cludes. “We need a fundamental un-
derstanding of how uranium exists
in shale. The more we understand
about how it exists, the more we can
better predict how it will react to
fracking.”

Fracking mobilizes
uranium, says
researcher
continued from page 1

continued from page 1 cannot promise or guarantee renew-
able sources just as it cannot deny
dirty fossil fuel or nuclear sources. It
is just like a giant household exten-
sion cord with plugs only at each
end: an entry plug in Quebec and an
exit plug in Yonkers, with no access
points in between.

Unfortunately, the permit reviews
by the Dept. of Energy and PSC are
being limited only to the portion of
the cable on the NYS side of the bor-
der. Inexplicably, studies of the con-
struction and generation contingen-
cies on the Canadian side and their
cumulative impacts, which give birth
to CHPE, are being omitted.

With no market need and no pub-
lic economic benefit, the project has
little hope of making a profit
through actual old-fashioned earn-
ings. CHPE, however, is a high-fi-
nance venture—the object is more
to capture the subsidies than to pro-
vide renewable energy. The hedge
funds will not be placing their own
money at risk since the billions of
dollars in public subsidies provide
for an overly generous, government-
guaranteed profit—even if CHPE
goes bankrupt and even if no elec-
tricity is ever transported.

Ultimately, the nation must focus
on ways to reduce energy consump-
tion rather than continue to foster
exponential consumption to stimu-
late the economy at a price that can-
not be repaid. The best and fastest
way to provide clean, renewable,
cost-effective energy is to promote
on-site solar and wind generation,
coupled with assertive demand-side
reduction, conservation and energy
efficiency measures—not the per-
verse transmission-only shell game
being perpetrated on unwitting U.S.
taxpayers by CHPE.

For more information, visit
www.AskPSC.com, with links to
DOE for details, current status, Atlan-
tic Chapter testimony, and scoping
comments (re: Champlain Hudson
Power Express – PSC case #10-T-0139).
Jurgen Wekerle sits on the Chapter’s
Clean Water and Energy committees.
Staffer Caitlin Pixley is the Atlantic
Chapter’s Conservation Associate.

Greenwashed power line on fast track to grab billions in $ubsidies

by Michael Brune

In the mid-term elections, the Si-
erra Club played big and scored
big against Big Oil with the defeat

of California’s Proposition 23.
Despite more than $10 million

spent on a deceptive advertising
campaign funded by out-of-state oil
barons to undermine the state’s land-
mark clean-energy and climate law,
California voters took a stand for clean
energy—not in spite of a major eco-
nomic downturn, but because of it.

As National Journal said, we
could point to existing jobs that
would be lost with the passage of
Prop 23.With the third-highest un-
employment numbers in the nation,
California voters chose clean energy
as one of the best paths to recovery.

This victory also shows what can

Mid-term bright spot shows we won’t cede our future to Big Oil
happen when we work together to
create jobs and protect our environ-
ment. When given the chance to vote
on the actual issues, the public em-
braced our belief that a clean envi-
ronment and a strong economy are
not mutually exclusive.

A broad coalition of clean tech
companies, small businesses, public
health advocates, social justice
groups, environmental organizations,
organized labor, seniors and young
people, Republicans and Democrats,
all worked in tandem to defeat
Proposition 23 and continue our
path toward a future powered by
clean energy.

Not surprisingly, polling, including
our own, shows that jobs and the
economy were the top priority for
voters this election and they showed
their dissatisfaction with the current

state of the economy and both politi-
cal parties. That will be the case until
the country’s economic situation
improves.  And the way to that future
is a clean energy economy and good
jobs for American workers.

This election was indeed the year
of The Empire Strikes Back. Big Oil
and corporate polluters spent in
record amounts to try to buy back
our government—eclipsing progres-
sive groups’ election spending by
nearly two to one.  According to the
Alliance for Climate Protection, cor-
porate polluters and energy interests
spent $247 million this year on ad-
vertising alone to target legislators in
their fight to block clean energy jobs.

