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stephanie.strength@wdc.usda.gov 
 
December 18, 2014 
 
BY EMAIL 
 
Dear Ms. Strength: 
 
The RUS recently published in the Federal Register a Notice announcing public scoping for the 
preparation of an EIS to financial assistance for the Energy Answers Arecibo, LLC waste 
incineration project in Arecibo.  That notice did not include the holding of scoping meetings in 
Puerto Rico. 
 
Given the above, we respectfully request that RUS hold public scoping meeting or meetings in 
Puerto Rico as soon as possible. Because of the impact of this project to the health of Puerto 
Rico habitants, we are convinced that to hold public scoping meetings is the most convenient 
for everyone and will allow you to make responsible decisions. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this petition. 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
Víctor M. Ramos Otero, MD, MBA 
President 
Colegio de Médicos-Cirujanos de Puerto Rico 
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Cambio 
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Luis E. Rodríguez-Rivera, Esq.2 

December 26, 2014 

I. Introduction 

Cambio is a non-governmental organization whose mission is to promote sustainable and 
responsible development for Puerto Rico and the Caribbean Region.  Our interest in commenting 
on the Rural Utilities Services’ Environmental Impact Statement (“RUS EIS”) process for the 
Energy Answers Arecibo Puerto Rico Renewable Energy Project (“Energy Answers incineration 
project”), as provided for under the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), the Council 
on Environmental Quality’s regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and 
RUS’s Environmental Policies and Procedures (7 CFR Part 1794), stems from the reality that the 
local or state EIS process related with the Energy Answers incineration project was, to put it 
simply, a biased and irresponsible one designed to fast-track the approval of the Energy Answers 
incineration project by denying constitutionally-protected public comment and participation 
rights, as well as preventing the legally-required local agency evaluation of the same.  Hence, the 
local EIS process resulted in an EIS document prepared exclusively by Energy Answers’s 
consultants that essentially justifies and promotes the approval of this incineration project, 
instead of the critical analysis instrument it is meant to be to facilitate the consideration of 
environmental issues in the local agencies’ decision-making process.  Consequently, the local 
EIS document does not comply with either NEPA or Puerto Rico’s Environmental Public Policy 
Act (Law No. 416, September 22, 2004), as both require the final EIS be an independent and 
objective document.  (See, e.g., Greene County Planning Board v. Federal Power Commission, 
455 F.2d 412, 420 (2nd Cir. 1972), cert. denied, 409 U.S. 849 (1972) (“The Federal Power 
Commission has abdicated a significant part of its responsibility by substituting the statement of 
PASNY for its own. The Commission appears to be content to collate the comments of other 
federal agencies, its own staff and the interventors and once again to act as an umpire. The 
danger of this procedure, and one obvious shortcoming, is the potential, if not likelihood, that the 
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applicant's statement will be based upon self-serving assumptions.”  Id.) (citations omitted; 
emphasis added); Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. Callaway, 524 F.2d 79, 87 (2nd 
Cir. 1975) (“[T]he preparation of the [Environmental Impact Statement] by a party . . . with an 
individual “axe to grind”, i.e., an interest in seeing the project accepted and completed in a 
specific manner as proposed. Authorship by such a biased party might prevent the fair and 
impartial evaluation of a project envisioned by NEPA.” Id.); Municipio de San Juan v. Junta de 
Calidad Ambiental, 149 D.P.R.  263 (1999)  (not improper for public agency to receive 
assistance from private party in drafting of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), however, it is 
indispensable that the agency maintain an independent and objective posture, Id.at 278, fn. 6).  

Due to the above fact, Cambio welcomes RUS’s decision to cancel its prior Supplemental Final 
Environmental Impact Statement process related with Energy Answers Arecibo, LLC’s (“Energy 
Answers”) financial assistance request for the construction of its proposed municipal waste 
incineration facility in Arecibo, Puerto Rico.  Cambio also welcomes RUS’s determination to 
prepare an independent RUS EIS and provide an unbiased process that complies with its 
responsibilities under National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), the Council on 
Environmental Quality’s regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and 
RUS’s Environmental Policies and Procedures (7 CFR Part 1794).  Nonetheless, we object to 
RUS’s intention to incorporate by reference the local or state EIS for the Energy Answers 
incineration project (“local EIS document”).  RUS must not incorporate by reference in its 
independent EIS process incomplete, inaccurate and flawed information and documents, 
including the local EIS document.  Specific examples of such inaccuracies, flaws and self-
serving assumptions will be discussed throughout our comments contained herein. 

II. The local EIS process 

The local EIS document did not follow the ordinary process provided for under Puerto Rico’s 
Environmental Public Policy Act (Law 416, September 22, 2004) and the Puerto Rico 
Environmental Quality Board’s Regulation No. 7948 on the Evaluation and Process of 
Environmental Evaluations (September 2010).  Instead, the local EIS process followed an 
exceptional or extraordinary evaluation process.  More specifically, Puerto Rico Executive Order 
2010-034 declared an “Energy Emergency” regarding energy generation in Puerto Rico, and 
ordered an expedited evaluation process for the development of renewable energy projects on the 
Island, including for the environmental evaluation mandated by the Puerto Rico Environmental 
Public Policy Act (Law 416, September 22, 2004). The 2010 Executive Order explained that the 
basis for an expedited evaluation process was the “alleged” energy crisis faced by Puerto Rico 
due to the Island’s heavy dependence on fossil fuels (~70% oil based) and the elevated price of 
fossil fuels at the time (2010).  It is worth noting that said Executive Order also recognized the 
deterioration of Puerto Rico’s air quality due to fossil fuel burning and the health effects of said 
air contamination; important facts which were superficially evaluated in the local EIS document.  

https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1975142389&pubNum=350&originatingDoc=Iedb2b7a14a8511dba16d88fb847e95e5&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_350_87&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_sp_350_87
https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1975142389&pubNum=350&originatingDoc=Iedb2b7a14a8511dba16d88fb847e95e5&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_350_87&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_sp_350_87
https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1998252702&pubNum=3188&originatingDoc=Iedb2b7a14a8511dba16d88fb847e95e5&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1998252702&pubNum=3188&originatingDoc=Iedb2b7a14a8511dba16d88fb847e95e5&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)


Comments Concerning Public Scoping for RUS EIS   Cambio 
Related to Energy Answers Arecibo Incineration Project 
December 26, 2014 
p. 3 
 

 
 

Over thirty renewable energy projects were submitted through the expedited process between 
2010 and December 2012. Most of them were solar or wind projects, which generally pose 
positive environmental trade-offs.  The exception, however, was the Energy Answers 
incineration project.  A municipal waste incineration facility that was evaluated through the 
expedited process on the alleged basis that the project would come to alleviate Puerto Rico’s 
elevated energy costs.  Clearly, this is a “self-serving assumption” in and of itself, as energy 
production is just a small by-product of the main operation of the facility: waste handling 
through incineration. The emergency, exceptional or extraordinary evaluation process under the 
2010 Executive Order was so accelerated that the local EIS document was made accessible to the 
public through a public notice issued on October 26, 2010, while the period for public comments 
closed on November 9, 2010, after a November 8, 2010 public hearing (pgs. 2-3, November 26, 
2010 EIS transmittal letter from the Puerto Rico Industrial Development Company to the Puerto 
Rico Environmental Quality Board).  Merely eleven working days from the date of notification 
and only one day after the public hearing were afforded to the public and local agencies to 
evaluate and comment on such a complex and ambitious project.  RUS should view with 
suspicion the fact that local agencies submitted comments to the local EIS document within days 
of its receipt: 

“Energy Affairs Administration – letter dated November 1st, 2010; Puerto Rico 
Aqueduct and Sewer Authority – letter dated October 29, 2010; Puerto Rico 
Highway and Transportation Authority, Department of Transportation and Public 
Works – letter dated October 27, 2010; Solid Waste Management Authority – 
letter dated November 1st, 2010; Puerto Rico Ports Authority – letter dated 
November 1st, 2010; Puerto Rico Fire Department – letter dated October 27, 
2010; Department of Agriculture/Land Authority – letter dated November 1st, 
2010; Department of Environmental and Natural Resources – letter dated October 
29, 2010; Department of Health – letter dated November 5, 2010; Puerto Rico 
Electric Power Authority – letter dated November 8, 2010; Institute of Puerto 
Rican Culture – letter dated October 26, 2010; State Historic Preservation Office 
– letter dated October 28, 2010; Department of Labor and Human Resources – 
letter dated October 29, 2010; and the Municipality of Arecibo – letter dated 
November 8, 2010.”  (pgs. 2-3, November 26, 2010 EIS transmittal letter from the 
Puerto Rico Industrial Development Company to the Puerto Rico Environmental 
Quality Board).   

Hence, our characterization of the local EIS process as biased and irresponsible.  The fact that a 
municipal waste incineration project was allowed to be evaluated in this extremely short 
timetable must ring alarms in the context of Puerto Rico.  It must be highlighted that currently 
there is no municipal waste burning facility on the Island because public policies enacted through 
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the years by both the Executive and Legislative Branches had previously prohibited incineration 
as a main waste handling option for the Island.  Some examples were: 

 In 2000, the Puerto Rico Legislature passed a joint resolution prohibiting the Solid 
Waste Authority from spending public funds in the research, development or 
construction of incineration technologies (Joint Resolution 733, December 28, 2000); 

 In 2001, the Puerto Rico Legislature passed a concurrent resolution asserting the 
Legislative Assembly’s public policy of rejecting incineration as a means to dispose 
solid waste within Puerto Rico’s jurisdiction (Senate Concurrent Resolution 9, February 
5, 2001);  

 In 2001, Governor Sila Calderón issued an executive order declaring as public policy 
that reduction, reuse and recycling are the favored methods for waste management in 
Puerto Rico, and specifically limiting the use of incineration for waste which cannot be 
reduced, reused or recycled (Executive Order OE-2001-58ª, October 5, 2001); 

 In 2003, the Puerto Rico Solid Waste Authority approved the Strategic Plan for the 
Management of Solid Waste in Puerto Rico (November 2003), which established the 
necessary strategies and actions for the effective implementation of Governor Calderón’s 
waste management hierarchy;  

 In 2004, Governor Sila Calderón issued an executive order adopting the 2003 Strategic 
Plan for the Management of Solid Waste in Puerto Rico as public policy (Executive 
Order OE-2004-41);  

 In 2006, the Legislature issued a joint resolution reasserting the order it gave in 2000, to 
prohibit the Puerto Rico Solid Waste Authority from spending public funds in the 
research, development or construction of incineration technologies, while also expanding 
its definition of incineration (Joint Resolution 285, December 22, 2006); and, 

 In 2007, Governor Anibal Acevedo Vilá issued an executive order reemphasizing the 
waste management hierarchy of: 1) reduction; 2) reuse; 3) recycling and composting; 4) 
waste to energy recovery facilities; and 5) landfills.  However, a supplemental priority 
was emphasized of waste to energy facilities over landfills. 

