


 







   

 BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND 

Winchester Hall • 12 East Church Street • Frederick, Maryland 21701 
301-600-1100 • FAX: 301-600-1849 • TTY: Use Maryland Relay 

www.co.frederick.md.us 
 
 
February 6, 2009 
 
Dear Property Owner: 
 
The Board of County Commissioners of Frederick County, Maryland, (BOCC) will 
conduct a public hearing on Tuesday, February 17 and again on Thursday, February 19, 
2009, beginning each evening at 7:00 p.m. in the first floor hearing room of Winchester 
Hall, 12 East Church Street, Frederick, Maryland, to discuss the possible construction and 
operation of a proposed 1500 ton per day regional waste to energy facility. 
 
The BOCC will also have an Administrative Business meeting at 6:00 p.m. on Tuesday, 
February 17 to discuss information on the same topic. 
 
You are receiving this notice because you are either within a two-mile radius of one of 
the two sites being considered, or you live in the unincorporated area of Buckeystown, 
Adamstown or Point of Rocks. 
 
The purpose of the hearing is to further consider information about the facility and 
receive public input regarding the two possible sites for the facility, which were identified 
during a February 3, 2009, presentation to the BOCC. These possible locations are 
shown on the map on the reverse side of this letter. Additional information regarding the 
facility can be found on the County’s website at: 
 

www.co.frederick.md.us/WTE 
 
To accommodate all speakers, comments will be limited to five (5) minutes per 
speaker, with an opportunity to be heard at either the February 17th public hearing 
or the February 19th public hearing, but not both. 
 
Persons requiring special accommodations for this public hearing are requested to contact 
the County Manager’s Office at 301-600-1100 (TTY: Use Maryland Relay) to make the 
necessary arrangements no later than three (3) business days prior to the hearing. 
 
Frederick County Government does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national 
origin, sex, religion, age, or disability in employment or the provision of services. 
 
 

BY ORDER OF THE BOARD OF   
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF   

`           FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND  

http://www.co.frederick.md.us/WTE


From: Ellis Burruss  
Date: Sun, Feb 15, 2009 
Subject: Response to SWAC '07 letter 
To: jgardner@fredco-md.net, dgray@fredco-md.net, khagen@fredco-md.net, 
lthompson@fredco-md.net, Chjenkins@fredco-md.net 
 
Ellis Burruss 
[deleted] 
Brunswick, MD 21716 
 
Frederick County BOCC 
 
Feb. 15, 2009 
 
In the Spring of 2005 I sent a letter to Community Commons about doing an article for 
their newsletter in favor of a WTE in Frederick County. Since then, after reconsidering the 
facts and finances, I have changed my position. 
 
That being the case, I wish to disassociate myself from the Sept. 10, 2007 letter to the 
BOCC from the SWAC. With the addition of new members, the SWAC is no longer 
unanimous in its support of a WTE. 
 
As a member of an advisory body, I’ll present my advice. These are the reasons I changed 
my own opinion about the WTE: 
 
1) Our new, expanded recycling program is great! It’s going to have a profound effect on 
diminishing our waste stream. With outreach and education, the program can go much 
much, much further, as other communities have shown. A really vigorous 
recycling/reduction program can, over a few years, reduce our waste stream to a small 
percent of its present volume. 
 
I don’t think it’s worth spending over half a billion dollars to deal with a minimal amount of 
residual waste. In addition, such an investment will compete with waste reduction and 
recycling. 
 
2) The WTE, while very expensive, represents the “easy way out” of the problem of solid 
waste. The two generations that have matured since the end of WWII have spent their 
entire lives being saturated with the concepts of "disposable," "throw-away," "one-time 
use," and so on. During the same time municipalities have done a good job at making 
trash just disappear from the curbside. That time has passed. Americans are waking up to 
the facts that energy is not limitless, nor is the environment’s capacity to absorb our 
waste. 
 
It is a job of political leadership to encourage citizens to take responsibility for their 
actions. At a BOCC meeting last September, Commissioner Gardner related a story about 
telling her children 20 years ago that they couldn't buy something because of its wasteful 
packaging. That level of consciousness can be inculcated, I believe, into a large portion -- 
perhaps a majority -- of the population with a vigorous education/outreach program. That 
is leadership. Investing in the WTE goes in the opposite direction. 
 
Ellis Burruss 
Member of SWAC  
[Frederick County Solid Waste Advisory Committee]



 
From: [deleted for privacy] 
Date: Thu, Feb 5, 2009 
Subject: Incinerator 
To: countycommissioners@fredco-md.net 
 
To Commissioners Gardner, Gray, Hagen, Jenkins and Thompson: 
 
I am a Frederick City resident and voter with significant concerns about the incinerator 
project under consideration.  Specifically, I am concerned about the financial impact on 
the County's finances and its residents if this project is approved.  Unfortunately, despite 
searching online, it is difficult to gather sufficient information from public sources to allay 
my concerns.  The February 3, 2009 WTE Presentation (linked from the BoCC website) 
forecasts on page 133 that the incinerator is to save at least $42 million over the 
alternative of continuing with our current trash disposal arrangement.  With today's news 
that the cost for the incinerator project has increased by $200 million, it seems that the 
risk of going forward with this plan is too high versus continuing our current waste 
transfer and enhanced recycling arrangement.  
 
I believe there are too many risks in going forward with this plan - if approved, it is 
reasonable to assume there will be more negative financial surprises between its approval 
and the startup of the incinerator adding further to its cost - that is the nature of large 
projects of this type - and once underway, there is no stopping.  In addition to the risk of 
additional cost increases until construction is complete, there are other financial and 
environmental risks which only become apparent during the 50 year life of the incinerator.  
 
For what it is worth, in my experience in over 30 years in finance it is nearly impossible to 
accurately predict more than two or three years ahead, never mind reliably predicting the 
'Out of County Transfer' costs for the 33 years from 2011 to 2044, which is a key metric in 
arriving at the conclusion that the incinerator is more cost effective than continuing with 
waste transfer.  Further, the projection of $42 million in savings is only 8% of total project 
costs over the entire 33 year period, which means an average annual error of 2/10 of 1% 
or greater in the assumptions behind the forecast would eliminate the financial 
justification for this project.  That seems like an remarkably and unacceptably low margin 
of error.  Looking at it another way, how can the Commissioners justify the commitment 
of this amount of taxpayers' dollars on a project with such a limited margin for error? 
 
In light of all of this, plus the current economic downturn affecting county residents, 
businesses, and government entities, and the sheer magnitude of this project at over half 
a billion dollars, prudence would seem to strongly indicate that this is the time to stop to 
reconsider this project before potentially doing significant financial harm to the county and 
its residents.  If you have financial information that you could provide (or point to where I 
could find it) that would allow me to reach a different conclusion, I would welcome 
receiving it.  Until then, please consider this message as my strongest objection possible 
to your going forward with this project. 
 