That said, it doesn’t appear that
their attacks on clean energy contrib-
uted to Democratic defeats—27 of
the 44 House Democrats who voted

against the American Clean Energy &
Security Act have been voted out of
office or retired. The open question
is with whom the new House Repub-
lican majority will side. With the Big
Oil and Coal interests who expect a
return on their investment? Or with
the American people who want law-
makers to start making the choices
that they’ve been making for years in
their own lives and communities—
saving energy in their homes and
conserving resources for a cleaner,
safer, and more prosperous America
to pass on to their children.

Americans still want more jobs,
less pollution and greater security.
When given the opportunity to vote
directly on the clean energy issue, as
we saw in Prop 23, voters will side
with clean energy.

We have no intention of ceding
America’s future to Big Oil. We are
confident that over the next several
years we will make significant
progress at the federal, state and lo-
cal levels to build a clean energy
economy made in America.

Michael Brune is executive director of
the national Sierra Club.
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Group Chairs
Finger Lakes  Kate Bartholomew, 607-228-7371,

kbarthol@watkinsglenschools.org

Hudson-Mohawk  Virginia Boyle Traver, 518-322-0950,
virginiabt28@hotmail.com

Iroquois  Martha Loew, 315-492-4745, mloew@twcny.rr.com

Long Island  Shawn Kilmurray, 631-669-1175, shawnk@rocktheearth.org

Lower Hudson  George Klein, 914-941-2505,  lowerhudson@gmail.com

Mid-Hudson Joanne Steele, 845-338-0300, sierraclubjoanne@gmail.com

Niagara  Bob Ciesielski, 716-634-3394, rmciesie@yahoo.com

New York City  Ken Baer, 718-638-3533, hungryhiker@aol.com

Ramapo-Catskill  Stanley Mayer, 845-342-3997, mayerstanley@hotmail.com

Rochester Deb Muratore, 585-385-9743, deb.muratore@hotmail.com

Susquehanna  Julian Shepherd, 607-722-9327, jshepher@binghamton.edu

by Dave Gibson

P roposed six years ago, the
sprawling 6,400-acre  Adirondack
Club and Resort (ACR) near

Tupper Lake remains on paper one
of the most serious threats to the
Adirondacks in 40 years of Adiron-
dack Park Agency (APA) history. Its
650 luxury homes and condos would
require expensive new services on
lands which today are logged, hunted
and fished.

Most of the ACR is proposed on
private lands zoned least appropriate
for intense development, and re-
served for forestry, agriculture and
open space recreation. Thus, ACR has
Park-wide implications. It would also
place development on steep slopes
and damage small streams entering
Tupper Lake. On a landscape scale, it
would break up habitats connecting
the High Peaks Wilderness Area to

the east with the Bog River Wilder-
ness to the west. In sum, ACR would
fragment the great northern hard-
wood forests of the park and foul its
pure waters, the very foundations for
the region’s economy.

ACR was originally justified as
great camps and ski-in, ski-out con-
dos whose owners would financially
support reopening the Big Tupper
Ski Area on Mt. Morris, and provide a
tax benefit to Tupper Lake. This justi-
fication has been proven false. The
applicant has pushed ski center op-
erations out by four years, refuses to
pay for infrastructure up front and
offers payments in lieu of taxes, not
taxes in full. The application would
end all forest management, and all
leases for hunting and fishing.

The long-delayed public hearing
could start in January-February 2011,
and last many months.  As a newly
reestablished organization devoted
to safeguarding, extending and edu-
cating about all wild lands, Adirondack
Wild: Friends of the Forest Preserve
is now fully engaged. We applied for
and received party status this fall. We
will work in coalition with dozens of
concerned citizens in Tupper Lake, as
well as with other groups to present
a hearing record that will compel the
APA to reject ACR, and hopefully con-
vince the applicant to submit an al-
ternative design that makes more
environmental and economic sense.
Fundamental goals that Adirondack
Wild will seek to explore at the hear-
ing include:

• understanding and protecting
area habitats

• protecting large blocks of forest
• clustering homes to reduce

sprawl
• reducing road construction and

other threats to water.
This testimony will be relevant

elsewhere, and provide reasons why
the APA Act should be changed to
make this type of speculative devel-
opment illegal.