Pursuant to Puerto Rico Law 76 of May 5, 2000, executive emergency orders can only be 
effective for 6 months. Thus, in 2011 and 2012 additional Executive Orders were promulgated to 
extend the emergency period initiated by Executive Order 2010-34, particularly because oil 
prices continued to soar during said period. The last executive order promulgated by former 
Governor Luis Fortuño extended the emergency period to December 31, 2012. In May 2013, 
current Governor, Alejandro García Padilla, enacted Executive Order 2013-38 to discontinue the 
expedited evaluation process for renewable energy projects, as well as order that all renewable 
energy projects submitted on or prior to December 31, 2012, which had yet to be evaluated be 
submitted to the ordinary process of evaluation. Further, Executive Order 2013-38 recognized 
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the need for the continued expansion of renewable energy sources on the Island, but recognized 
that “the development of renewable energy projects had to be consistent with our geophysical 
reality as a Caribbean Island.”  Many of the projects presented in the 2010-2012 period were 
proposed on productive agricultural lands or sensitive natural resource areas.  Puerto Rico 
imports over 80% of the food it consumes and agricultural development and import substitution 
is an important element of the Island’s future food sustainability. Thus, renewable energy 
projects are currently evaluated through a more rigorous process that provides for ample public 
participation and comment and a more coherent evaluation of proposed location, land use, cost 
and environmental impacts.  

However, since the local evaluation process for the Energy Answers incineration project was 
initiated and carried through in record time, Governor García Padilla’s Executive Order 2013-38, 
did not affect this project and local agencies did not reopen its evaluation under the ordinary 
process.   

To complicate matters more the current Puerto Rico Environmental Quality Board’s (“EQB”) 
President, has inhibited herself from evaluating any aspect of the Energy Answers incineration 
project as her husband is a lawyer whose firm is currently contracted by Energy Answers.  This 
further limits the government’s radius of action for revision on this matter, as EQB is the local 
agency responsible for certifying the compliance of an EIS pursuant to the Puerto Rico 
Environmental Public Policy Act.  

III. Public Policy 

The local EIS document correctly points to the hierarchical nature of Puerto Rico’s waste 
management public policy as specified in Article 3 of Law No. 70 of September 18, 1992 (Law 
for the Reduction and Recycling of Solid Waste in Puerto Rico).  As discussed above, the policy 
hierarchy applicable in Puerto Rico is as follows:  

“1. Source reduction; 

2. Reuse; 

3. Recycling/composting; 

4. Waste to energy plants; and finally 

5. Landfill.” (local EIS document, p.1-16). 

Puerto Rico law clearly mandates that reduction, reusing and recycling/composting of waste be 
implemented effectively as a priority, and that incineration and landfills be used as a last resort 
of a much reduced waste stream.  This is the same hierarchical policy favored in leading 
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jurisdictions.  In the local EIS document, Energy Answers claims that their project puts into 
effect one of the waste management methods established by Law 70.  However, Energy Answers 
incineration project, as well as the local EIS document, ignore the fact that since the waste 
management methods of Law 70 are presented in a hierarchical priority scale, it is imperative 
that strategies 1 through 3 be effectively implemented first (which has yet to be done in Puerto 
Rico) prior to any exploration of strategy 4 to proceed.  In other words, the conditions under 
which Energy Answers incineration project may be evaluated have yet to mature, as a matter of 
fact and law.  

IV. Project Need 

The local EIS statement’s preamble identifies the “Need” for the Energy Answers incineration 
project thusly: “The Project responds to the urgent need to develop new energy generation 
infrastructure that uses alternative sources to petroleum fuels to stabilize the high cost of 
electricity in Puerto Rico, in accordance with the Energy Reform public policy of the 
Government of Puerto Rico.” (Local EIS document, p.i ).  This “Need” relates to the 2010 
Executive Order declaring an “energy emergency”, and which is no longer in effect nor 
recognized as an emergency by Executive Order 2013-038.  

Furthermore, Puerto Rico’s current energy demand fluctuates between 2,700 MW and 3,200 
MW. Energy Answers will produce 80 MW, of which 10MW will be used in the facility and 70 
MW are to be sold to the Puerto Rico Energy and Power Authority (PREPA). This is less than 
0.026 of the total electricity demand in the Island and clearly will not make a dent in the terms of 
energy costs. In addition, as we see oil prices plummet we must reassess the overall project cost 
(environmental, environmental justice, health, etc.) and relative benefit of pursuing a municipal 
waste incineration facility, particularly after not having implemented other legally-mandated and 
favored waste management (reducing, reusing, recycling) and energy (solar, wind) alternatives 
that have much less environmental and health impacts. 

V. Job creation 

The local EIS states that the Energy Answers project will create 4,283 direct jobs and 4,004 
indirect and induced jobs during construction phase and 150 direct jobs and 675 indirect and 
induced jobs in operation phase. These numbers appear to be grossly overstated from a basic 
comparison with other similar facilities in the United States.  

An article published in 2013 by the MSW Management, a journal for municipal and waste 
professionals, provides comparative data on other waste to energy facilities and the job creation 
during construction and operation phase 
(http://www.mswmanagement.com/MSW/Editorial/SWANA_News_Economic_Benefits_of_Wa
stetoEnergy_Jobs_21552.aspx). The range of direct employment for a 1,500 TPD facility during 

http://www.mswmanagement.com/MSW/Editorial/SWANA_News_Economic_Benefits_of_WastetoEnergy_Jobs_21552.aspx
http://www.mswmanagement.com/MSW/Editorial/SWANA_News_Economic_Benefits_of_WastetoEnergy_Jobs_21552.aspx
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construction is close to 250 and during operation phase between 50 and 75. A reasonable 
expectation for a 2,100 TPD facility would be 350 direct jobs in the construction phase and 
between 70 and 105 jobs during operations. Thus, once again, the information provided in the 
local EIS document is misleading and incorrect.  Job creation has been one of the most persistent 
arguments used by Energy Answers proponents in defending the project.   A more in depth 
analysis and comparison of what really will be the job creation benefit from the Energy Answers 
facility needs to be performed in order to evaluate responsibly the alleged economic benefits 
from this facility. 

VI. Municipal Solid Waste characterization 

Puerto Rico recycles less than 14% of its waste stream (http://www.ads.pr.gov/ads/mapas/mapa-
reciclaje.html). The last waste characterization study was commissioned over 10 years ago 
(2003) by the Puerto Rico Solid Waste Authority. Surprisingly, this is the waste characterization 
Energy Answers uses as basis in the local EIS document.  It is more than reasonable to argue that 
waste generation practices and behavior on the Island must have changed considerably in the 
past 10 years.  For one thing, over 500,000 inhabitants have left the Island during said period, 
and our demographics now show a much older population with different consumption and waste 
disposal behavior.  Manufacturing jobs and production have been reduced by more than a half in 
said period.  Moreover, the past 10 years have seen the expansion of stores such as Costco, Sams 
and Walmart which use large excessive packaging as part of their consumer strategy. 

The Energy Answers incineration project proposes to separate and recycle only the metal 
components of the waste stream (~10%), leaving plastics and other toxic waste commonly found 
in municipal waste streams to enter the incineration process. Having no recent waste 
characterization study, it is impossible to know what will in effect enter the incineration waste 
stream and the amount of resulting air pollutants to be released. At a minimum, a new waste 
characterization study should be completed as part of the evaluation of the Energy Answer 
process to better assess the type of pollutants and amounts that can be expected to be released, 
thus, allowing for  a more certain assessment of the environmental and health impacts of this 
polluting activity.  

VII. Population estimates 

The local EIS document presents outdated population estimates from 2006, in order to justify an 
increase in waste production up to 2025. Below, the information included in the local EIS 
document:  
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“Year Pop. Projection   SW Projection (Tons/year) 

2010  4,030,152     4,089,395 

2015  4,110,528   4,170,953 

2020 4,172,242   4,233,574 

2025  4,214,387     4,276,338.” (Local EIS document, p. 1-19). 

Contrary to what is presented in the local EIS document, the US Census Bureau’s census for 
2010 provided population estimates for Puerto Rico of 3,725,789, already demonstrating a 
marked and immediate decrease in population (US Census Bureau, Population Data for Puerto 
Rico, Enrique Lamas, Nov. 2010 
http://www.estadisticas.gobierno.pr/iepr/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=DhUavOY-
CBE%3D&tabid=104). The U.S. Census Bureau’s population estimates for 2013 are of 
3,615,086, proving the decreasing trend 
(https://www.census.gov/popest/data/puerto_rico/asrh/2013/index.html).  Recent Planning Board 
projections indicate the Puerto Rico population could be below 3,300,000 by 2020 
(http://www.caribbeanbusinesspr.com/news/pr-population-could-decline-by-8-percent-to-3.3m-
by-2020-planning-board-predicts-92360.html). This is one million less people than the projection 
included in the local EIS document, which in turns translates to one million tons per year less 
applying the same methodology used by Energy Answers in its local EIS analysis.  

Information and data presented in the local EIS document regarding population and waste 
projections are simply incorrect. This incorrect information is what Energy Answers uses as 
justification for the viability and need for the incineration facility. This alone should trigger a 
more profound, in depth and transparent evaluation for this project, and invalidate the use or 
reliance of the local EIS document and attachments as currently proposed by RUS. 

Projections presented on Table 1-5: Projected Sources of Raw Materials for the PRF, local EIS 
document, page 1-33 are thus incorrect; as well as the Socioeconomic Study presented in Section 
2.5 of the local EIS document. 

VIII. Plant components 

The local EIS document indicates in its description of plant components: “Component 1: 
Receiving of Solid Waste/ A reduction in the amount of solid waste generated by communities, 
industry and government will be actively promoted through effective programs to reduce, recycle 
and compost.” (Local EIS document, p. ES-5).  However, there is no actual, aggressive 
communities, industry or government (state or municipal) policy implementation effort to 
comply with this first component.  As indicated earlier, Puerto Rico recycles less than 14% its 

http://www.estadisticas.gobierno.pr/iepr/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=DhUavOY-CBE%3D&tabid=104
http://www.estadisticas.gobierno.pr/iepr/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=DhUavOY-CBE%3D&tabid=104
https://www.census.gov/popest/data/puerto_rico/asrh/2013/index.html).
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waste.  Also important to emphasize is that according to the Puerto Rico Solid Waste Authority’s 
Strategic Plan for the Management of Solid Waste in Puerto Rico (November 2003), our waste 
composition is:  35% organic material and yard waste (compostable); 41% paper, cardboard, 
plastic, metals and glass (recyclable and reusable); 17% construction and demolition waste 
(recyclable and reusable); and 7% other.  These percentages are prior to any effort to reduce our 
waste production.  Hence, the development of a municipal waste incineration facility at this time, 
when acceptable recycling rates have not yet been attained and no reduction, reuse or recycling 
plans are in place, will inevitably jeopardize the effective implementation of reducing, reusing, 
and recycling efforts. Further, given the 2,100 ton/day waste stream required to make this project 
economically feasible for the proponents, it is reasonable to anticipate that at least 1,400 ton/day 
of recyclable materials will necessarily enter the Energy Answers incineration waste stream.   