 [deleted] 
Frederick, MD 21701 



Below are a few links to more recent news articles about the incinerator, as published in 
the Gazette, the Frederick News Post and the Carroll County Times: 

 
Carroll County Times (Sunday, February 15, 2009) 
Trash flow control could reduce incinerator costs 
http://www.carrollcountytimes.com/articles/2009/02/15/news/local_news/newsstory4.txt 
by Carrie Ann Knauer 
 
 
Gazette (Friday, Feb. 13, 2009) 
Commissioners rule out one site for proposed incinerator 
So-called Potomac Edison site in Buckeystown is set aside for farming 
http://www.gazette.net/stories/02132009/frednew152321_32473.shtml 
 
 
Carroll County Times (Friday, February 13, 2009) 
Carroll commissioners review incinerator costs 
http://www.carrollcountytimes.com/articles/2009/02/13/news/local_news/newsstory3.txt 
By Carrie Ann Knauer 
 
 
Frederick News Post (February 13, 2009) 
Md. 28 site dropped from incinerator consideration 
http://www.fredericknewspost.com/sections/news/display.htm?StoryID=86414 
By Justin M. Palk 
 
 
Gazette (Thursday, Feb. 12, 2009) 
Incinerator hearings set for next week 
Residents living near proposed $527 million facility are being notified this week 
http://www.gazette.net/stories/02122009/frednew165712_32471.shtml 
by Sherry Greenfield 
 
 
Frederick News Post (February 12, 2009) 
Hurdles loom for incinerator sites 
Top contenders' proximity to national parks at issue 
http://www.fredericknewspost.com/sections/news/display.htm?StoryID=86360 
 
 
Gazette (Thursday, Feb. 5, 2009) 
Incinerator's price jumps by $200 million 
Four sites south of city mentioned as locations 
http://www.gazette.net/stories/02052009/newmnew162215_32471.shtml 
By Sherry Greenfield 
 
 
Carroll County Times (Wednesday, November 19, 2008) 
Official doubts incinerator estimates 
http://www.carrollcountytimes.com/articles/2008/11/19/news/local_news/newsstory2.txt 
by Carrie Ann Knauer

http://www.carrollcountytimes.com/articles/2009/02/15/news/local_news/newsstory4.txt
http://www.gazette.net/stories/02132009/frednew152321_32473.shtml
http://www.carrollcountytimes.com/articles/2009/02/13/news/local_news/newsstory3.txt
http://www.fredericknewspost.com/sections/news/display.htm?StoryID=86414
http://www.gazette.net/stories/02122009/frednew165712_32471.shtml
http://www.fredericknewspost.com/sections/news/display.htm?StoryID=86360
http://www.gazette.net/stories/02052009/newmnew162215_32471.shtml
http://www.carrollcountytimes.com/articles/2008/11/19/news/local_news/newsstory2.txt


Less garbage could cost Lake 
http://www.orlandosentinel.com/news/local/lake/orllgarbage1509feb15,0,2414622.story 
 
Orlando Sentinel: Special report 
February 15, 2009 
 
by Martin E. Comas 
 
OKAHUMPKA - Drop something into the trash in almost any part of Lake County and 
it likely will be hauled off to the Covanta Energy incinerator plant, a massive steel-and-
concrete structure. 
 
Inside, large mechanical claws pick up tons of trash dumped on the plant's floor by 
garbage trucks. The garbage then is dropped into a furnace where it is burned and the 
energy turned into electricity. It's like watching a hungry beast -- five stories tall -- feed 
itself. 
 
But county officials worry that residents and businesses might not be generating 
enough trash to feed the voracious monster because people are buying less stuff 
because of the slumping economy -- a situation that could burn up a lot of tax dollars if 
it's not rectified. 
 
Determined to avoid that, county commissioners this month met with officials from 
Lady Lake, Fruitland Park, Mount Dora and Eustis, and county staff also met with 
representatives of Waste Management, to implore them to dump their garbage at the 
Covanta facility. 
 
According to a complicated deal crafted almost two decades ago, Lake County must 
deliver at least 163,000 tons every year -- an average of 3,134 tons every week -- of 
garbage to Covanta's waste-to-energy plant in tiny Okahumpka. The tonnage is 
calculated on a monthly average. If the county falls short, it stands to lose thousands 
of dollars. 
 
Consider that from Oct. 1 to Dec. 31, the county collected about 16 percent less 
garbage than the same period a year ago. Lake is on pace to deliver about 157,000 
tons of trash at the end of this fiscal year -- a nearly 4 percent shortfall. 
 
Because Covanta depends on Lake's trash to deliver electricity to Progress Energy, 
the county stands to lose as much as $544,000 every month in electric revenues if it 
falls far short of that tonnage requirement. 
 
"It's something that we're really concerned about," County Commissioner Jennifer Hill 
said. "But I think after meeting with these cities, it gets us to where we need to be." 
 
The incinerator's annual cost for the county is about $7.5 million, which comes 



primarily from property taxes and tipping fees. 
 
Here's how the financing works: 
 
*On top of delivering all that trash, the county is on the hook for about $16 million a 
year for the plant. That includes about $6.9 million toward the bond debt used to 
finance construction of the $79 million facility; about $7.7 million a year to Covanta to 
operate the plant and process the garbage; and about $1.4 million for insurance, taxes 
and other costs. 
 
*In return, Lake receives about $8.3 million a year in electric revenues from Progress 
Energy generated from burning the trash. The county also receives other revenues 
from Covanta and interest from a trust fund, about $250,000. 
 
*The $7.5 million or so from the county is needed to make up the difference. 
 
According to the agreement, if Covanta falls below 70 percent of the total electricity it 
must deliver to Progress in a monthly average, then the county loses $544,000 in 
electric capacity revenues for that month. That's money that Lake uses to pay back 
the county's bond debt. 
 
The county also would have to pay about $1.40 to Covanta for every ton short of 
163,000 tons. 
 
"Everybody is seeing this reduction in solid-waste delivery, but few people realize what 
kind of impact that will have here in Lake County," said Jeff Cooper, the county's 
contractual-services administrator. 
 
Commissioner Linda Stewart said she met with officials in Eustis and Mount Dora this 
month, urging them to direct Waste Management to deliver their trash to Covanta's 
incinerator. Hill met with Fruitland Park officials, and commission Chairman Welton 
Cadwell visited Lady Lake. County officials met Thursday with Waste Management. 
 
The company had been delivering most of the trash from those cities to a transfer 
station in The Villages and then to a landfill in Georgia. Most other Lake cities -- 
including Leesburg and Clermont -- already send their trash to the Okahumpka plant. 
 
"We're trying to be cooperative," said Jim Myers, Eustis' finance director. "Let's be 
honest. If Lake County gets hit with these extra costs [and decreased revenues] then 
everybody in Lake County is going to get hit." 
 
 
 
 
Martin E. Comas can be reached at mcomas@orlandosentinel.com or 352-742-5927. 



Below are three fairly lengthy columns I wrote last August and September, which address 
many aspects of the process up to that point and the proposal to build a 1,500 tons per 
day, two-county, regional “Waste to Energy” facility in Frederick County. 
 

 
 
“Waste-to-Energy” = a risky waste of energy, resources and money 
http://airitoutwithgeorge.blogspot.com/2008/08/waste-to-energy-risky-waste-of-energy.html 

 
Wednesday, August 6, 2008 
 
by Kai Hagen 
 
It's hard to know where to start a short series of columns about an issue as mutli-faceted 
and complex as the current controversy about the proposal to construct a regional 
"Waste-to-Energy" (incinerator) facility in Frederick County. 
 
A steadily growing number of people in the county have been discussing and debating the 
issue for a while. Over the past few years, the county has taken many steps in the 
process, including a number of concrete steps toward a decision to build a Waste-to-
Energy (WTE)/incinerator. But an abundance of anecdotal evidence makes it clear that 
many people, and perhaps most by a good margin, have only recently started paying 
attention and learning about the issue. Certainly, the vast majority of local news coverage 
of the issue has been in the last year, with most of that in the last few months. 
 