We thank the Sierra Club Atlantic
Chapter for its partnership and initial
small grant. We look forward to work-
ing with Chapter leaders and mem-
bers in the months ahead.

State backs Chapter to open ADK wilderness waterway to paddlers
by Charles C. Morrison

The Chapter’s Adirondack Com-
mittee has gained traction in its
effort to end the illegal blockage

of a legally navigable waterway
much admired by recreational
canoers and kayakers.

The committee sent an exten-
sively documented letter of com-
plaint to the DEC and the Attorney
General in August, 2009, about the
illegal blockage—with cables and
intimidating signs—of the Mud Pond-
Shingle Shanty Brook through-route
for paddling between Lake Lila and
Little Tupper Lake in the Whitney
Wilderness.

The DEC has responded strongly
to the committee’s complaint about
the actions of the Brandreth Park
Association and its affiliate, Friends
of Thayer Lake.

DEC Assistant Commissioner for
Natural Resources Christopher
Amato and other DEC staff met with
Brandreth representatives in Decem-
ber, 2009, and proposed avoiding a
lawsuit over the blockage, which the
Adirondack Committee had pointed
to as a common law public nuisance
under DEC’s own guidelines. The
DEC proposed opening the route for
three years on a trial basis. In return,
DEC would increase patrolling by its
rangers to help prevent trespassing
or other such problems for the land-
owners.

Despite correspondence and a
paddle-through by Amato last sum-
mer at Brandreth’s invitation, mem-
bers of the Brandreth Park Associa-
tion almost unanimously voted down
the trial proposal at its annual meet-
ing in August.  A Brandreth attorney
requested that Amato have DEC rang-
ers and the state police prosecute
“trespassers” on the disputed water-
way.

Amato rejected that request and
countered by telling Brandreth to
immediately remove any cables,
signs, field cameras or other deter-
rents to public passage.  He wrote:
“The Department has concluded that
Mud Pond, Mud Pond Outlet and
Shingle Shanty Brook are subject to a
public right of navigation, and that
members of the public are therefore

legally entitled to travel on those
waters.”  Amato also said that
Brandreth’s interference with and
actions to impede or prevent public
navigation of these waters was “un-
lawful” and must be discontinued
immediately, and if Brandreth fails to
comply with removal of impedences,
the DEC will “evaluate its options,
including referring this matter to the
Attorney General’s office for legal
action.” Amato asked Brandreth to
“reconsider” DEC’s proposal and
ended the letter with, “In the mean-
time, the Department is unwilling to
acquiesce in the Association’s con-
tinuing interference with the
public’s right to navigate Mud Pond,
Mud Pond Outlet and Shingle Shanty
Brook.”

Although Brandreth’s adversary
clearly is the State, on November 15
it filed a trespass complaint in
Hamilton County Supreme Court
against a softer target, Phil Brown,
editor of Adirondack Explorer maga-
zine, who had written a detailed ar-
ticle about his May, 2009, trip through
Mud Pond-Shingle Shanty Brook.
Brandreth also asked the court for a
declaratory judgment as to whether
this waterway is navigable-in-fact
under common law criteria.

Brandreth claims that it is not
navigable-in-fact because it has no
prior history of commercial use and
that recreational use alone is insuffi-
cient to support a finding of naviga-
bility. However, DEC contends that if
a waterway can be used for recre-
ational purposes, it has the capacity
for trade and travel and, therefore, it
meets the common law test for be-
ing navigable-in-fact.

The common law public right of
navigation has existed in New York
since it became a state in 1777.