IX. Site location 
 

 Floodzone 

The local EIS document states: “Floodway limits have been revised to follow the perimeter of 
the proposed development, and to reclassify the land as Zone AE outside the floodway, where 
the provisions of Section 7.03 of Regulation #13 apply. The proposed amendment would require 
a change to the topography of the area between the Project site and the river channel, for a 
maximum ground elevation of 3.5 meters-msl, and to provide greater flow area along the river 
bank. The letter requesting the amendment to the FEMA Flood Map was filed with the [Puerto 
Rico Planning Board] on October 8, 2010.” The reason for the request is that the project is 
located within the Rio Grande de Arecibo flooding zone (Junta de Planificación, Consulta 
Número 2010-06-0231-JPU). Locating an incineration facility within the floodzone of one of 
Puerto Rico’s main rivers should be questioned particularly when the Puerto Rico Department of 
Natural and Environmental Resources has identified:  

“Los meandros en la desembocadura del río al mar forman uno de los estuarios 
más importantes en la Isla, penetrando la cuña de agua salada hasta la vecindad de 
la Central Cambalache, aproximadamente una milla aguas arriba de la 
desembocadura del río al 
mar.”(http://www.drna.gobierno.pr/oficinas/saux/secretaria-auxiliar-de-
planificacion-integral/planagua/inventario-recursos-de-agua/cuencas-
hidrograficas/Cuenca%20del%20Rio%20Grande%20de%20Arecibo.pdf)  

It is precisely in these ecologically rich last miles of meanders of the Arecibo River that the 
Energy Answers project is to be located.  

 

http://www.drna.gobierno.pr/oficinas/saux/secretaria-auxiliar-de-planificacion-integral/planagua/inventario-recursos-de-agua/cuencas-hidrograficas/Cuenca%20del%20Rio%20Grande%20de%20Arecibo.pdf
http://www.drna.gobierno.pr/oficinas/saux/secretaria-auxiliar-de-planificacion-integral/planagua/inventario-recursos-de-agua/cuencas-hidrograficas/Cuenca%20del%20Rio%20Grande%20de%20Arecibo.pdf
http://www.drna.gobierno.pr/oficinas/saux/secretaria-auxiliar-de-planificacion-integral/planagua/inventario-recursos-de-agua/cuencas-hidrograficas/Cuenca%20del%20Rio%20Grande%20de%20Arecibo.pdf
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 Land Use 

The local EIS document states: “The Project will reuse and revitalize a previously impacted 
industrial site, resulting in an efficient land use because (a) it prevents land use for landfill 
operation, and revitalizes a previously impacted area”.(local EIS document, p.1-11). However, 
how can the local EIS document conclude this when there is no serious analysis of a No Action 
Alternative or an analysis on the cumulative impact of polluting activities in the area as part of 
the local EIS process. Arecibo is a very contaminated zone because of previous industrial 
activities developed throughout the municipality and a No Action Alternative in the proposed 
project site could actually be the best alternative in terms of adequate land use for the zone. A 
thorough No Action Alternative and a cumulative impact analysis need to be responsibly 
evaluated and addressed as part of the RUS EIS. 

Furthermore, Arecibo has suffered from the lack of adequate land use planning.  Arecibo does 
not have an approved Land Use Plan to provide orderly logic to development zones. The result 
has been the careless and chaotic development of areas near ecologically sensitive and important 
natural resource areas for the Island. In the absence of an approved Land Use Plan, EIS 
documents and processes for high impact projects proposed for Arecibo, such as the Energy 
Answers project,  need to be thorough and cannot be subject to fast-track analysis that curtail 
adequate evaluation and transparency.  

X. Water 

The local EIS document states: “Provide 2.1 MGD brackish water for the cooling tower and 
boiler steam production, to be pumped from the surplus that the Department of Natural and 
Environmental Resources (DNER) discharges from Caño Tiburones into the ocean, and will be 
transferred by force line from El Vigía Pump Station to the Plant” (local EIS document, p. ES-8). 
No Hydrology and Hydraulics (H/H) study was presented in the local EIS document to evaluate 
the impact of such extraction on the Caño Tiburones Reserve. Furthermore, on February 2014 
the Department of Natural Resources denied Energy Answers the request to extract water from 
Caño Tiburones because of the environmental impacts such an extraction would impose on this 
valuable natural ecosystem.  

No alternative water supply was evaluated as part of the local EIS document, thus the alternative 
water source to be presented by Energy Answers (not yet identified) must be evaluated and the 
local EIS revised and updated to account for such amendment in the original plans.  

XI. Air pollution 

The local EIS document states: “Arecibo and nearby areas are classified as attainment areas in 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for criteria pollutants.” (p.2-48) 
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However since 2011, USEPA has classified the Arecibo area as non-attainment because of 
exceedance in lead air limits (http://www.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/mnp.html). The main 
source for lead pollution is related to the battery recycling operation in the same Cambalache 
Ward where the Energy Answers facility is proposed. Thus, once again, the information 
presented in the EIS is not representative of current conditions.  

During a public hearing held in December 2013 regarding the Battery Recycling operations, the 
Puerto Rico Medical Board (“Colegio de Médicos” in Spanish) indicated: 

 “ ‘Tomamos nota de que ya en 2004 había evidencia de niveles elevados de 
plomo en empleados de la compañía. En el 2008, EPA ordenó la investigación de 
los suelos circundantes, viviendas y negocios cercanos a TBRCI, habiéndose 
encontrado el metal tóxico plomo en un número significativo de muestras. En el 
2010, se encontró plomo en sangre de niños de Head Start, familiares de 
empleados de TBRCI, lo cual causó que la agencia federal CDC de Atlanta 
hiciera pruebas adicionales a otros niños y adultos, y un número de ellos también 
salieran con niveles elevados de plomo en sangre.’ Indico Angel González 
presidente del Comité de Salud Pública y Ambiental (CSPA) del Colegio de 
Médicos-Cirujanos de Puerto Rico (CMCPR) durante la vista.” 
(http://puertorico.sierraclub.org/blog/2013/12/exigen-el-cierre-de-battery-
recycling-company-inc-en-vistas-publicas-de-arecibo) 

The fact that Arecibo is a non-attainment area should also constitute an important element of the 
Environmental Justice evaluation of the EIS, as the Energy Answer’s project will inevitably 
further increase air pollution in a community that has already suffered for more than 10 years the 
impact of contaminating industries.  

Furthermore, the Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) referenced on page 3-40 of the local 
EIS document needs to be revised since it is clearly based on incomplete information due to an 
absence of: an updated waste characterization study, a cumulative impact analysis, incorporating 
local studies made by Colegio de Médicos de Puerto Rico and the Center for Disease Control.  
Furthermore, the HHRA study included as Appendix K of the local EIS document study evinces 
a clear bias towards favoring the project when it states on page 2, Background:  “RRF provide a 
good alternative to land-filling wastes”. This self-serving statement is made even prior to 
presenting any health data or information to support it.  

Moreover, the HHRA study is based on data collected at the SEMASS facility at West Wareham, 
Massachusetts, where the waste stream is considerably different from the Puerto Rico waste 
stream. For instance, recycling rates from the municipalities that deliver waste to SEMASS far 
exceed Puerto Rico recycling rate, attaining levels that are over 3 times the Island’s rate.  (See, 

http://www.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/mnp.html
http://puertorico.sierraclub.org/blog/2013/12/exigen-el-cierre-de-battery-recycling-company-inc-en-vistas-publicas-de-arecibo
http://puertorico.sierraclub.org/blog/2013/12/exigen-el-cierre-de-battery-recycling-company-inc-en-vistas-publicas-de-arecibo
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for example, recycling rates for Cape Cod communities). Therefore, the base information and 
data used in the HHRA study is not pertinent to Puerto Rico making conclusion on health risk 
not relevant to the Puerto Rico project.  

XII. Landfill impact and ash 

The impact assessment made in the local EIS document as to the effect on reduced 
contamination on landfills is highly overstated and lacks precision and quantifiable data. 
Statements included are biased and self-serving. The EIS indicates: “Through the Project, the 
practice of burying the solid waste (approximately 2,100 tons per day) in landfills, some of 
which are in environmental compliance and some that are not, will be avoided, thereby 
minimizing the impacts to soil, air and surface water and groundwater (aquifers) that are a 
consequence of this practice. The Project also reduces, among other impacts (a) the uncontrolled 
air emissions that occur as a result of the operation of landfills, and (b) uncontrolled leachate 
discharges to soil, surface water and groundwater”(local EIS, p. 1-11). However, unless solid 
waste scavenging is employed (which is not a proposed as part of this project) there will be no 
reduction on the impact of solid waste deposited on landfills. Uncontrolled air emissions from 
garbage trucks having to haul waste from one corner of the island to get to the Arecibo site is 
disregarded and not accounted for in this analysis. In addition, ash to be deposited on landfills 
will have a higher concentration of contaminants than regular municipal waste stream on a per 
volume basis. Since information regarding the handling of this residual ash is not discussed as 
part of the EIS and has not been disclosed by Energy Answers, the assertion made in the EIS 
regarding decreased impact on landfills is false and misleading. 

Currently, Puerto Rico faces and enormous challenge handling ash generated by the AES 
Cogeneration facility in Guayama, Puerto Rico: 

“AES dumped its toxic ash in the Dominican Republic before it spread its poison 
locally. When the Guayama plant opened, AES sent thousands of tons of toxic ash 
to the Dominican Republic, where it was dumped in Samaná Province, 
contaminating Manzanillo and ruining Samaria Bay. In 2005, the Dominican 
Republic sued AES, saying that the ash contained unsafe levels of cancer-causing 
metals and radioactive materials and that it polluted the environment and harmed 
residents’ health. Citizens exposed to the ash suffered health problems. The case 
settled for $6 million, and AES stopped shipping coal ash to the Dominican 
Republic.” (http://earthjustice.org/2012-september/tr-ash-talk-puerto-rico-
communities-seek-justice-protection).  