For those who have been interested and engaged, there has been - and is - a lot of 
information about the issue, in a wide range of forms. Almost everything the county has 
done so far to look into the possibility is available on the county website, including staff 
reports and presentations, reports from paid outside consultants, and streaming video of 
all the public meetings and hearings that took place in the last thirteen months. In 
addition, various ad hoc groups of concerned citizens have organized dozens of public 
meetings over the last few years, including a number with invited speakers with related 
expertise, and a series of presentations of one alternative proposal. The same local 
residents and some organizations have published some of their own research in various 
ways, from websites to printed fact sheets. There have been many articles, columns, 
editorials and letters to the editor about the issue in the News Post and the Gazette. On 
both the online forum hosted by the News Post, and in my own online forum, the related 
"solid waste" and "waste-to-energy" discussion topics have been the longest and most 
active discussions for some time (that includes more than 2,400 posts in one topic on the 
News Post forums, and roughly 1,800 posts in a few topics on mine). The subject has also 
received attention on various other local websites and blogs. And, without question, it has 
been the subject of uncounted conversations between individuals and among small groups 
throughout the county - via email and in person. 
 
Obviously, there is no way to adequately capture the history, address all the complexities 
well, or even get into very much detail in a single column, or even a few. So, a few points: 
 
1) As the process has unfolded, I've made an effort to keep copies of or links to almost 
everything that has come to my attention via others or that I've found doing my own 
research. A decent portion of that is either directly posted or linked to in the discussions in 
my online forum, and I encourage anyone who is interested to let me know they would 
like access. 
 



2) Rather than dive deeply into one or two aspects of the controversy, I am going to touch 
on a number of issues (more briefly than they deserve). In doing so, I'll likely make some 
assertions that I won't have space to expand on or support with as much detail or 
references here as I'd like. 
 
3) But, to the best of my ability through email or other means, I'd be happy to respond to 
specific questions, expand the discussion about certain issues, and share whatever 
information I can to support some of the points expressed. 
 
More than a few people seem to have the impression that an incinerator is a done deal, 
either because they think an actual decision has been made, or simply because they 
perceive that a majority of the Board of County Commissioners has made up their mind 
that it is the right solution. But the process is ongoing. There will be more than a few 
more public meetings and discussions, and even though it is the direction we have been 
headed, the county has certainly not made any final decisions or commitments. And, 
given the individual decisions that need to be made along the way (where to site an 
incinerator, for just one example), a final decision and commitment will not suddenly be a 
front page article one day next week, or next month. 
 
For a while, when people first heard or read about the proposal to build a regional 
incinerator in Frederick County, the idea was attractive and beguiling. That isn't hard to 
understand. After all, they heard... 
 
Our landfill is running out of space. The only reason it won't be completely full in the next 
few years is because the county is spending a fortune to truck most of our waste to 
distant "mega-landfills" in another state. There's no certainty we'll be able to keep doing 
that, and/or there's a good chance we'll have to haul it even farther. Either way, the cost 
will go up due to increasing fuel expenses. By shipping it that far by diesel trucks, we are 
not dealing with our own problem, and there are significant environmental problems 
associated with that option anyway. We have to do something different, and we have to 
do it now. The county is taking steps to improve recycling, but we can't recycle 
everything. Rather than truck or bury the rest of it (which would require a new landfill), 
we can burn it in a modern, state-of-the-art Waste-to-Energy plant. With WTE, we can 
produce and sell electricity from "waste" (or "garbage"), generating revenue for the 
county and helping a bit with our national energy crisis. We can also recover ferrous 
metals, and sell that, too. The electricity will displace power produced from dirty coal 
burning power plants. The facility will reduce overall carbon dioxide and methane 
emissions - greenhouse gases that contribute to climate change. And, by the way, they've 
been building them in Europe. 
 
Sounds good. What's not to like?! 

 
Well...in my view...a great deal. So much so that I have been quoted a few times saying 
that I'm convinced that choosing to spend hundreds of millions of dollars constructing a 
WTE/incinerator, and hundreds of millions more to operate it, and locking ourselves into 
this commitment and approach for twenty-five or thirty years or more, would be the single 
biggest mistake this board of county commissioners could make during our term. 
 
There are many excellent and compelling reasons why no community in the entire country 
has embarked down this path in the last 13 years. And changes in the world around us are 
only serving, in virtually every instance, to make those reasons more compelling. 
 
So, let's take a brief look at a few of the elements that have frequently been referred to as 



benefits of WTE/incineration, starting with some of the broader issues in this column, and 
filling out the list in two weeks. 
 
ENERGY 
 
Since the modern day incinerators are now called and sold as Waste-to-Energy facilities, 
let's start there. Despite the name, and the frequent references to the bonus energy 
produced ("Energy Recovery") by burning municipal solid waste, unless an incinerator is 
only used to burn the relatively small portion of our waste stream that, for now, can not 
be recovered and recycled, the process does not produce a NET energy gain. While it is 
true that it would likely produce a net energy gain at the local level, nobody should be 
fooled by the claim that an incinerator is in any way making a positive contribution to our 
regional or national energy crisis. 
 
The modeling done for Frederick County by RTI International does refer to the "principles 
of Life Cycle Assessment (LCA), which is a form of analysis that "examines the inputs and 
outputs from every stage of the life cycle from the extraction of raw materials, through 
manufacturing, distribution, use/reuse, and waste management." In our context , the LCA 
"tracks the energy and environmental aspects associated with all stages of waste 
management from waste collection, transfer, materials recovery, treatment, and final 
disposal." 
 
But, taking a broader perspective - a system-wide view - something critical is missing. The 
analysis completely fails to account for the net resources and energy that are consumed in 
order to replace the resources that are incinerated, but could have been effectively 
recovered from the wastestream. For example (and there are many), when a ton of office 
paper is burned (to reduce the volume of waste and recover some energy value), it 
generates less than one-fourth the amount of energy it takes to replace the paper from 
raw materials, even after accounting for the energy required to produce the paper with 
recycled material. Of course, paper is made from a renewable resource. But when the 
same sort of calculations are applied to plastics, for instance, which are still primarily 
made from petroleum, we get similar results. 
 
Overall, depending on a number of factors, recycling materials saves three to five times 
the amount of energy as burning these same materials would generate. The county has 
not considered this sort of comprehensive Life Cycle Analysis. But shouldn't a "life cycle 
analysis" be comprehensive and system-wide? 
 
In the end, "Waste-to-Energy" is not just a waste of resources, it's also a waste of energy. 
 
POLLUTION REDUCTION 

 
In addition to concerns about local impacts on public health and our environment 
(addressed separately in the next column), the information above just as relevant when 
comparing the various forms of air, water and other pollution generated by one system or 
another. 
 
Of course, a great deal of the emissions and other waste associated with almost any 
production process comes from the energy consumed. But beyond the energy-related 
pollution, for every ton of material destroyed by incineration, many more tons of raw 
materials must be mined, extracted, and processed to make new products to take its 
place - again, after accounting for what is required to create the same products using 
recycled materials. 



 
We don't see any of this analysis in the reports the county has paid for, which, among 
other things, only attempt to compare the environmental effects associated with 
WTE/incineration with those associated with hauling waste out of state or burying it in a 
landfill here. Accurate accounting should weigh the entire life-cycle effect of the system, 
including the potential of the materials burned and converted permanently to ash. 
 
GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE 

 
When looking at some of the broader issues and impacts of WTE/incineration, we should 
consider the effect of our actions on the generation of greenhouse gases and the problem 
of human-induced (or affected) climate change. 
 
While it's true that not even all of our county commissioners believe there is a connection, 
most do, and there have been plenty of references to the idea that WTE/incineration 
would reduce the county's contribution to greenhouse gases and climate change. This 
simply is not so. 
 
Applying the same, broader and more comprehensive life cycle analysis to the question, 
we see the same results described above with regard to energy. By choosing 
WTE/incineration, our overall impact (and climate change is an "overall" or global issue 
that does not distinguish where the carbon dioxide or methane or other gases originate) 
would be much greater than the limited analysis suggests. 
 
Even the assumptions that are made as part of that incomplete analysis have significant 
flaws, however. That's because the assertion - the claim that WTE results in fewer 
greenhouse emissions - is, again, partly based on a comparison to a hauling-only option 
and a landfill-only option. When comparing the landfill option, the assumption is that 
organic material would continue to be buried in the landfill, and that, for instance, only a 
certain portion of the methane produced would be recaptured, and either used or burned 
off. 
 