The DEC has asked the Attorney
General to intervene in the lawsuit
that Brandreth instituted against Phil
Brown.  An answer to Brandreth’s
suit must be served on its attorneys
by January 6, 2011.

Charles Morrison is a member of the
Chapter’s Adirondack Committee and
coordinator of the Public Navigation
Rights Project. For information:
CharlesCMorrisonJr@gmail.com, or 518-
583-2212.

What You Can Do
The Sierra Club Atlantic

Chapter’s participation in the
ACR issue was approved by the
Chapter ExCom in 2007. The
developer’s application re-
mained dormant at the
Adirondack Park Agency until
recently.  The Chapter’s Adirondack
Committee is working jointly
with Adirondack Wild on this issue.

Adirondack Wild needs to
raise thousands of dollars for
legal advice and experts in habi-
tat assessment and alternative
design that could make ACR
compatible with human and
wild neighbors.

To get involved:
• Follow Adirondack Wild at

www.adirondackwild.org.
• Make a donation to

Adirondack Wild, POB 9247,
Niskayuna NY 12309.

• Call or e-mail Dan Plumley
or David Gibson at dplumley@
adirondackwild.org, dgibson@
adirondackwild.org; 518-637-
2385, or 518-469-4081.

Luxury development called worst
threat to Adirondacks in 40 years
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by Betsy Naselli

A re you someone who grew up
eating “red gravy” — what we
non-Italians call spaghetti sauce?

Or, was gravy always made with
the bits of meat left in the pan and
served over mashed potatoes or bis-
cuits? My mother-in-law, who never
really did understand what vegan
meant, no matter how many times I
patiently tried to explain, would urge
me to eat her red gravy, and tell me it
was vegetarian; I should just take out
the sausage and meatballs.
Hmmm....no, thanks!

Well, you can make vegan gravy,
and it is delicious over veggie-filled
chickpea crepes, or roasted garlic
mashed potatoes, or biscuits. It’s a
comfort food of choice for many of
us, and just perfect for a cold winter
evening. Add a green salad and call it
a meal!

Basic Gravy
2T whole wheat pastry flour
2T canola or extra virgin olive oil
13/4 C filtered water
1/4 C tamari or shoyu
In a medium saucepot, over me-

dium heat, frequently stir the flour
until it is toasty and nutty smelling.
This takes just a few minutes. Don’t
leave it untended — keep stirring so
it doesn’t become too browned.  Add
the oil and stir until combined; it will
all sort of gum up together in the pot.
Not to worry.  Add the water and
tamari (I combine these in a two-cup
measuring cup first) and stir with a
whisk until completely smooth. Sim-

Vegan gravies and sauces enliven crepes, potatoes, biscuits

Things that scream in the night
have a way of attracting atten-
tion. I speak of wild creatures,

outdoors in the dark, crying out
when attacked, crying out when at-
tacking, crying out to discourage a
rival or encourage a mate. Even when
heard through a double-paned win-
dow, such cries can stand neck hairs
on end. Heard at close range, from a
tent in the forest, they strike fear in
the hardest of hearts.

“It sounded like a woman screaming.”
“It sounded like someone being

strangled.”
Through the years, I have heard

these descriptions and others from
people intent on determining the
source of this yowling. Unfortunately,
the bookstore does not sell “A Field
Guide to Bloodcurdling Nocturnal
Screams.” Until it does, nailing down
what animal screeched is a challenge
if the creature itself is not sighted.

On rare occasions, a flashlight
beam can detect the eye shine of an
owl. For months after fledging, young
great horned owls tag after their par-

Wheel of Seasons
by Rick Marsi

Screeching not limited to horror movies

ents, begging food when their own
inept attempts at capturing prey
leave them hungry. The screams can
last for hours, produced by a forlorn
owl perched in a tree, unaware of its
parent’s location.

Foxes can give you a good case of
goose bumps if their nocturnal vo-
cals wake you up on a warm summer

night. Books call it barking, this sharp
yapping sound, but the noise is un-
earthly, not dog-like at all to my ear.