Over 20 municipalities, including Guayama, have prohibited the use of ash (specifically, 
Agremax, which is a partially solidified mixture of coal combustion fly ash and bottom ash) in 

http://www.miamiherald.com/2009/11/05/1319257/dominican-republic-town-blames.html
http://earthjustice.org/2012-september/tr-ash-talk-puerto-rico-communities-seek-justice-protection
http://earthjustice.org/2012-september/tr-ash-talk-puerto-rico-communities-seek-justice-protection
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road and construction projects because of carcinogenic and other health concerns. A 2012 study 
commissioned by USEPA and performed by Vanderbilt University titled “Leaching Behavior of 
‘Agremax’ collected from a Coal-Fired Power Plant in Puerto 
Rico” (http://nepis.epa.gov/Adobe/PDF/P100G02B.pdf), presents the leaching properties of 
Agremax collected from the AES Guayama facility. Results demonstrate concentrations 
exceeding maximum limits for arsenic, boron, chloride, chromium, and fluoride, among others, 
thus confirming concerns for environmental fate and transport of contaminants present in ash and 
resulting health risks. AES coal ash was in origin presented by proponents as theoretically 
innocuous, much in the same fashion as Energy Answers is presenting through flawed theory 
that ash to be generated from the proposed waste to energy facility does not present health threat 
or danger.  

USEPA is currently evaluating how to address the health issues created by Agremax and ash 
generated in the AES Guayama facility.  

XIII. Noise levels 

The local EIS states that existing noise levels at several Receptor points identified, including a 
quiet zone, exceed allowable noise limits. These are caused mainly by vehicular traffic from state 
road PR-2 (local EIS document, p. 2-84). The local EIS document disregards the noise impact to 
be caused by the operation of the facility, particularly the dramatic increase in garbage trucks in 
the area that will precisely transit through PR-2.  

Assuming that each garbage truck can hold on average 15 tons of waste, this would imply that at 
a minimum 140 garbage trucks would have to visit the site daily to dump waste in order to 
supply the 2,100 tons/day required. This activity would be on-going for six days a week. The 
facility and its operation will inevitable worsen noise levels, and yet the impacts are not 
adequately addressed in the local EIS document.  

XIV. Natural and Human environment 

 A glaring flaw in the local EIS document is the superficial evaluation of environmental impacts 
on the natural and human environment in the proposed project’s very backyard.   

http://nepis.epa.gov/Adobe/PDF/P100G02B.pdf
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http://www.elnuevodia.com/areciboescenariodecrisisecologica-1556715.html 

 Natural Environment  

The ecological importance of the proposed plant’s surroundings cannot be ignored (as done by 
Energy Answers in the local EIS document). Section 2.7.1 Natural Ecosystems in the vicinity of 
the Site (Num. 4 in orange, above) of the local EIS document fails to adequately describe or 
evaluate the natural ecosystems that exist within the Arecibo region. 

1. Caño Tiburones Natural Reserve (Num. 2 in blue, above) – The proposed 
incineration plant is located within the western tip of Caño Tiburones.  Delimited 
by the Río Grande de Arecibo and Río Grande de Manatí and covering an area of 
approximately 7,000 acres, Caño Tiburones is the largest wetland in Puerto Rico. 
Fresh water from the karst and salty ocean water interact creating a unique 
habitat consisting of estuarine, palustrine and lacustrine wetlands with around 
200 bird species and more than 100 flora species.  Caño Tiburones is recognized 
as an important migratory bird habitat in the Caribbean Region.  
 

2. Cambalache State Forest, Arecibo – (Num. 3 in blue).  A few miles to the east of 
the proposed incineration plant is the Cambalache State Forest, approximately 
1,600 acres of limestone forest.  The Forest provides an important service in the 
protection of the karst ecosystem in the region, including its flora, fauna, caves, 
sinkholes and limestone hills, as well as underground water system.  Important 
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populations of endemic birds and trees are protected within the Cambalache State 
Forest. 

 
3. Río Abajo State Forest, Arecibo – (Num. 4 in blue).  A few miles to the south of 

the proposed incineration plant and consisting of 5,780 acres, Río Abajo houses 
two types of forests:  a moist limestone forest with very irregular topography, 
subterranean drainage, caves, natural depressions or sinkholes and haystack hills 
(all characteristic of karst geological development); and a large subtropical wet 
forest.  There are about 175 types of trees, 47 of which are considered 
endangered species.  Two important programs for the recovery of two endemic 
birds are also underway in Río Abajo: recovery of the Puerto Rican Red-Tail 
Hawk and the Puerto Rican Parrot. These programs are successfully recovering 
these bird populations in a joint effort between the Puerto Rico Department of 
Natural and Environmental Resources, the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and the 
U.S. Forest Service.   

 
4. Dos Bocas Reservoir, Arecibo – (Num. 5 in Blue).  One of the Island’s most 

important reservoirs, as 100 mgd are extracted and sent to the San Juan 
metropolitan area for potable water.  The 2003 H/H water study of the Caño 
Tiburones relied upon by Energy Answers in the local EIS document was made 
precisely to evaluate the potential impact of the extraction of 100 mgd in the Dos 
Bocas Reservoir as both water systems are part of the same hydrological system.  
Any proposed additional extraction from the Caño Tiburones requires a new H/H 
water study to evaluate the accumulated impact of the Dos Bocas extraction 
during the past decade, as well as the impact in future extractions that may be 
required from the Superaqueduct system. 

 
5. Indian’s Cave and the Bishop’s Waterhole, Arecibo (Num. 1 in blue).  Both of 

these natural resources are a few hundred meters away from the proposed 
incineration project, and are important historic and cultural sites, as well as 
important components of the region’s ecological system.    

 
 

 Human Environment  

The quality of the human environment in the Arecibo region is precarious.  A combination of 
past and present factors have aggravated the surroundings in the Arecibo region, including 
serious coastal erosion, contamination of its superficial and underground water systems by toxics 
and sediments, ground contamination by hazardous substances, and air contamination.  In 
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Hanley v. Mitchell, 460 F.2d 640 (2d Cir. 1972) (Feinberg, J.), cert. denied, 41 U.S.L.W. 3247 
(U.S. Nov. 7, 1972), impacts significantly affecting the quality of the human environment 
included the following:  “[NEPA] must be construed to include protection of the quality of life 
for city residents. Noise, traffic, overburdened mass transportation systems, crime, congestion 
and even availability of drugs all affect the urban 'environment' and are surely results of the 
'profound influences of . . . high-density urbanization [and] industrial expansion.” Id. at 647.  In 
evaluating if a proposed action will significantly impact the human environment, one must 
consider both the comparative effect and the absolute effect. 

“(1) the [comparative] extent to which the action will cause adverse 
environmental effects in excess of those created by existing uses in the area 
affected by it, and (2) the absolute quantitative adverse environmental effects of 
the action itself, including the cumulative harm that results from its contribution 
to existing adverse conditions or uses in the affected area. Where conduct 
conforms to existing uses, its adverse consequences will usually be less 
significant than when it represents a radical change. . . 

Although the existing environment of the area which is the site of a major federal 
action constitutes on criterion to be considered, it must be recognized that even a 
slight increase in adverse conditions that form an existing environmental milieu 
may sometimes threaten harm that is significant. One more factory polluting air 
and water in an area zoned for industrial use may represent the straw that breaks 
the back of the environmental camel. Hence the absolute, as well as comparative, 
effects of a major federal action must be considered.”  (Hanly v. Kleindeist, 484 

F.2d 448 (2d. Cir. 1973). 

Though the existing environment of the area is an important criterion when evaluating a 
proposed action, the accumulation of additional impacts to the existing, even if a slight increase, 
may endanger a human environment.  Such is the case of the Arecibo area.  Hence, the quality of 
the human environment must be carefully evaluated.  This was not done by Energy Answers in 
the local EIS document.  Past and current activities that affect the human environment in the 
region include: 

1. 11 Superfund Sites – Pesticide Warehouse I, Arecibo; Pharmacia & Upjohn 
Caribe, Arecibo; Pesticide Warehouse II, Manati; Barceloneta Landfill, 
Florida; Merck, Sharp & Dohme Quimica de Puerto Rico, Barceloneta; RCA 
del Caribe, Barceloneta; Upjohn Facility, Barceloneta;Vega Alta Public 
Supply Wells, Vega Alta; V & M Albaladejo, Vega Baja; Vega Baja Solid 
Waste Disposal, Vega Baja; and Papelera Puertorriqueña, Utuado. 
(http://www.epa.gov/region2/cleanup/sites/prtoc_sitename.htm). The 
existence of so many Superfund Sites and numerous industrial activities with 

http://elr.info/sites/default/litigation/vol2/2.20216.cfm
http://www.epa.gov/region2/waste/fsmsdq.html
http://www.epa.gov/region2/cleanup/sites/prtoc_sitename.htm
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potential to contaminate with hazardous substances and toxics in such a small 
region of Puerto Rico (a poor and mostly racial minority under EPA 
Environmental Justice standards) should be, in and of itself, cause of concern 
and in depth analysis. 
 

2. Battery Recycling – (Num. 3 in orange).  A few meters from the proposed 
incineration plant, this existing company is a recurrent permit violator, and 
has received several fines by U.S. E.P.A. and the local Environmental Quality 
Board. As mentioned before this is the main source for the lead air quality 
non-attainment area. 

 
3. Puerto Rico Electric Power Authority’s Cambalache Power Plant – (Num. 2 in 

orange).  Just a few hundred meters away from the proposed incineration 
plant, the Cambalache Power Plant is one of the region’s top air polluters 
burning low quality oil in order to produce electricity.  This plant has not 
undergone significant improvements in order to upscale its efficiency and 
environmental compliance. 

 
4. Puerto Rico Acqueduct and Sewer Authority’s Barrio Islote Sewer Treatment 

Plant – (Num. 1 in orange) – located within 1,000 meters of the proposed 
incineration plant, and right in the heart of the Barrio Islote residential 
community.  The odors and noise produced by this sewer treatment plant are 
constant source of complaints for the local community. 

 
5. Arecibo Municipal Landfill – (Num. 5 in orange).  For decades, the local 

communities have had to coexist with the RCRA non-complying landfill, 
which is located within the Caño Tiburones Reserve and just a few hundred 
meters from the proposed incineration plant.  Even in its eventual closure, this 
landfill will continue contaminating the Caño Tiburones waters, as well as the 
region’s air. 

The local EIS statement does not evaluate the cumulative effect over the natural and human 
environment resulting from the above industrial activities neither in a comparative or absolute 
analysis.  The RUS EIS must evaluate these criteria.  
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 Residential and Quiet Zones   

The local EIS document describes the residential and quiet zones as follows: 

“The closest house is located north the Project site, adjacent to State Road PR-2. 
This house is located at 569 meters from the center of the Project site. The 
schools, courts, hospitals, mental health hospitals and clinics are considered as 
quiet zones by the EQB. The closest school is located at approximately 1,480 
meters northwest of the Project site, and the closest hospital is located at 
approximately 2,035 meters northwest the Project site.” (Local EIS document, pg. 
2-59). 