However, if the same, even simplified, analysis was applied to a system that included a 
comprehensive composting option, the organic (compostable) waste (or most of it) 
wouldn't be buried in the landfill in the first place. Keep in mind that some of the most 
egregious environmental impacts associated with landfills, including leachate, methane 
and other gases emitted, and even local odors, are entirely or primarily the result of 
placing otherwise compostable material in the anaerobic environment of the landfill. 
 
Separately, it's notable that when composted, the organic material, as with most of our 
wastestream, is a useful and valuable resource, and there is even a market for it (with 
higher and lower values, depending on the quality). 
 
EUROPE 

 
Advocates of a regional incinerator for Frederick County have pointed to the reported 
success of incinerators in Europe. That is certainly a legitimate consideration. But it not 
appropriate to make the reference, and use it to support WTE/incineration here, without 
acknowledging and understanding some of the differences. It isn't an apples-to-apples 
comparison. 
 
First of all, our waste stream is not readily comparable to Europe. On average, Europeans 
generate far less trash than Americans, for many reasons, including, but not limited to, 



European legislation regulating packaging, laws that require manufacturers to take back 
certain products at the end of their use (and "de-manufacture" or disassemble them for 
re-use and recycling), tougher regulations that remove many hazardous materials from 
new products and/or the wastestream, and more. 
 
Another is the commitment in many of the places with WTE/incineration to recover at least 
70% of the wastestream in other ways, and to size incinerators accordingly. Given what 
we now know about what is possible with recycling/diversion rates, and the direction 
things are going in (that will only make it easier to achieve what used to seem like 
ambitious diversion rates), would there be any interest in making a commitment to 
directing no more than 25 or 30% of our wastestream into an incinerator? 
 
That seems like an especially worthwhile question, given the repeated assertions (despite 
credible evidence to the contrary in this country) that an incinerator doesn't create a 
strong disincentive to increase recycling beyond a certain point. The county would really 
be putting taxpayer money where our mouth is, so to speak, if the capacity of a new 
incineration was designed to burn to no more than 30% of our wastestream, initially, and 
reducing that to 25% or less after the first ten or fifteen years. Those are not based on 
unrealistic recycling rates pulled out of a hat, but on what we now see and know is a 
reasonable expectation today when a real commitment is made and the proper systems 
are put in place. 
 
If nothing else, such a commitment would certainly reduce the size of a new incinerator, 
lowering the cost considerably, as well as all the other impacts listed above. 
 
 

 

 
“Waste-to-Energy” = a risky waste of energy, resources and money (part 2) 
http://airitoutwithgeorge.blogspot.com/2008/08/waste-to-energy-risky-waste-of-energy_27.html 

 
Wednesday, August 27, 2008 
 
by Kai Hagen 
 
Picking up where I left off... 
 
"RESIDUAL" WASTE 

 
WTE proponents often point out that even the best recycling and recovery efforts will still 
leave "residuals" that have to be dealt with in another manner. That's true. But contrary 
to the impression some still have, WTE incineration does not make everything go "away." 
Incineration does reduce the weight and volume of the materials burned. But it is, 
nevertheless, important to note that the remaining ash still leaves us with twenty-five to 
thirty percent of the original weight and ten to fifteen percent of the original volume. If we 
are only asking how much incineration can stretch out the existing capacity of our landfill, 
that is a significant reduction. But when we start to compare this approach to other 
alternatives, we have to remember that even with incineration we are left with a great 
deal of ash that needs to be shipped out of state (as Montgomery County does) or placed 
in a landfill. The current plan is to use it as "cover" in our own landfill. If we did nothing 
else, that would still use up our landfill capacity, and leave the county with the need to 
haul it out of state or site another landfill in the future (something that will only get more 
difficult and more expensive over time, and which we are not considering at this time). 
 



PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS 
 
Many people who are concerned about a new WTE incinerator in our back yard are 
concerned about the potential and uncertain effects on public health and the environment 
in our community. This is a lively and challenging part of the broader debate, with a wide 
variety of studies and reports offering a wide variety of results. 
 
Efforts to address the concern many residents have about local emissions have always 
included the assurance that the emissions would be monitored and would meet current 
EPA standards. I appreciate that, and there's no doubt that an incinerator built today 
would have better emissions controls than those in the past. Of course, in the past, many 
communities were assured that everything was fine, because those incinerators met the 
EPA standards of the time. That is what people were told in Minneapolis, for instance, 
where a huge incinerator was built in the middle of the city. After the incinerator had been 
in operation twenty-four hours a day, three hundred and sixty-five days a year, for years, 
continuing research about the health effects of mercury led the federal government to 
make the new standards one hundred times tougher. While it remains to be seen whether 
the current mercury standard is adequate, it is small consolation to those elsewhere who 
were assured that meeting EPA standards was a sufficient response to their concerns. 
 
In any case, there is no question about the fact that old and new incinerators pollute: All 
incinerators release pollutants through air emissions and ash. These include acid gases, 
particulate matter, carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, metals (such as mercury and lead), 
dioxins and furans, and at least 190 volatile organic compounds. Even at lower levels of 
emissions than in the past, it's worth noting that some of these are extremely dangerous, 
and that some of them do not break down - they will be persistent and bioaccumulative in 
our local environment. 
 
We should not simply write off or dismiss the concerns and warnings from people like 
Marie Lynn Miranda of Duke University's Nicholas School of the Environment (and many 
others). The school released a comprehensive international study on waste incineration. 
According to Ms. Miranda, one of the researchers, "uncertainties about the toxicities of 
some chemicals emitted by even the best incinerators raise questions about the 
technology's environmental viability… We don't even know what some of those air toxins 
can do in the lab, much less in an uncontrolled environment." And "the problem with 
incinerators is that we don't know as much about the potential impacts associated with 
their pollutants." 
 
The effects of "air toxics," a variety of incompletely investigated chemicals like benzene 
and trichloroethylene, is a major uncertainty. Waste incinerators emit more of these 
chemicals than do fossil-fueled power plants. Today there are emerging concerns about 
the health effects of extremely fine particles, or nanoparticles, which are emitted from 
incinerators, and can get deeper into the lungs than most things we have been exposed to 
in the past. Some available scientific reports suggest that nanoparticles pose a significant 
threat to human health and to the environment. 
 
As I was writing this I received an email about a recent study published in Environmental 
Science & Technology, entitled "Occurrence and Profiles of Chlorinated and Brominated 
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons in Waste Incinerators." I'm not a scientist, and it is not 
easy to discern the absolute truth from such a range of research and results from credible 
sources, but it is clear that many highly credible sources have serious concerns. If nothing 
else, this does seem like an area where we would be well advised to err on the side of 
caution, especially when we have good alternatives. 



 
I'll add that even though I believe there are genuine concerns about the public health and 
environmental effects of a large, local WTE incinerator, my opposition to such a facility 
does not rely on those concerns. Based on a still lengthy list of other concerns, I would 
object just as strongly if I could be 100% certain that there were no risks to local 
residents and the immediate environment. To quote Paul Connett: "Remember, even if 
you made incineration safe (doubtful) you would never make it sensible. It simply doesn't 
make sense to spend so much money destroying resources we should be sharing with the 
future." 
 
LOCKING INTO WTE FOR DECADES WHEN THE WORLD IS CHANGING 

 
Just as the continuing research into the health and environmental effects of various 
substances continues to add to the information available, a decision about WTE will be 
made in a world where many other related elements are rapidly-changing. Certainly, this 
is true about almost any major decision we are facing. But it's a particular concern when 
the decision comes with such great costs and entails a decades-long commitment, and 
when some of the key factors relevant to the decision are changing faster and more 
dramatically then ever. 
 