And then there are cats, large wild
cats, secret cats. Could that scream
have been made by a bobcat or even
a cougar? Before you say “never,”
don’t say it; you just might be wrong.
Even though cougars are officially
extinct in the East (with the excep-
tion of a remnant Everglades popula-
tion), stranger things have happened
than finding one loose in the wild.
Think of those “game farms” you’ve
passed driving out in the country. An
unscrupulous owner might decide
his big cat is a burden and simply
release it.

Think of the people you’ve heard
and read about, who bought baby
creatures — or took them from the
wild — and then watched while
these bundles of joy became fear-
some adults. Couldn’t a cougar end
up in the wild — tossed out, sink or
swim, from a vehicle under cover of
darkness? In my book, it could, so I
don’t rule out cougars when a caller

describes nighttime screams.
However, to date, no one has

shown me photos of a cougar or its
tracks to verify a big cat’s existence.

What about bobcats? Odds in-
crease when they enter the picture.
As New York and other northeastern
states continue to become more for-
ested, habitat for bobcats increases.
Never common, these nocturnal
hunters are so secretive, people can
live near them for decades without
seeing them.

Bobcats are masters of conceal-
ment. Males in the Northeast weigh
about 25 pounds; females grow
smaller. Their mottled coats blend
seamlessly with natural surroundings.
Cottontail rabbits constitute pre-
ferred prey. Bobcats in suburbia?
Don’t be too doubtful, especially as
suburbs continue penetrating more
deeply into forested areas.

Bottom line: Keep your camera
ready. Lock your eyes on the snow
for fresh tracks. If it howls in the
night, record the sound if you can.
Then, when skeptics say, “no way,”
you can counter with documentation.

Naturalist Rick Marsi, a member of the
Susquehanna Group, is a journalist,
public speaker and leader of eco-tours.
His book of favorite nature columns is
Wheel of Seasons, available at
www.rickmarsi.com.  ©2010 Rick Marsi

mer until the gravy thickens, about
10 minutes. Serve.

Mushroom Gravy
about 2 C mushrooms — a mix-

ture of shiitake, button and portabellos is
my favorite — chopped or thinly
sliced. (You want them to be about
bite-sized, generally.)

1T (scant) olive oil
1T fresh thyme leaves, or 1t. dried

ground thyme
1/2t. dried sage
1 Basic Gravy recipe
Place oil in a medium pan on me-

dium heat. When oil is hot, add mush-
rooms and herbs and saute until
mushrooms are tender and have re-
leased most of their moisture. Add
Basic Gravy to pan and stir to com-
bine. Serve.

“Chick’n” Gravy
2T whole wheat pastry flour
2T canola or extra virgin olive oil
2T nutritional yeast
2C vegetarian “chicken” broth* (I

like to use the Better Than Bouillon
for this.)

pinch of turmeric
Follow instructions for Basic

Gravy, adding nutritional yeast and
turmeric at the same time as the
broth.

If you add peas, diced potatoes,
diced carrots and diced celery, or
whatever other veggies you like (this
could be as simple as a bag of or-
ganic frozen mixed vegetables), you
can use this as a potpie filling also.
Or, top with the biscuit dough and
bake as a casserole.

Whole Wheat
Baking Powder Biscuits

3/4C non-dairy milk
2t. apple cider vinegar
11/2C whole wheat flour
1/2C unbleached flour
1T baking powder
1t. sea salt
1/4C cup canola oil
Preheat oven to 350 degrees. Add

vinegar to non-dairy milk and set
aside to curdle while you mix re-
maining ingredients. Mix dry ingredi-
ents together. When non-dairy milk
looks curdled, add the oil to it and
whisk to blend. Add to the dry ingre-
dients and mix with a fork just until
combined (over-mixing will create
tough biscuits). Drop by large spoon-
fuls onto lightly greased pan, or gen-
tly pat onto a lightly floured surface
and cut out with a biscuit cutter. You
should get about eight good-sized
biscuits.