The local EIS document then shows in its Figure 2-17 some examples of houses and hospitals 
close by.  However, even this superficial analysis of the proposed project’s surroundings cannot 
hide the reality that within just a few hundred meters of the proposed project there are residential 
houses, and within a couple thousand meters there are hospitals and schools; nor can the local 
EIS document hide that tens of thousands of persons live and work within a couple thousand 
meters of the proposed site.  This reality mandates a profound, thorough and in depth evaluation 
of the impact that the direct and indirect activities will have in the quality of the human 
environment surrounding the proposed incineration plant. 

Furthermore, the local EIS states on page 3-39:   

“During the operation phase, the visual resources of the current setting will 
improve since the proposed Project’s landscape includes a plan for reforestation 
and maintenance, which will maintain the appeal of the external areas of the 
Plant. In addition, the Plant itself will add extra appeal because it will have a 
maintenance plan that will maintain its curb appeal. On the long term, the impact 
to visual resources as result of the Plant development will be positive because it 
will add attractiveness to the Project site and nearby areas, since currently they 
look abandoned and careless.”  

Such a statement seems generic and incomplete as it does not consider the impact of over 140 
garbage trucks hauling solid waste to the facility on a daily basis, and the inevitable 
accumulation of waste and ash at the site. There are no renditions of the visual impact of the 
project on the region and particularly from reference points outside property delimitations.  
Another example of biased and self-serving conclusions presented in the local EIS document, in 
order to justify the approval of the proposed Energy Answers incineration project.  
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XV. Contradiction “Put or Pay” on local EIS document versus Solid Waste Authority 
contract 

The local EIS document states:  

“It is important to note and emphasize that Energy Answers contracts will not 
include “put or pay” clauses, which financially penalize customers (municipal or 
private) for reducing the incoming amount of waste for the Plant because of the 
implementation of recycling initiatives. On the contrary, Energy Answers 
contracts do not contain this penalty, therefore allowing the municipalities that 
dispose of their waste at the Plant to have the option of reducing their amount of 
generated waste through the programs.”(Local EIS document, p.1-3). 

However, the contract signed on April 4, 2012, between the Solid Waste Authority and Energy 
Answers (Waste Delivery and Support Agreement 2012-000060) states that the Solid Waste 
Authority shall issue Performance Directives to municipalities to ensure delivery of 2,100 TPD. 
Performance Directives are defined in the 2012-000060 Contract as: 

 

Thus, the Solid Waste Authority becomes the enforcer through the 2012 Contract that guarantees 
that waste volumes are not reduced (see below, article 2.4 of Contract 2012-000060).  
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Furthermore, the contract states in Article 2.5 that the SWA can impose fines to municipalities 
that do not comply with Performance Directives or contracted volumes as part of its 
administrative proceedings. Hence, the Energy Answers incineration project will, in fact, be 
penalizing municipalities that reduce amounts included in Performance Directives through the 
Solid Waste Authority. Again the information included in the local EIS document is misleading.3 

XVI. Financing 

“The Project will be completely financed with private funds, without the need to use municipal 
or state public funds.” (local EIS document, p.1-26). However, government subsidies through 
state and municipal tax exemptions and credits and preferential treatments are part of the 
financing scheme of the project. Thus, municipal and state governments will be providing 
indirect financing contrary to what is stated. Even the Socioeconomic Study included as part of 
the local EIS document recognizes that economic benefits calculated do not incorporate this type 
of tax preferential treatment, which is to be expected. It is imperative that the impact of said 
subsidies be presented particularly given the fiscal and economic challenges being faced in 
Puerto Rico. 

XVII. SEMASS reference 

The reference made in the local EIS document to the SEMASS incineration facility in West 
Wareham, Massachusetts and the awards it received back in the 20th Century are precisely the 
type of  “biased” and “self-serving assumptions” that RUS should not allow in its EIS process.  
To begin with Puerto Rico is not Massachusetts.  Puerto Rico is smaller (3,423 sq. miles to 7,840 
sq. miles), yet it has higher population density (1,088 persons per sq. mile to 839 persons per 
square mile).  More importantly, the part of Arecibo where the plant is proposed (a few hundred 
meters from Arecibo Pueblo and Barrio Islote) are definitely not West Wareham.  For instance, 
Arecibo Pueblo has a population density of  5,915 persons per square mile and Barrio Islote 
Urbano has a population density of 2, 774 persons per square mile compared to West Wareham’s 

                                                           
3 It is important to note that on June 6, 2013 the Secretary of Justice issued a formal opinion declaring null Contract 
12-000060 between Energy Answers and the Solid Waste Authority because it violates municipal autonomy 
provided in the Municipal Autonomy Law (Law No. 81 of Aug. 30, 1991, as amended), it undue interference with 
existing and future contractual relations, and is in conflict with SWA public policy regarding reduction and 
recycling. SWA voided the contract filed suit in local court for Declaratory Judgment of the matter. 
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population density of 512 persons per square mile.  (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census Report 
for Puerto Rico and Massachusetts).   

More relevant to Puerto Rico is Energy Answers’ proposed incineration plants for the Baltimore 
area, whose construction was recently stopped by public opposition and permit non-compliance. 
(http://www.citypaper.com/news/features/bcp-trash-talk-20140722,0,981899.story). This 
discussion is akin to Puerto Rico’s given similar population density and minority percentages in 
the Baltimore area as in the Arecibo urban/industrial area. 

XVIII. Discussion of Alternatives 
  
One of the best known axioms when studying NEPA is that the discussion of alternatives to a 
proposed project is the “heart of the environmental impact statement.”  (Section 1502.14 of the 
Council on Environmental Quality Regulations, 40 C.F.R. sec. 1502.14).  It is precisely while 
discussing alternatives to a proposed project, that a government agency can truly internalize 
environmental considerations into its decision-making process.  Without an honest and effective 
discussion of alternatives, the agency is many times left with a situation in which it decides to 
continue with a project “by default,” even when faced by an accurate analysis of its significant 
environmental impact.  This is why the Regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality 
(“CEQ regulations”) set very clear criteria for the adequate discussion of alternatives in an EIS 
document.  More precisely, CEQ regulations clearly specify that an EIS document must: 
  

“(a)  Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and 
for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the 
reasons for their having been eliminated. 
(b)  Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail including 
the proposed action so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits. 
(c)  Include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency. 
(d)  Include the alternative of no action. . .”   (Id.). 

  
Although the Energy Answers incineration project is primarily a solid waste management 
strategy, the local EIS document does not evaluate well-known and available alternatives, such 
as the reduction, reuse and recycling of solid waste.  This is particularly irresponsible in the 
context of Puerto Rico, where, as we have discussed above, the long-standing public policy on 
the matter is to favor the implementation of reduction, reuse and recycling/composting of solid 
waste, particularly over incineration and landfilling.  Instead, the local EIS document presents a 
superficial discussion of alternatives to non-renewable energy, although the Energy Answers 
incineration project is insignificant as an answer to the Island’s energy needs and costs. Here, 

http://www.citypaper.com/news/features/bcp-trash-talk-20140722,0,981899.story
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once again, it is evident that the local EIS document is a biased and self-serving document aimed 
at justifying the Energy Answers incineration project. 
 
XIX. SCOPING 

In conclusion, we summarize and list specific scoping areas which, at a minimum, should be 
included as part of NEPA regulated RUS EIS process:  

 Discard local Environmental Impact Statement or any studies included in the document as 
reference or basis documents of the RUS EIS process. 
 

 Reassess project viability and overall impact given that population estimates, waste 
characterizations studies, economic benefit analysis and socioeconomic studies used in the 
local EIS document are outdated and/or  incorrect, and that air emission data used to 
evaluate air quality impact is from West Wareham, Massachusetts and not applicable to 
Puerto Rico.  Furthermore, reassess project viability given that the Waste Delivery and 
Support Agreement between the Solid Waste Authority and Energy Answers has been 
declared null and void, and there are no guarantees for municipal waste flows. 

 
 Request new comments from local and federal agencies regarding project need and impact 

as both, a major solid waste management project and an a minor energy generation project.   
 

 Evaluate the project in the context of current local policy regarding waste management and 
the hierarchy established in Article 3 of Law No. 70 of September 18, 1992, as well as 
subsequent policy statements from the Executive and Legislative Branches. 

 
 Define and responsibly evaluate the need for the project in the absence of an energy 

emergency as established by Executive Order 2012-034 and versus other waste 
management alternatives such as reduction, reuse and recycling.  

 
 Conduct an unbiased economic analysis that incorporates a benefit/cost analysis and 

assesses the real job creation potential of the project. 
 

 Conduct an updated Waste Characterization Study to determine real waste flows based on 
correct and updated population estimates and predictions. This should provide the specific 
volumes of recyclables and toxic materials that would enter the incineration waste stream 
and also determine the viability of the project. 

 
 Conduct a new Socioeconomic Study with correct and updated census and economic data. 
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 Conduct analysis of the impact of locating this facility in the floodway and ecologically rich 

meanders of the Arecibo River. 
 

 Conduct a comprehensive and responsible Cumulative Impact analysis that considers the 
project impact on ecologically sensitive and environmentally rich areas of the Arecibo 
Region. 

 
 Define and evaluate the water supply source and the impact of utilizing such water supply 

source, since the Department of Natural and Environmental Resources denied water 
extraction from Caño Tiburones. Conduct the related H/H studies. 

 
 Conduct a new air quality impact analysis given that Arecibo is classified since 2011 as 

non-attainment area because of exceedance in lead air limits. Also, incorporate in the air 
impact analysis a new Human Health Risk Assessment study using data that is pertinent to 
Puerto Rico and the Island’s waste stream, and not SEMASS data. 

 
 Reassess landfill impact given conditions at local landfills will not be significantly altered. 

Furthermore, conduct a responsible ash characterization, disposal and fate and transport 
study to define health and environmental risks. Define and make public ash management 
and disposal strategy. 

 
 Conduct a new unbiased noise level study that accounts for predictable noise polluting 

activities to be expected and the impact on quiet zones and residential areas. 
 

 Conduct a responsible assessment of the natural resources of the region and not just the site 
as this is an activity that will cause impact beyond property limits and the Arecibo region is 
surrounded by environmentally sensitive, ecologically rich and important natural resources 
that serve the entire Island.  

 
 Include an analysis of the comparative and absolute effect and impact the facility will have 

on the human environment in the Region, as required by NEPA. This is to include past and 
current activities affect the human environment and the impact on the visual resources.  

 
 Reassess the impact on municipalities that will not be able to implement effective reduction 

and recycling programs because of possible fines and penalties to be imposed through the 
Solid Waste Authority, as specified in the Waste Delivery and Support Agreement. 
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 Incorporate and present as part of the evaluation of the project’s financing structure: the 
municipal and state tax subsidies, credits and preferential treatments; their impact on 
municipal and state fiscal conditions; and, the real resulting economic tax benefit from 
construction and operation activities. 