It's clear that the economic viability of WTE depends on a twenty-five or thirty year 
horizon. Only, unlike a 30 year mortgage on a house, we won't have the option to sell...no 
matter how much things change in the coming years. That would be serious concern 
under any circumstances. That is not likely a concern to the company that will be paid to 
build and operate the facility, however, since there is little or no risk for them. No private 
business would make the decision to invest such a sum, and lock themselves into that 
decision for decades, without a far more thorough and detailed analysis than the county 
has done, and most certainly not without an equally thorough comparison to reasonable 
alternatives. But a private business is willing to build and operate our facility because their 
customer (the county) would be fully committed, AND because local government has the 
ability - and, in this case, the obligation - to raise rates and fees as necessary to ensure 
the enterprise is profitable, almost no matter what. The risk is all ours - the residents and 
taxpayers of Frederick County. 
 
And the risk that this is an ill-advised investment and commitment is significantly greater 
than we are being led to believe. 
 
Even the relatively rosy scenarios that have been described to date, and used to justify 
the WTE option, are based on - and rely on - a number of assumptions (as they must be) 
that are questionable in the short term, and get increasingly likely to be highly inaccurate 
in the long term. These include assumptions about the county's population, per capita 
waste generation rates, the nature of our wastestream, the costs of inevitable upgrades 
(to meet new standards), the revenues from the electricity generated, the market values 
of a broad range of recoverable (recycled) materials, and more. A responsible evaluation 
of the risks would examine outcomes with a broader range of realistic scenarios. After all, 
once we head down this road, there's no turning back (at least not without major financial 
penalties to the county). 
 
Thirty-years is a long time. Thirty years ago was 1978. The world has changed a great 
deal during that time. And, even more, the rate of change has accelerated over those 
decades, and continues to accelerate today. We're seeing major changes - even striking 
paradigm shifts - in a number of categories that could or would have a direct and major 
effect on the economic viability and wisdom of WTE incineration. Many of these changes 



deserve entire columns of their own, but I hope a quick look at a few of them should 
suffice to make the broader point. 
 
During the course of the next two or three decades, we are certain to see new and 
(almost always) tougher standards for many of the pollutants associated with WTE 
incineration, and new ones we don't even know about yet. Once you commit to an 
incinerator, you commit to doing (spending) whatever it takes to retrofit the facility in 
order to meet the new and tougher standards, whether they apply to mercury, lead, 
dioxins, furans, etc., or something newly regulated, such as CO2 or ultra fine particles. Big 
changes are likely with regard to carbon dioxide emissions. Carbon dioxide is not 
considered "hazardous," but it the primary greenhouse gas we are pumping into the 
atmosphere. It is almost certain we will see limits on CO2 emissions, perhaps in the form 
of caps for the entire state or specific regions. Interestingly, a recent Supreme Court 
decision found that CO2 could be treated as a "pollutant" for purposes of regulation. Any 
requirement to substantially reduce CO2 emissions from an incinerator could be very 
expensive. 
 
In many respects, the United States has not been on the forefront of some of the 
legislative and regulatory changes we are seeing in Europe and elsewhere. But we only 
need to look at what has been happening in those places (and other places in this 
country) to get a sense of what will happen here in areas such as manufacturer take-back 
laws, outright bans on certain materials and products, restrictions about what can be 
burned at all, and a lot more. Anyone paying attention to related developments in this 
country already knows that nearly every day brings news of a development along these 
lines, large and small (such as bans on plastic bags, or styrofoam packaging, and so on). 
Given the rapid development of high quality and economically-competitive alternatives, 
it's only a matter of time before either government or the marketplace brings about the 
end of petroleum-based plastics for many one-time uses, in favor of fully recyclable or 
compostable alternatives. Much of this will be happening quickly, and the pace of change 
will only accelerate. We are not talking about a few minor changes that are decades away. 
 
These are just a very few examples of changes that are coming. And that leads to one of 
the most relevant and significant changes we are already seeing... 
 
THE VALUE OF RECOVERED MATERIALS IN THE MARKETPLACE 
 
For a long time, one of the elements that held back major commitments to recycling was 
the lower and/or uncertain and volatile market value of recovered materials. In just the 
last year or two or three, we have seen dramatic increases in the market value of a wide 
variety of recovered materials. A few weeks ago, there was a major article published in 
"Business Week," entitled "Cash for Trash: Recyclers are devising dazzling new ways to 
mint fortunes from America's mountains of waste." In many ways, it solidly reinforced the 
point that "Trash is no longer just an environmental liability. It is becoming a financial 
asset." 
 
One part of the article talked about how "The possibilities have venture capitalists and 
buyout firms scrambling to invest in a melange of quirky startups that might have 
provoked belly laughs from these same financiers five years ago." I highlight that 
particular sentence to emphasize the point that highly relevant factors we must consider 
are already much different then they were when the county started down the road to WTE 
incineration a few years ago. 
 
Some might respond that such changes are ephemeral, or that, at the very least, the price 



volatility creates too much uncertainty. But unless you honestly believe that a variety of 
commodities, most particularly oil, are going to get a lot less valuable and expensive, the 
better bet is that we've only seen the beginning of a dramatic increase in the value of 
recycled/recovered materials. The article continues by saying: "The calculus is simple: As 
the prices of oil and other raw materials rise, recycled products become more attractive. 
Consider that 8% of global oil production is siphoned off to make plastic each year. 
Recycled plastic, however, requires 80% less energy to produce. Recycled aluminum 
burns up 95% less energy. Recycled iron and steel use 74% less, while paper requires 
64% less. The money piles up quickly: One ton of recycled aluminum saves an average of 
$700 in electricity." 
 
We are already experiencing the early stages of a major shift, one that suggests that 
alternatives to WTE would likely "cost" far less. And more and more evidence suggests 
that a well developed system that can provide high quality materials, may very well be 
able to pay for itself. Obviously, we don't have to bank on that happening soon or at all. 
We only need to have good evidence that it is a better and less risky approach. 
 
Which brings me to... 
 
URGENCY 

 
Frederick County has an important decision to make. And the limited capacity of our 
landfill. combined with the cost of hauling our waste out of state, have contributed to a 
sense of urgency in this process. That is understandable. 
 
But a decision to make the largest investment in the county's history, and to commit to 
this approach for the next three decades, is too important a decision to make without 
having completed a full and thorough analysis of the alternatives. It is often said that the 
county has looked at this for a long time and in great detail. But our efforts so far are 
flawed and incomplete, and include only an inadequate comparison of WTE incineration to 
hauling-only and landfilling-only alternatives (which nobody is advocating!). 
 
If you are skeptical about that, please ask for documentation that shows a reasonable and 
responsible analysis of a Resource Recovery Business Park-focused alternative plan. One 
that is based on our wastestream and volume, takes into account the value of recovered 
materials today, includes a county-based, state-of-the-art Materials Recovery Facility, and 
so on. We haven't done anything remotely like that yet. If you ask that question, you 
might also want to ask for a single example - just one - of an outside expert/consultant 
that has been part of the official county information-gathering and decision-making 
process (on the county's time or dime) who has either been opposed to WTE incineration 
or has been actively supporting any alternative. 
 
In any case... 
 
The ability to continue to transport what would be a diminishing volume of waste out of 
state, while we ratchet up planned (and other) recycling efforts, gives us the time and 
space we need to engage this critical decision-making process in a more complete and 
responsible manner. It is more important to make a decision about this well, than to make 
it quickly. And we do have time. 
 