Bake for 15 to 20 minutes, until
lightly browned.

Roasted Garlic
Mashed Potatoes

I am cheating a little here with the
garlic in that it is not really roasted,
but slowly cooked on the stovetop in
oil as the potatoes boil. I use this
method frequently when I want the
meltingly delicious flavor of roasted
garlic, but don’t want to either take
the time that roasting it requires, or
simply don’t want to heat up the
oven just to roast garlic.

At least 1 head of garlic, (more if

you love it like I do) cut into thick
slices

about 3T olive oil
5 or 6 large potatoes; — Yukon

Gold are my favorites, but any waxed
potato will work. Peel if they are not
organic; otherwise, just scrub clean
and cut into large chunks.

salt and pepper to taste
Place the oil in a very small pot

over medium heat. When the oil is
hot, add garlic slices and turn to low
so garlic slowly simmers. Cook until
a rich golden color. You do not want
crispy, browned garlic pieces, but
soft, translucent and melty garlic
slices.

Add potatoes to water to cover
and bring to a boil. Reduce tempera-
ture to medium and cook until fork
tender.

Drain potatoes, add garlic and oil
and mash all together. Season with
salt and pepper.

Betsy Naselli owns The Holistic Lifestyle
Company in the Syracuse area.
www.TheHolisticLifestyleCompany.com
The Atlantic Chapter encourages you to move
toward a plant-based diet to protect the environ-
ment, human health and wildlife, and to make
better use of natural resources. To learn more and
receive more recipes, contact the Biodiversity/
Vegetarian Outreach Committee at
LDESTEFANO3@twcny.rr.com, (315) 488-2140 ,
5031 Onondaga Rd., Syracuse, NY 13215-1403 or
go to www.newyork.sierraclub.org/. Click on “Con-
servation” at the top. On the left, see “Environmen-
tal Issues.” Click on “Biodiversity/Vegetarian Out-
reach.”

*If you can’t find a chicken fla-
vored vegetarian broth, a plain veg-
etarian broth will do.
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Long Island
Climate action, dark skies, energy research competition

In October, 2009, the LI Group organized the 350 Riverhead Street Fair as
part of the 350 International Day of Climate Action. Considering a growing
share of our national energy use comes from processing, packaging and trans-
porting food, we chose to
support a local certified or-
ganic farm for this year’s 10/
10/10 Global Work Party.

Sierrans were joined by
members of Slow Food Hun-
tington (a co-organizer for
this event) and other volun-
teers to help Restoration
Farm in Bethpage prepare
for the autumn season.  After
some hard work, we sat
down for a potluck picnic.

   The often misunderstood subject of light pollution was the topic of our
November community meeting. This presentation by Susan Harder, executive
director of the International Dark-Sky Association, New York chapter, made it
clear that by directing the appropriate amount of light where it is needed
saves energy and has numerous benefits for people and the environment. The
audience included homeowners and municipal representatives who partici-
pated in the lively Q&A that followed. (For more information: www.darksky.org.)

   Nassau and Suffolk county students in grades 9–12 are participating in
our energy research competition. They will submit proposals for developing
an alternative source of energy that can be implemented on Long Island. The
goal is to create awareness for the need to develop renewable energy sources.
Winners will be announced in January.

BILL STEGEMANN

Group Roundup

Iroquois
Art galleries provide opportunity for outreach about fracking

Our anti-hydrofracking efforts took a new turn recently.  A local art gallery
solicited local work for an exhibit, “A Sense of Place,” about the impact of hu-
mans on our natural landscape. Pictures covered the effects of mining of all
kinds, including one of a lovely meadow, titled “Hydrofrackin Site.”  The gallery
is in a community with many leases and the gallery owner put together a pro-
gram of local town planners and community leaders and asked our Group to
send a speaker.  We sent two, Jack Ramsden and Martha Loew.  The meeting
room filled, and the interest was great.  This was the first audience in some
time that was not very aware of the Marcellus gas “play,” so it was really worth-
while.