 
 Eliminate SEMASS facility references or comparisons as they are self-serving and biased. 

Incorporate comparisons of incineration facilities that have similar population, 
socioeconomic, health and environmental conditions as Arecibo. 

 
 Conduct an unbiased Alternative analysis that evaluates responsibly a No Action 

Alternative and the alternative of effectively implementing reduction, reuse, recycling. 
 

 Conduct an in depth and thorough Environmental Justice study as required by NEPA and 
CEQ regulations, specifically taking into account the persistent siting of contaminating and 
polluting industries and activities in the Arecibo Region within economically depressed 
communities. 

 

*** 
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From:   Miguel Sarriera Roman <miguelsarriera@yahoo.com>
Sent:   Wednesday, December 24, 2014 2:11 PM
To:     Strength, Stephanie - RD, Washington, DC; Abel Vale; Fernando Marquez; 
Fernando Betancourt
Subject:        Energy Answers Arecibo Puerto Rico Renewable Energy Project: Notice of 
Cancellation of a Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Statement and 
Notice of Public Scoping and Intent To Prepare an Environmental Impact 
Statement

Dear Ms Strength:
        I am writing this letter on behalf of Fernando Marquez, Fernando Betancourt and Abel 
Vale. 
        Pursuant to a notice published at 79 FR 70846 RUS informed that it intends to conduct 
public scoping and prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to meet its responsibilities 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality's 
regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) and RUS's Environmental and 
Policies and Procedures (7 CFR Part 1794) in connection with potential impacts related to the 
Energy Answers proposal.
       In the notice RUS informed that “comments concerning the public scoping or about this 
Notice of Intent must be received on or before December 29, 2014.” However, in another part of 
the notice RUS states that it “is soliciting public comments on the scope of an EIS that it intends 
to prepare for Energy Answers’ proposal”.
       From the notice it appears that RUS is requesting comments about the scoping 
procedure as well as the scope of the EIS itself. These are two different things.
       Under 7 CFR 1794.13(a) and in carrying out its responsibilities under NEPA, RUS shall 
make diligent efforts to involve the public in the environmental review process through public 
notices and public hearings and meetings. Regarding the scoping procedure, and as you know, 
the preparation of an EIS requires RUS to follow the procedure provided in its regulation. (7 
CFR 1794.60 and, 7 CFR 1794.51-52) One of the requirements for this procedure is the scoping 
meeting. (7 CFR 1794.51(a), 52)
       It is evident that RUS has detected serious deficiencies in the PRIDCO-ENERGY 
ANSWERS EIS. For that reason we believe that a public scoping meeting is critical in this case. 
We are confident that RUS will follow its regulations a schedule a scoping meeting in Puerto 
Rico.
        On the issue of the scope itself we are submitting this comment to be on the record 
about the fact that my clients’ comments about scope are not required at this time and that we 
intend to provide them during the scoping meeting and once RUS complies with 7 CFR 
1794.51(c).
Cordially,
s/ Miguel Sarriera Román, Esq.



From: Jacki Lopez
To: Strength, Stephanie - RD, Washington, DC
Subject: Energy Answers Arecibo Puerto Rico Renewable Energy Project
Date: Thursday, December 18, 2014 1:59:37 PM

Dear Ms. Strength:
 
I am writing regarding the Rural Utilities Service’s recent Federal Register announcement that it is
canceling its Notice of Intent to prepared a Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Statement
and that it intends to conduct public scoping and prepare an Environmental Impact Statement to
meet its responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act in association with a financial
assistance request it received from Energy Answers Arecibo, LLC for a so-called waste-to-energy
project in Arecibo.
 
The announcement did not indicate whether RUS would conduct public scoping meetings in Puerto
Rico. Furthermore, the announcement was in English with no Spanish translation clearly readily
available.
   
RUS should hold public scoping meetings in Puerto Rico as soon as possible. Public meetings at this
early stage will help ensure that the far reaching and long term consequences of the project will be
vetted early in the process.
       
Notice of the announcement and of scoping meetings should also be made available in Spanish in
Puerto Rican media outlets.
      
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
 __________________________________________

Jaclyn Lopez | Florida Director, Staff Attorney
Center for Biological Diversity | www.biologicaldiversity.org 
PO Box 2155 | St. Petersburg FL 33731

cell 727-490-9190 | jlopez@biologicaldiversity.org 
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From: Miguel Sarriera Roman
To: Strength, Stephanie - RD, Washington, DC; Abel Vale; Fernando Marquez; Fernando Betancourt
Subject: Energy Answers Arecibo Puerto Rico Renewable Energy Project: Notice of Cancellation of a Supplemental Final

Environmental Impact Statement and Notice of Public Scoping and Intent To Prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement

Date: Wednesday, December 24, 2014 2:10:36 PM

Dear Ms Strength:

            I am writing this letter on behalf of Fernando Marquez, Fernando Betancourt
and Abel Vale.

       Pursuant to a notice published at 79 FR 70846 RUS informed that it intends to
conduct public scoping and prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to
meet its responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the
Council on Environmental Quality's regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR
Parts 1500-1508) and RUS's Environmental and Policies and Procedures (7 CFR
Part 1794) in connection with potential impacts related to the Energy Answers
proposal.

In the notice RUS informed that “comments concerning the public scoping or
about this Notice of Intent must be received on or before December 29, 2014.”
However, in another part of the notice RUS states that it “is soliciting public comments
on the scope of an EIS that it intends to prepare for Energy Answers’ proposal”.

From the notice it appears that RUS is requesting comments about the scoping
procedure as well as the scope of the EIS itself. These are two different things.

Under 7 CFR 1794.13(a) and in carrying out its responsibilities under NEPA,
RUS shall make diligent efforts to involve the public in the environmental review
process through public notices and public hearings and meetings. Regarding the
scoping procedure, and as you know, the preparation of an EIS requires RUS to
follow the procedure provided in its regulation. (7 CFR 1794.60 and, 7 CFR 1794.51-
52) One of the requirements for this procedure is the scoping meeting. (7 CFR
1794.51(a), 52)

It is evident that RUS has detected serious deficiencies in the PRIDCO-
ENERGY ANSWERS EIS. For that reason we believe that a public scoping meeting is
critical in this case. We are confident that RUS will follow its regulations a schedule a
scoping meeting in Puerto Rico.

            On the issue of the scope itself we are submitting this comment to be on the
record about the fact that my clients’ comments about scope are not required at this
time and that we intend to provide them during the scoping meeting and once RUS
complies with 7 CFR 1794.51(c).

Cordially,

s/ Miguel Sarriera Román, Esq.

mailto:miguelsarriera@yahoo.com
mailto:Stephanie.Strength@wdc.usda.gov
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mailto:fjm4444@hotmail.com
mailto:pirobetancourt@yahoo.com


From: Javier Biaggi
To: Strength, Stephanie - RD, Washington, DC
Subject: Energy Answers Scoping
Date: Monday, December 29, 2014 11:24:39 PM
Attachments: On RUS EAnswers EIS.doc

Dear MS Strengh: Please find attached some general reflections on the Scoping but I understand that
there is a new date to render my recommendations. please accept these as a preliminary information
since I am confused if there is a new date or not  and please consider to bring the scoping session to
PR. There are more people interested but some does not speak English  and some, we  just try the best
to make ourselves understandable.  happy New Year!  Can You believe that we are now in the middle of
our Christmas season?  Since our Spanish tradition lives  so vividly our big feast is on the Three Kings
Day on  January 6 So the eve, the kids waits for the presents the same as Santa Claus.  But for many
the end of the season is in February 2; the day of the Purification of the  Mary or "Dia de la Candelaria",
or day of the fires.It is a big day in Canary Islands. That was the traditional day to incinerate the
Christmas tree in the middle of anywhere.  Long Christmas here but a lot of fun. My apologies for the
Historical-cultural note. 
javier Biaggi
787/371-1709
Urb. Las Brisas
 C72 Calle 6 
Arecibo, PR 00612-5732

Ups i just received notice that I made a mistake I forgot the t in Stregth. 

mailto:javierbiaggi@gmail.com
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The Energy Answers waste incineration project for Arecibo Puerto Rico does not fulfill the  Federal Government  responsibility nor its continuing policy “…to foster and promote the general welfare, to create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive  harmony, and fulfill the social , economic, and other requirements of present and future generations of American” citizens living in Arecibo Puerto Rico. 


This project which consists in receiving more than 3,000 tons per day of municipal solid waste (MSW) and converted it to process refuse fuel (PRF) and feed it into two burners of a boiler at a combined rate of 2,106 tons per Day.   The products of this incineration are: 1) Steam to generate 80 Mega Whatts of electrical current for selling between 56 and 70 MW to the state electrical company.  2) Toxic bottom ash and fly ash to be disposed at a undisclosed landfill or landfills at a rate of 600 to 700 tons per day. 3) Flue gases,: approximately 1million tonds per year of carbon dioxide (a new source) ammonium, Volatil organic Compounds,  dioxin and furans, gasified or smaller broken compounds of heavy metals like mercury, lead, cadmiun, arsenic etc. as ultrafine particles of a diameter less than 2.5 microns. 4) Some metals ferrous and non ferrous extracted prior to incineration or after incineration.  The  materials that this  process will recover, according to the waste characterization in Puerto Rico of 2003, is 12 percent  then it needs to incinerate 88 percent of recyclables.   


As stated before, this project does not foster nor promote general welfare.  First, emissions through the smokestack will spew over the Arecibo City and surroundings, downwind from the project, all the gases and toxics that will go through the filtrating system. Which accounts to be 99.5% effective in removing particulate matter of 2.5 microns upward. That is all particles with less than 2.5 microns will by pass the filters.  These ultra fine particles can amount a serious percentage of what is produced in the burn and it is not regulated by USEPA due to the fact that there is not technology available to remove them.   This and other gases like carbon dioxide, that will amount for about 1 million tons a year, acid gases, ammonium,  as well as heavy metals expressed in ultrafine diameters or gasified like mercury, lead, cadmiun , arsenic, etc. also toxic compounds like Dioxins and furans. all of these materials will fallout over the population and over the agricultural fields.  Its should be noted that Arecibo and Hatillo , contigous cities, are among the highest percentage of prevalence of Asthma with around 16% prevalence and a very hoigh mortality prevalence. both well above the national average.  Welafre is not only jobs it is health too so the general welfare of the communities and cities around this project will be impoverish rather than enhance.  