I'm convinced there are viable alternatives that are far more economically-responsible, 
more environmentally-friendly, and, generally, much more in tune with the way the world 
is moving. As contentious and frustrating and stressful as this process has been, I have to 



believe that we will not make this decision and commitment without a fair and thorough 
examination of the basic concept that so many (and more all the time) have been asking 
for. 
 
One of the most critical differences between WTE incineration and potential alternatives is 
that the alternatives would be inherently more flexible and adaptable and dynamic in our 
changing world, and much less risky as a result. The county commissioners owe it to the 
people of Frederick County to be more diligent and certain before giving up that flexibility, 
and locking the next six or seven boards, and the residents and taxpayers, into a very 
expensive, unpopular, outdated, and irretrievably inflexible "solution." 
 
 

 

 
 
“Waste-to-Energy” = a risky waste of energy, resources and money (part 3) 
http://airitoutwithgeorge.blogspot.com/2008/09/waste-to-energy-risky-waste-of-energy.html 

 
Wednesday, September 24, 2008 
 
by Kai Hagen 
 
Anyone who has had an interest in this subject, and has been reading about it here and 
elsewhere, already understands that it's a serious, significant and, in many ways, very 
complicated issue. 
 
Put simply, the basic question has generally been: Should Frederick County approve a 
Waste-to-Energy facility as part of our overall, long term waste management strategy? 
 
Over the last few years, immense volumes of information has been gathered or 
generated, shared, discussed and debated by a growing number of people with an interest 
in the issue. 
 
In no particular order, a few of the questions and concerns that have been raised include: 
 
• How much will Waste-to-Energy really cost, and how certain can we be about such 
projections given anticipated and unanticipated new regulations, required upgrades and 
other changes that may apply over the next few decades? 
 
• Is it wise to invest more money than the county has ever spent on anything to lock 
ourselves into this particular approach for 25 or 30 years (or more), especially when so 
many related and important elements are rapidly changing, such as the nature of our 
wastestream (and how much of it can be recycled or composted), the market value of 
recycled/recovered materials, and more? 
 
• Are the potential public health and environmental effects adequately addressed by 
noting that, in the manner in which the emissions are monitored, the facility will meet 
current EPA standards? 
 
• What effect will a Waste-to-Energy incinerator have on local property values? 
 
• Will a 1,500 tons per day Waste-to-Energy facility for Frederick and Carroll Counties be 
too large for our current and projected population (and the expected, but changing 
wastestream that population will generate)? 



 
• If it is not operating at capacity (and therefor operating less efficiently and more 
expensively, with lower revenues from the sale of electricity to offset a portion of the 
costs) why wouldn't our WTE facility create a significant disincentive for future 
commissioners to ratchet up recycling and recovery efforts to the maximum extent 
possible? 
 
• If no community in the entire country has chosen to embark down the WTE path for 
almost fifteen years, why not, and how have they resolved their solid waste management 
issues? 
 
• If we examined the WTE option using a broader life cycle analysis, or taking a more 
system-wide perspective, and compared it to other alternatives, would we confirm that 
the proposed WTE facility is not a net generator of energy (and does not help with our 
energy crisis), that it will not reduce our contribution to greenhouse gases, and that it will 
not reduce other hazardous and persistent emissions associated with our solid waste 
management? 
 
• If that is not the case, why is it that no credible environmental organization in the 
country has supported or endorsed WTE as either a primary option or as part of an 
integrated approach? 
 
• If we know that more than eighty percent of our wastestream is recyclable or 
compostable, and that there is a market for most of it, and that the market value of those 
materials has been increasing at unprecedented rates (especially as energy prices have 
risen), and we are seeing more and more communities setting and achieving (or making 
rapid progress toward) ambitious levels of recycling and recovery (seventy, seventy-five, 
even eighty percent), why have we based our long term plan on taking sixteen years to 
reach sixty percent, with no goals established above and beyond that? 
 
• In a rapidly changing environment, with dramatically increasing values for recovered 
materials, major changes coming to our materials economy, strong prospects for major 
new emissions controls (including carbon dioxide), the continuing development of new and 
more efficient (and less expensive) technologies, and much more, are we substantially 
undervaluing (or ignoring altogether) the value of alternatives that are inescapably more 
dynamic, flexible and adaptable? 
 
• If a total commitment was made to a more flexible and adaptable, integrated 
combination of policies, practices and technologies that did not include a Waste-to-Energy 
incinerator, and the residual waste still had to be dealt with through a combination (at 
least, for a while) of landfilling (an amount equivalent to the ash we are currently 
proposing to put in our own landfill) and hauling (to landfills and/or other facilities 
elsewhere, by truck or rail), would the cost be less, and perhaps substantially less, than 
the cost of the currently-favored proposal with WTE? 
 
By no means is that a complete list of the questions and issues that have been raised and 
debated. But they are all questions and issues that have not been adequately examined 
and answered (insofar as it is possible and reasonable to do so). 
 
Clearly, there are those who believe that the important questions have been adequately 
addressed, and who are satisfied that the answers - from an economic and environmental 
perspective - still point to the wisdom of spending hundreds of millions of dollars to build 
and operate a large Waste-to-Energy incinerator in Frederick County for the next few 



decades. 
 
And I fully appreciate that no amount of study, no level of additional details, will lead 
everyone to the same conclusion. 
 
But, rather than attempt to further address any of the questions above, or others, I'd like 
to concentrate for a moment on the decision-making process to date. For me, at this 
point, that is the real "bottom line." 
 
There are those, including some of my fellow commissioners, that have adamantly and 
unreservedly defended the process the county has engaged so far. 
 
Those who defend the process point to how long it has been, noting that we've been 
discussing a combination of solid waste disposal alternatives for several years. 
 
They refer to the number of BOCC worksessions and public hearings that have touched on 
or been dedicated to the subject over the last few years. 
 
They are quick to point out the lengthy list of things the county has done, and is doing, to 
improve recycling and composting efforts. 
 
They point to trips some commissioners and staff have taken to Europe, Seattle, 
Boulder...and Montgomery County (the last county to have chosen WTE...almost fifteen 
years ago). 
 
They mention the Solid Waste Forum the county held some fourteen months ago. 
 
All of the points above are true. The issue has been discussed and debated for quite some 
time. There have been a number of BOCC worksessions and a few related public hearings. 
The county has made significant strides toward improving recycling and composting 
efforts. Commissioners and staff have taken a variety of trips. And the BOCC did sponsor 
a public forum on the issue. 
 
But that list - and more - is not evidence that the Board of County Commissioners has 
commissioned or received the information necessary to make a responsible decision to 
build a 1,500 tons per day, two-county, Waste-to-Energy facility - at a cost of hundreds of 
millions of dollars, and with a commitment to operate it for decades. 
 
For all that has been considered and discussed, the process has not included a reasonable 
and responsible analysis of a Resource Recovery Business Park-focused alternative plan 
that does not include WTE. 
 
In fact, as noted in my previous column, throughout the entire process, not a single 
outside expert or consultant or forum participant has been part of the official county 
information-gathering and decision-making (on the county's time or dime) who has either 
been opposed to WTE incineration or has been actively supporting any alternative that 
does not include WTE. Not one. 
 
It is quite clear that a significant and growing number of citizens are concerned about or 
opposed to Waste-to-Energy incineration. More to the point, however, their concern 
and/or opposition reflects increasing frustration that the county commissioners would be 
willing to make this critical decision without the benefit of a detailed, thorough and 
complete evaluation of a more flexible and adaptable alternative that could be fairly 



compared to a plan with a WTE facility. 
 
At the very least, the county should perform an evaluation and comparison comparable to 
what any private business would conduct before making such a large investment and long 
term commitment. 
 