This is the second art gallery that has been really helpful in the Syracuse
area, and it may be a venue others would like to look into.

We are planning a big push for the “Save the Water” campaign in support of
a county plan to avoid building any more sewage treatment plants by keeping
storm water out of the sewer system.  We will be meeting to plan more in Feb-
ruary.

The local offshoot of Shaleshock ny, Shaleshock cny, is very active and meet-
ing monthly. So all the work of the past year and a half is now a program of its
own.

Albany staffer Roger Downs presented one of our best events with his
analysis of the state and federal elections.  The program was co-sponsored by
the Syracuse League of Women Voters.  Despite a windy rainstorm, turnout and
response were terrific.

MARTHA LOEW

Lower Hudson
Political action, showing of “Gasland” yield good returns

In the past few months, we concentrated on the NY Senate and  Assembly
elections. Our crack political team arranged for endorsement of four Senate
candidates and seven Assembly candidates. We worked actively for three of the
Senate candidates, calling Sierra Club members in the districts, and, in two
cases, mailing postcards as well. In the end, one lost and three won. In the As-
sembly races, all seven of our endorsees won.

Beyond the elections, we worked on the fracking threat with the Croton
Watershed Clean Water Coalition and other local groups by holding a screen-
ing of the film “Gasland,” followed by a panel and reception, from all of which
we garnered a new crop of activists on the fracking issue.

GEORGE KLEIN

the lake—three house lots away from the shoreline.  A spill at the well site
would easily get into the lake. The horizontal section of the well could extend
far under the lake—since the lake is not controlled by the municipality that
uses it for drinking water. The proposed DEC regulations offer no protection
for the lake or its watershed. They pose a threat to all water wells, creeks, riv-
ers and lakes in the Southern Tier.

As proposed, New York’s regulations are the worst in the country. Unlike in
other states, there is no direct tax on the gas produced, so the state reaps no
direct benefit from production. Unlike other states, New York tasks its regula-
tory agency, the DEC, with the issuance of drilling permits—thus compromis-
ing the DEC’s mission as environmental watchdog. Unlike other states, New
York can compel a landowner to participate in drilling a well—even if the
landowner has not signed a lease; this practice is known as “compulsory inte-
gration,” which is illegal in other states.

New York represents a dramatically different drilling regime than other
states where horizontal hydrofracking of shale has been developed. For ex-
ample, Texas is about the size of France but has only one natural lake (Caddo).
All other surface water sources are impoundments (man-made reservoirs) and
all of them are either owned or controlled by a municipality for drinking wa-
ter, or by the Corps. of Engineers. If Cooperstown were in Texas, Lake Otsego
would be a reservoir owned by the townships and county.  Whether to drill
next to the lake or frack under it would be a municipal decision, not a private one.

New York’s proposed regulations treat New York City and Syracuse differ-
ently from other municipalities with respect to drinking water sources. The
DEC puts a gloss on its reasoning for such disparate treatment, but it is not
likely to survive a court challenge. Otesgo County residents should have the
same protections as New York City residents—and every Texan.

The proposed DEC regulations should be scrapped. The state should wait
for the EPA to issue its new guidelines on horizontal hydrofracking of shale
gas wells.  And the state should wait for Congress to close the “Halliburton
loophole” in the Clean Water Act, so that such wells are once again brought
under federal jurisdiction, as they were before the 2005 Energy Act exempted
them from regulation.

James Northrup of Cooperstown was in the energy business for 30 years.
He has been an independent oil and gas producer in Texas and New Mexico
and has owned onshore and offshore drilling rigs in Texas, Louisiana, Okla-
homa, West Africa, Brazil and the South China Sea. This article expands on
his comments at a public forum on natural gas drilling, organized by the
Otsego County Board of Representatives.

Fracking is literally a ‘dirty bomb’
continued from page 1