In another aspect, Arecibo Hatillo and Camuy conforms Puerto Rico’s “Dairy Belt” Dairy is the number one agricultural product of Puerto Rico on which depends more than 25,000 people for their living.  Nothing as dangerous as this operation should be near our food supply and worst if this is our number one agro product.  For example recently USEPA declared an area of 4 km around a Lead Smelter facility contaminated with lead and since 2012 it is a Non Attainment area for lead.   This areas is about 2,000 feet from the site of this project.  The lead spewed into the air affected a dairy farm that was near the plant and cows were removed from these fields since then. But the sad thing is that the milk was contaminating the supply for years since they determine that since 2008 the lead smelter was not doing well.  But not only the cows were affected more than 400 acres of plantain were destroyed also.  This is just at the footstep of the town. Of Course this is not  create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive  harmony. When man built this “machines” and the government for whatever reason disregards or displeases to  see dangers that will affet the welfare of man and nature is wrong and above this policy.  


But also nature will be affected and  livelihhod special of the poors and in this particular the fisherman and crab hunters.  This incinerator is just next to Arecibo River, Rio Grande de Arecibo, and its delta which supplies of livelihood to many crab hunters and fishermen. But also, since this project contemplates to draw more than 2.1 million gallons of brackish water from the Caño Tiburones State Natural Reserve as a coolant for the condensers the biological service of the Reserve to the livelihood of the fisherman along the marine littoral of Arecibo.  No studies were made to determine the effect of this pumping to the Phyto and zooplankton from the reserve they just concluded that this is “wastewater” from the reserve. The pumping will have effects on the demografics of the fish since mollusks and crustacean will be removed from the water contents. 


This of course is not a sustainable project It will perpetuate landfilling, it will convert our atmosphere in a “landfill”  it will incinerate jobs since 88% of the materials that can be recycled will be burned.  The options render by RCRA are the sustainable one.


In terms of esthetics a 300 feet smoke stack in Arecibo is a terrible message that will bring shame to us. We are a nature loving people and proud of our two natural reserves, our two forest reserves, and proud to be the home of the federal program to bring out from extinction our beloved Puerto Rican Parrot. that is now dispersing through the area.  Also this year of 2015 we celebrate our 500 years of existence as the only town continuously inhabited and the first that has a Indian Chief names. 


Please there is more to say but we rather ask to bring the scoping session to Puerto Rico.  Than ks 


Javier Biaggi


 C72 Calle 6 


Arecibo PR. 00612




From: Pedro Saade
To: Strength, Stephanie - RD, Washington, DC
Subject: New Notices / Energy Answer
Date: Tuesday, December 30, 2014 9:56:50 AM

   Dear Ms.Strength:
        As informed by you earlier, when do you anticipate that the new Notices, in
Spanish, will be issued? 
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From: Pedro Saade
To: Strength, Stephanie - RD, Washington, DC
Subject: Public Notice/ Energy Answer/ Arecibo
Date: Friday, December 12, 2014 7:16:38 AM

  Dear Ms.Strength:
       As you know, the RUS recently published in the Federal Register a Notice
announcing, among other things,public scoping for the preparation of an EIS , in
relation to financial assistance for the Energy Answer Arecibo, LLC waste incineration
proyect in Arecibo, the "Proyect". The Notice did not announce the holding of
scoping meetings in Puerto Rico, nor was any other means of public notice in
Spanish made.
   
       The purpose of this mail is to request that RUS  hold public scoping meeting or
meetings in Puerto Rico as soon as posible . Several considerations support this
request. First, the Proyect will have far reaching and long term consequences not
only for the  Arecibo- Barceloneta corridor communities but all of Puerto Rico,  in
terms of health, handling of solid wastes policies, impacts on the environment and
natural resources and other elements.Secondly, RUS environmental regulations
clearly contemplante and require public meetings as part of the scoping process.See
7 CFR sec.1794.51 ("...RUS shall...schedule public meetings..."). Also, under Section
1794.13 RUS must follow a policy of full public involvement and participation,
including "public notices and public hearings", publications in local papers and
others. Also the CEQ regulations require meaningful scoping and public involvement
policies and standards.See 40 CFR sections 1501.7 and 1506.6. 
       
          RUS should also consider that the requested public meetings in Puerto Rico
will provide it with essential and first -hand information on the Proyect and its
consequences, including the very many substantive shortcomings and emergency
framework in which the 2010 Fomento EIS was prepared.In other words, we believe
that an adequate and truly participatory scoping process is fundamental in
determinig the degree to which the EIS to be prepared by RUS  can or should adopt
materials from previous environmental reviews. Obtaining first - hand and essential
 information is of course the reason why other Federal agencies frequently hold
scoping meetings in Puerto Rico.RUS should not and must not  make crucial
decisions which will affect all of Puerto Rico  taking into consideration only or
mainly the financial needs of Energy Answer.Thank you for your attention to this
petition.
      
         Lcdo.Pedro Saadé- Lloréns
         Environmental Law Section
         Legal Aid Clinic
         School of Law
         University of Puerto Rico
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From: Norma Serrano
To: Strength, Stephanie - RD, Washington, DC
Subject: Public Notice/Energy Answers
Date: Friday, December 19, 2014 3:11:05 PM
Attachments: Carta a Stephanie Strength-Public Notice Energy Answers (18-dic-2014).pdf

stephanie.strength@wdc.usda.gov
 
December 18, 2014
 
BY EMAIL
 
Dear Ms. Strength:
 
The RUS recently published in the Federal Register a Notice announcing public scoping for
the preparation of an EIS to financial assistance for the Energy Answers Arecibo, LLC waste
incineration project in Arecibo.   That notice did not include the holding of scoping meetings
in Puerto Rico.
 
Given the above, we respectfully request that RUS hold public scoping meeting or meetings
in Puerto Rico as soon as possible. Because of the impact of this project to the health of
Puerto Rico habitants, we are convinced that to hold public scoping meetings is the most
convenient for everyone and will allow you to make responsible decisions.
 
Thank you for your attention to this petition.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Víctor M. Ramos Otero, MD, MBA
President
Colegio de Médicos-Cirujanos de Puerto Rico
 

mailto:nserrano@colegiomedicopr.org
mailto:Stephanie.Strength@wdc.usda.gov
mailto:stephanie.strength@wdc.usda.gov



 
 
 


 


 
 
 Víctor M. Ramos Otero, MD, MBA 


 Presidente 
 


Colegio de Médicos Cirujanos de Puerto Rico 
PO Box 70169 • San Juan, PR 00936 / e-mail:  info@colegiomedicopr.org 


Tels. (787) 751-5979 / 751-6670 / 751-7120 / Fax (787) 751-6592 / 281-7669 


 
 
 
 
 


stephanie.strength@wdc.usda.gov 
 
December 18, 2014 
 
BY EMAIL 
 
Dear Ms. Strength: 
 
The RUS recently published in the Federal Register a Notice announcing public scoping for the 
preparation of an EIS to financial assistance for the Energy Answers Arecibo, LLC waste 
incineration project in Arecibo.  That notice did not include the holding of scoping meetings in 
Puerto Rico. 
 
Given the above, we respectfully request that RUS hold public scoping meeting or meetings in 
Puerto Rico as soon as possible. Because of the impact of this project to the health of Puerto 
Rico habitants, we are convinced that to hold public scoping meetings is the most convenient 
for everyone and will allow you to make responsible decisions. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this petition. 
 
Sincerely,  
 


 
Víctor M. Ramos Otero, MD, MBA 
President 
Colegio de Médicos-Cirujanos de Puerto Rico 
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From: Angel Gonzalez
To: Strength, Stephanie - RD, Washington, DC
Subject: Questions about the scoping process for the EIS on Energy Answers
Date: Monday, December 22, 2014 11:07:46 PM

Stephanie Strength
USDA, RUS

Hi, Ms Strength.
As you may recall, we have been asking for info on the "financial assistance" request by
Energy Answers, Arecibo, LLC to your RUS program.
We are aware that you will be doing a full blown Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and
recently announced in the Federal Register that the previous process has been suspended.

Otherwise, on the scoping component of this project, we are more than happy that you are
accepting public participation. We will be expecting the spanish language announcement in a
local paper some time soon.
Please specify if the scoping deadline date will be postponed.
I also request that Public Hearings on the issue of scope of the EIS be held in Puerto Rico.
Such Public Hearings should be carried out in spanish and they should be held either at
nights or on weekends, to facilitate the attendance of vulnerable patients.
 
Angel Gonzalez, MD, FASAM
cell 787 233-6316
sjotp@yahoo.com
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Stephanie A Strength 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
USDA Rural Development I Rural Utilities Service 

W: (970)403-3559 I FAX: (202) 690-0649 
Stephanie.strength@wdc.usda.gov 

December 22, 2014 

Dear Ms. Strength: 

The Graduate School of Public Health of the University of Puerto Rico is very concerned 

about the financial assistance request of Energy Answers Arecibo, LLC, to establish a 

waste incineration facility in Arecibo, Puerto Rico. Given the Rural Utility Service (RUS)' s 

commitment to engage the public through statutory and regulatory requirements in the 

environmental permitting and review processes, we request that RUS conduct the EIS 

public scoping meetings in Puerto Rico as soon as possible. 

The Notice announcing the public scoping meeting for the preparation of an EIS should be 

in Spanish, and also the meeting should be held in Spanish. This will allow for a more 

transparent permitting and review process, and expand public outreach and participation. 

Please reply to this request to: jose.norat@upr.edu, cruz.nazario@upr.edu 

Thank you in advance for your attention. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Jose Norat, PhD, JD, Department of 

Environmental Health 

. t ,.·• ( · .... ~· ~4 ,) - /)~ 

~~ar PhD, Department of 

Biostatistics and Epidemiology 

Es Ia unica Escuela en Puerto Rico acreditada par el Council on Education for Public Health 
The only School of Public Health in Puerto Rico accredited by the Council on Education for Public Health 
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Cotton, Douglas E

From: Miguel Bonini <mbonini@prshpo.gobierno.pr>
Sent: Thursday, January 22, 2015 10:53 AM
To: Strength, Stephanie - RD, Washington, DC
Cc: Diana López Sotomayor
Subject: Energy Answers Arecibo Incineration Project

Dear Ms. Strength: 
 
It has come to our attention that the Rural Utilities Service (RUS) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture is considering an 
application for federal assistance for the Energy Answers Arecibo Incineration Project in Puerto Rico.  The Puerto Rico 
State Historic Preservation Office consulted with the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) regarding this project, 
pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, in 2010 and 2011.  However, it is unknown to us 
whether the scope of the project has changed since our original review.   
 
Despite USACE having fulfilled its Section 106 responsibilities in 2011,  RUS must also consult with our Office, pursuant 
to Section 106 and its implementing regulation, 36 CFR Part 800.  As such, we request you initiate consultation with our 
Office.  If it so chooses, RUS may use the NEPA process and documentation required for the preparation of an EA/FONSI 
or an EIS/ROD to comply with Section 106 in lieu of the procedures set forth in 36 CFR Part 800.3 through 800.6 if RUS 
notifies in the advance our Office and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation that it intends to do so and meets 
standards found in 36 CFR Part 800.8 (c) (1). 
 