Though I have been outspoken in my criticism of the process (and WTE) for quite some 
time, I have also received some criticism for not making a detailed motion about a specific 
alternative approach or proposal before now. But there is no benefit to making motions 
that will not pass (admittedly, a judgement call, albeit one based on many separate 
discussions). I believe the broader public discussion, and the expanding interest and 
involvement of citizens in that discussion over time, has been valuable and essential. 
 
It is time now - before it is too late - for the county commissioners to respond to the 
concerns of the community by investing the necessary time, and money, to commission 
the sort of meaningful study citizens have been asking for. And I am hopeful and 
optimistic that will happen now. 
 
At the very least, our evaluation should include a county-based, state-of-the-art Materials 
Recovery Facility (MRF). It could be sited at our current landfill, converting our investment 
in the new transfer station into a substantial cost-saving head start, and allowing the 
county to accrue all the benefit of the increasing value of the separated materials. Such a 
MRF could also be built and put into operation relatively quickly, and, in combination with 
a total commitment to increased recycling, could be less expensive than the money saved 
by reducing the amount of waste we are tentatively planning to haul long distance in the 
years before a WTE facility could ever be approved, permitted, built and begin operation. 
 
Such a study should include an up-to-date consideration of the dramatically increasing 
market value of separated materials, as mentioned above. It is noteworthy how much 
these values have already changed since the county commissioned the narrowly-focused 
Beck Report in 2005. And we should produce a range of reasonable scenarios for what 
those values will be over the next decade or two. Unless you think that the days of cheap 
oil and other energy are going to return, we can anticipate the value of recovered 
materials will be further increasing as time passes. 
 
We should include a range of timelines for reaching more ambitious rates of recycling, 
recovery and composting. Even though there is not a long history of other communities 
diverting seventy percent (and more) of their waste, we only need to look around to find a 
variety of communities, of different sizes, and operating with various constraints, that are 
proving what is possible today. It would not be reasonable to only consider alternative 
options based on a sixteen year timeline for achieving a sixty percent diversion rate. 
 
We should re-examine the assumptions that have been made about our projected 
population growth, if only to broaden the range of scenarios considered, particularly in 
light of changing goals and policies at the state level, not to mention changes in our own 
approach to growth and the revision of our comprehensive plan, and other factors in the 
broader society (energy/commuting costs, demographic changes, etc.). It is ironic that 
this board is considering a plan that relies on a rate of growth that we would not support, 
and that our changing policies would not enable. 
 
Our examination should, of course, be based on a realistic appraisal of our legal authority, 
but also include some creative problem-solving, such as how we can use the authority and 
tools we do have to make recycling more convenient and create significant incentives. Too 



often, a variety of obstacles we face have been described as reasons we can't do more, 
rather than as challenges we can meet. One of a number of examples is the fact that we 
do not have the ability to license haulers at the county level, while little has been said 
about how we can accomplish much the same thing with the ability to establish conditions 
on those who use our landfill (and related facilities). 
 
There is more to evaluate and compare, of course. But, for now, I'll end with a very 
heartfelt word of encouragement that the county commissioners genuinely consider the 
subjective, but real, value of alternatives that preserve our flexibility. We risk more than 
some seem to appreciate by selecting a path that heads backwards, and fails to account 
for the rapid changes - even major paradigm shifts - we are seeing in the world around us 
today. 
 
We can be the last community - or one of the last - in the entire country to choose Waste-
to-Energy incineration, permanently converting limited resources to ash (because our plan 
does not include only incinerating what can not be recycled or composted). Or we can 
show real leadership, and become one of a growing number of communities that will serve 
as working models of a better, more flexible and adaptable, more environmentally-
friendly, and less economically-risky path. 
 
 

 

 

 



“A different way of evaluating the economic impact and options regarding 
Waste-to-Energy and Solid Waste Management.“ 
 
On Tuesday, November 18, 2008, I made a presentation to the public and the rest of the Board 
of County Commissioners at Winchester Hall. For those who were not able to attend, or watch 
it on FCG TV, it is still available on the county website as streaming video. 
 
Below is a link to the video, the PowerPoint presentation, and a few support materials. The 
meeting was a few hours long, so the best way to review this (at least as a starting point) is 
probably to download the PowerPoint presentation. 
 
• Link to the streaming video of the entire November 18th meeting (including the presentation, 
discussion/debate and public comments). 
http://frederick.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=995&publish_id=&event_id= or, if that 
doesn’t work: http://frederick.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=995 
 
• The Power Point presentation (converted to a 5mb pdf file) presented to the BOCC on 
Novermber 18thhttp://www.co.frederick.md.us/DocumentView.asp?DID=8505 
 
• A selected (short and excellent) excerpt from the video of the November 18th meeting: 
Citizen comment from Chris Judd: 
http://www.co.frederick.md.us/documents/Board%20of%20County%20Commissioners/Comm
issioner%20Kai%20John%20Hagen/Solid%20Waste%20Issues/BOCC%2011%2018%2008%
20Solid%20Waste%20discussion.WMVor, if that doesn’t work: http://tinyurl.com/6ktug2 
 
• GAO Cost Assessment Guide excerpt (an important attachment to the presentation, used as 
an example)http://www.co.frederick.md.us/DocumentView.asp?DID=8507 
 
• Excerpt from the September, 2005 R.W. Beck report: Section 1.2 Scope of 
Workhttp://www.co.frederick.md.us/DocumentView.asp?DID=8507 
 
———————————————— 
 
Appearance on Frederick’s Forum (WFMD ) with Katherine Heerbrandt 
 
Every Saturday morning, from 9:00am to 11:00am, on WFMD, Katherine Heerbrandt hosts a 
two hour radio talk show, called “Frederick’s Forum.” On November 29th, I was on the show 
for the entire two hours (with Commissioner Thompson joining me for the second hour). The 
Waste-to-Energy issue was the only subject of the discussion. 
 
The show was heard live at 930 on your AM dial (in Frederick County), but it is also available 
on the web. If you’d like to listen, go to to this page:http://wfmd.com/cc-
common/podcast/single_podcast.html?podcast=KH_Fredericks_Forum.xml 
 
Then scroll down to “November 29th 2008” and click on either “Listen” or “Podcast.”

http://frederick.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=995&publish_id=&event_id=
http://frederick.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=995
http://www.co.frederick.md.us/documents/Board%20of%20County%20Commissioners/Commissioner%20Kai%20John%20Hagen/Solid%20Waste%20Issues/BOCC%2011%2018%2008%20Solid%20Waste%20discussion.WMV
http://www.co.frederick.md.us/documents/Board%20of%20County%20Commissioners/Commissioner%20Kai%20John%20Hagen/Solid%20Waste%20Issues/BOCC%2011%2018%2008%20Solid%20Waste%20discussion.WMV
http://tinyurl.com/6ktug2
http://www.co.frederick.md.us/DocumentView.asp?DID=8507
http://www.co.frederick.md.us/DocumentView.asp?DID=8507
http://wfmd.com/cc-common/podcast/single_podcast.html?podcast=KH_Fredericks_Forum.xml


Below is a link to a page on the county’s website where you can download a number of the 
materials and documents related to the WTE (incinerator) process.  
 

http://www.co.frederick.md.us/index.asp?nid=3281 
 
The list below (of items available) includes some of information that has played a 
significant role in the steady movement of the county towards the approval of a 1,500 
tons per day, two-county, regional “Waste to Energy” project. 
 
It may or may not surprise you to hear (and you can easily verify it yourself, if you have 
the time and interest), that in all those materials and presentations (and more located 
elsewhere – staff reports, for instance), developed and commissioned over the last few 
years, you may not be able to find anything negative about Waste to Energy incineration. 
 
Something to think about. 
 

 
On the Frederick County website: County Home > Departments > Water, Sewer & Trash > 
Utilities & Waste Mgmt > Waste Management / Recycling > Waste to Energy 
 

Waste to Energy and Solid Waste Management Issues 

Press Release (2/12/09) 
Revised Public Notice (2/12/09) 
Revised Citizen Letter (FYI Only-Not Mailed) 

Citizen Letter and Map: Feb. 2009 Hearings 
Public Notice: Feb. 2009 Hearings 
Regional WTE Presentation (Feb. 3, 2009) 

Financial Evaluation Models (Feb. 3, 2009) 
BOCC Morning Session (Feb. 3, 2009) 
BOCC Afternoon Session (Feb. 3, 2009) 

Discussion Regarding WTE (Jan. 29, 2009) 
RTI International Report (July 28, 2008) 
Franchise Presentation (Nov. 27, 2007) 

Regional WTE Concept (Oct. 30, 2007) 
Solid Waste Mgmt. Strategies (Oct. 24, 2007) 
R.W. Beck Report (Sept. 2005)  
 
Here is a separate link (not available on the page linked above) to the 526 page staff 
report that was first made available 6 days before the public meeting held on February 3rd.  
It is entitled: “Discussion Regarding Waste to Energy Facility” 
 
Unfortunately, it does not include an overall Table of Contents. 
 
http://www.co.frederick.md.us/DocumentView.asp?DID=8974 

http://www.co.frederick.md.us/index.asp?nid=3281
http://www.co.frederick.md.us/index.asp?nid=3281
http://www.co.frederick.md.us/DocumentView.asp?DID=8974


"So an incinerator project causes money to slosh around 

in the local economy in ways that no other public works 

project is ever likely to do." 
- Rachel's Democracy & Health News   

 
 
A couple of individuals brought to my attention a meeting that was held at Dutch’s 
Daughter Restaurant in Frederick on the morning of Thursday, February 12th. I’m not sure 
if I should refer to it as a “secret meeting” or not, but as far as I can tell, nobody was 
informed or invited besides one hundred or more members of the local business 
community, especially those involved in certain aspects of the construction trades. 
 
The meeting was hosted by Richard F. Kline, Inc. (http://www.rfkline.com/), in order to 
gather a specific audience (with a specific set of interests) for representatives from 
Wheelabrator (http://www.wheelabratortechnologies.com/) and the Whiting-Turner 
Contracting Company (http://www.whiting-turner.com/ ). 
 
Here is a copy of the invitation that was sent to the exclusive audience: 
 

 
 
From: Maria France [mailto:[deleted]@rfkline.com]   
Sent: Tuesday, February 10, 2009 4:33 PM  
To: [deleted] 
Subject: Waste Energy Transfer Station Meeting 

Good afternoon, 

Please confirm your attendance for the Waste Energy Transfer Station meeting on 
Thursday, February 12, 2009 at Dutch's Daughter Restaurant in Frederick, Maryland. 
Please respond via e-mail to [deleted]@rfkline.com.  Please include your name, title, 
company as you would like it to appear on your name registration, as well as, your guest. 

Registration will begin at 8 am. 

Breakfast will be at 8:30 am with a presentation at 9. 

Directions are attached for your convenience. 

Please feel free to contact me with any questions. 

Thank you in advance for your cooperation and we look forward to seeing you at the 
meeting. 

Best regards, 

Maria France 
Executive Assistant 
Thomas D. Kline, Jr. 
[phone number deleted] 
 
 

http://www.rfkline.com/
http://www.wheelabratortechnologies.com/
http://www.whiting-turner.com/


 
 

The attendees were given five pages of printed material: two pages of bullet points about 
the “Environmental Benefits” of the two-county “Renewable Energy Facility Project;” two 
more pages of bullet points about the “Economic Benefits” of the “Renewable Energy 
Facility Project;” and one page of short testimonials about what an “exceptional corporate 
citizen” that “Wheelabrator Technologies Inc.” is. 

The portion about the “Economic Benefits” was primarily a list of local benefits from the 
“Development and Construction Phase of [the] Project.” The emphasis was on how much 
money will be spent in Carroll and Frederick counties for engineering and permitting 
activities, for “skiiled, semi-skilled and unskilled” construction labor, fabricators, 
contractors, material suppliers, retail and commercial businesses, as well as the money 
spent in local “hotels, gas stations, shopping centers, restaurants, convenience and 
clothing stores,” etc.  

From the reports I received, most of the audience members knew very little about the 
controversial, proposed incinerator. They were there to hear a simplistic and one-sided 
pitch, wherein the most important message was that if the county approves this 
$527,000,000.00 construction project, some of that money will flow into their businesses. 

They were encouraged to convey their support for the project to the county 
commissioners, and to attend the public hearings this week in order to do so. 

Make of it what you will. 



A few LINKS to related online resources:  
 
Frederick County citizens" Waste Study Group" 
http://wastestudygroup.org/ 
 
Stop Trashing the Climate 
http://www.stoptrashingtheclimate.org/keyfindingsandpolicies.pdf 
 
Stop Trashing the Climate provides compelling evidence that preventing waste and expanding reuse, 
recycling, and composting programs  is one of the fastest, cheapest, and most effective strategies 
available for combating climate change. This report documents the link between climate change and 
unsustainable patterns of consumption and wasting, dispels myths about the climate benefits of landfill 
gas recovery and waste incineration, outlines policies needed to effect change, and offers a roadmap 
for how to significantly reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions within a short period. 

National Recycling Coalition 
http://www.nrc-recycle.org/globalclimatechange.aspx 
 
Global Alliance for Incinerator Alternatives 
http://www.no-burn.org 
 
Zero Waste for Zero Warming 
http://www.zerowarming.org 
 
GrassRoots Recycling Network 
http://www.grrn.org/ 
 
Eco-Cycle 
http://www.ecocycle.org/ 
 
Sound Resource Management Group 
http://www.zerowaste.com/ 
 
Richard Anthony Associates 
http://www.richardanthonyassociates.com/ 
 
StopWaste.Org 
Alameda County Waste Management Authority & Source Reduction and Recycling Board 
http://www.stopwaste.org 
 
Story of Stuff (with Annie Leonard) 
http://www.storyofstuff.org/ 
http://video.google.com/videoplay?docid=8106543946938906469 
 
Garbage is not renewable energy 
http://www.sierraclub.org/committees/zerowaste/downloads/garbage.pdf 

http://wastestudygroup.org/
http://www.stoptrashingtheclimate.org/keyfindingsandpolicies.pdf
http://www.nrc-recycle.org/globalclimatechange.aspx
http://www.no-burn.org
http://www.zerowarming.org
http://www.grrn.org/
http://www.ecocycle.org/
http://www.zerowaste.com/
http://www.richardanthonyassociates.com/
http://www.stopwaste.org
http://www.storyofstuff.org/
http://video.google.com/videoplay?docid=8106543946938906469
http://www.sierraclub.org/committees/zerowaste/downloads/garbage.pdf


 
“Great problems call for many small solutions.”  

 
- Wendell Berry 

 
 
 

---------- 
 
 
 
These new incinerators are never called "incinerators" -- they go by 
names like pyrolysis or gasification plants, or plasma arc melters, or 
simply "conversion" machines. But they all propose to heat mixed waste, 
extract some energy, and bury the leftovers in the ground. 
 
Rarely does anyone ask, "How much energy will it take to start from 
scratch and re-create all the goods destroyed by the incinerator?" No one 
asks because the answer reveals that incinerators are huge energy-
wasters, not energy-savers. As Monica Wilson of GAIA says (quoting Paul 
Connett), "Even if you could make an incinerator safe, you couldn't make 
one sensible." 
 

- Peter Montague (RACHEL's Hazardous Waste News) 
 
 
 

---------- 
 
 
 
When asked, “What is the single most important thing an environmentalist 
can do today?” Amory Lovins answered with two words: 
 

“Pay attention.” 
 