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Miguel Bonini 
Senior Historic Property Specialist 
PR State Historic Preservation Office 
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Cotton, Douglas E

From: Reniel Rodriguez Ramos <renielrodriguez@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, January 23, 2015 8:54 PM
To: Strength, Stephanie - RD, Washington, DC
Subject: Re: Scoping Meeting Information: Energy Answers Arecibo Puerto Rico Renewable 

Energy Project

Dear Ms. Strength:  
 
I acknowledge receipt of your response, which I imagine can be taken as evidence for my inclusion as an 
interested party in this project.  Given the fact that I will be at a conference in Panama next week, I will not be 
able to attend the public scoping meeting referenced in your message.  I do, however, want to express my 
concerns regarding the extent of the efforts that have been made thus far to identify historic properties that 
might be adversely affected by this undertaking.  In particular, the archaeological work submitted by the 
proponents was limited to the terrain where the plant is to be located, but no studies have been conducted thus 
far in the areas where the pipelines that are to bring water to the plant from Caño Tiburones are to be 
installed.  This is particularly problematic for the segment along PR 681, which crosses areas that are 
archaeologically sensitive.  I consider that until identification efforts are carried out in all the extent of the areas 
of potential effects of this undertaking, it will not be possible to determine the potential effects that it will have 
on historic properties. 
 
If you have any questions or require any additional information, do not hesitate to contact me.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Reniel Rodríguez Ramos, Ph.D.  
 
On Fri, Jan 23, 2015 at 5:51 PM, Strength, Stephanie - RD, Washington, DC 
<Stephanie.Strength@wdc.usda.gov> wrote: 

As an interested party in the Environmental Impact Statement being prepared by USDA Rural Utilities Service (RUS) for 
Energy Answers’ Areceibo Puerto Rico Renewable Energy Project.  A public scoping meeting is being held on January 
28, 2015 from 3:00‐7:00 PM.  The attached documents address the format of the meeting and provide responses to 
frequently asked questions (both English and Spanish versions are attached). 

Please contact me with further comments or questions. 

  

Sincerely, 

  

Stephanie A. Strength 

Environmental Protection Specialist 

USDA Rural Development | Rural Utilities Service 
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W: (970)403‐3559 | FAX: (202) 690‐0649 

Stephanie.strength@wdc.usda.gov 

http://www.rurdev.usda.gov/Utilities_Assistance.html 

  

  

  

From: Reniel Rodriguez Ramos [mailto:renielrodriguez@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 14, 2015 5:14 AM 
To: Strength, Stephanie - RD, Washington, DC 
Subject: Re: Consulting party for Energy Answers Arecibo Puerto Rico Renewable Energy Project 

  

Dear Ms. Strength, on December 12 of 2014 I sent a request to be considered as a consulting party for the 
Energy Answers Arecibo Renewable Energy Project.  Thus far, I have not received any response from you or 
your agency.  Therefore, I wanted to confirm if you received my message and what decision have you reached 
regarding it.  My main concern thus far is the fact that the areas of potential effects of the project extend 
beyond the archaeological surveyed areas included in the submitted report.  Thus, at this point, the 
documentation that we have at hand is insufficient to evaluate the potential effects on historic properties that 
this project might have. 

  

If you have any further question regarding my request, do not hesitate to contact me. 

  

Cordially, 

  

Reniel Rodríguez Ramos, Ph.D. 

  

On Tue, Dec 2, 2014 at 1:55 PM, Reniel Rodriguez Ramos <renielrodriguez@gmail.com> wrote: 

Dear Ms. Strength, I hereby send you a request to be included as an interested party for the abovereferenced 
project.  If you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact me.  

  

Cordially, 
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Reniel Rodríguez Ramos, Ph.D. 

  

 
 
 
 
This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any 
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the 
law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in 
error, please notify the sender and delete the email immediately.  
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Cotton, Douglas E

From: Obed Garcia <ogarciamd@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, February 13, 2015 9:51 PM
To: Strength, Stephanie - RD, Washington, DC
Subject: Scoping for Energy Answer Arecibo
Attachments: Vista publica 01282015.docx

I am sending comment related to the Incinerator proposal from Energy Answer in Arecibo, Puerto 
Rico. 
 
Thank you for your attention on this issue. 
 
Cordially 
 
Dr. Obed R. Garcia Acevedo, MD 
President of the Committee of Public Health and Environmental Health 
Puerto Rico Physician and Surgeon College 
 
   



La Ley # 77 del 13 de agosto de 1994 dispone la creación de y organización del Colegio de Médicos‐

Cirujanos de Puerto Rico, del Instituto de Educación Medica Continua del Colegio de Médicos‐Cirujanos 

de Puerto Rico y de la Fundación del Colegio de Médicos‐Cirujanos de Puerto Rico, según enmendada 

por la Ley 129 del 4 de noviembre de 1997 y por la Ley 56 del 13 de junio de 2001. Entre los deberes y 

propósitos del Colegio de Médicos‐Cirujanos de Puerto Rico se encuentran: 

 Ayudar al mejoramiento de la salud del pueblo de Puerto Rico. 

 Cooperar con los gobiernos municipales, estatales y federales, y sus agencias, 

instrumentalidades públicas y organismos reguladores en el diseño y la implantación de la 

política pública sobre la salud en Puerto Rico. 

 

El Colegio de Médicos Cirujanos de Puerto Rico se ha opuesto a los Incineradores debido el efecto 

detrimental a la salud de la población en general, no solo de las personas que laboraría en el incinerador 

o las personas que vivirían cerca. El incinerador contamina las poblaciones distantes a través de la 

distribución de alimentos contaminados a distancias. Esto ha ocurrido en varios incineradores en Europa 

y Japón en donde se ha encontrado contaminación con dioxina en carne vacuna, huevo y leche. Se ha 

encontrado niveles elevados de dioxinas en los tejidos de los residentes de Japon, Reino Unido de Gran 

Bretaña y España como resultado de tales exposiciones (Allosopp et al. 2001). 

 

Es un concepto erróneo el decir que al quemar la basura hacemos que gran parte de ella desaparezca, 

cuando en realidad la materia no puede ser destruida, simplemente cambia de forma. En adición los 

incineradores son creadores de basura. Repito son creadores de más basura. Esto ocurre de varias 

formas. Primero los desperdicios sólidos manejados por un incinerador son una mezcla de basuras que 

contienes sustancias tóxicas como los plásticos “polyvinyl chloride” (PVC), los cuales al ser quemados 

producen la formación de nuevos compuestos policlorados como lo son las dioxinas. Estas dioxinas son 

liberadas en los gases, en la cenizas y en el particulado que se libera junto con los gases. Se sabe que las 

dioxinas son altamente tóxicas y son inductoras de cáncer. Todos los incineradores, no importa en cual 

sea la mejor tecnología disponible, liberan en sus gases, dioxinas, furanos, compuesto clorados 

(bifenoles policlorados, naftenos policlorados, benzenos policlorados) hidrocarburos poliaromaticos, 

metales pesados incluyendo mercurio, cadnio y plomo, y numerosos compuestos volatides. Muchos de 

estos son altamente tóxicos y bioacululativos. Mucho de estos compuestos con carcinógenos y/o alteran 

el sistema endocrino. Otros como el dióxido de azufre (SO2) o en dióxido de nitrógeno (NO2) afectan el 

sistema respiratorio. 

 

Es un concepto erróneo que el peso y la basura son reducidos al someterlos a proceso de incineración. 

Los proponentes de la incineración reclaman que reducirían la cantidad de basura al quemarla. Esto es 

solo si miramos la cantidad de cenizas. Sin embargo, al medir la cantidad de cenizas por su peso pude 

permanecer cerca del 45% de su peso. Sin embargo esto no toma en cuenta la masa de los gases 

producidos. Cuando se toma en cuenta la masa de los gases emitidos más el peso total de las cenizas 

este es mayor que su materia cruda (la basura antes de ser quemada). (Recuerden el sistema de 

inyección de carbón activado como sistema de control de emisiones, esto añade masa a los gases y 

ceniza). 



Los estudios confirman riesgo ocupacional elevado (Ver tabla adjunta). 

 

Los estudios confirman riesgo elevado a la población de personas que residen cerca de incineradores 

(ver tabla adjunta). 

 

 

Las emisiones de los incineradores consisten de una mezclas de cientos de sustancias de las cuales 

muchas de ellas son desconocidas y no se conoce su toxicidad. Múltiples modelos de riesgo analizan  los 

químicos emitidos uno a uno (como los furanos, benzenos  o dioxinas) y no se mira la combinación de 

múltiples químicos. La combinación de dos o más químicos puede causar un efecto aditivo o cinegético.   

 

El primer dilema que presenta la incineración es la sustentabilidad. Los desperdicios destruidos en un 

incinerador tienen que ser remplazados. Se tiene que conseguir nueva materia prima para remplazar los 

productos. Esto es todo lo contrario a lo que representa el reúso, reduce, recicla.   

El 15 de diciembre de 2014 se publica en el Nuevo Día la siguiente noticia: CAMBALACHE 
EN LA MIRA 

Fuentes de este diario indicaron -bajo  anonimato- que la central Cambalache, en Arecibo, sería 
una de las que cerraría como parte de una “marcada reducción” en la operación de la AEE. El 
cambio demográfico y la baja en consumo a nivel industrial motivarían el cierre, del que se lleva 
hablando hace más de seis meses cuando se aprobó la reforma energética (Ley 57-2014). 

Resulta altamente cuestionable como en un país el cual se encuentra en una debacle economía se está 

cerrando una planta de generación de energía, contraída en el años ’90, y se considere construir otra la 

cual sería mucho más costosa y es mucho más contaminante que la primera. Es sumamente 

cuestionable y preocupante como se comprometen nuestros recursos económicos en apoyar un 

proyecto, privado, según las últimas noticias no es necesario para la generación de energía. Se habla, 

según el proponente,  de que la incineración de basura abarataría los costos de de energía eléctrica en 

Puerto Rico. Sin embargo en la declaración de Impacto Ambiental preliminar dice que de los 80 MVa de 

energía que produciría 70 Mva serían vendidos a la AEE. La AEE produce 5,864 mega vatios. Lo cual la 

producción de seria de 1.19%. No es posible abaratar los costos de la producción de energía de Puerto 

Rico mediante la incineración. Ni de estabilizar los altos precios del petróleo en Puerto Rico como alega 

Energy Answer. No es sustentable el cierre de una planta relativamente nueva por la contrucción de la 

propuesta por Energy Answer.   

La incineración continuaría la tendencia de contaminar nuestro aire y fuentes de agua. El total de gases 

ácidos (HCL, H2SO4 y HF) que será liberado por el incinerador de Arecibo es de 39.8 toneladas por año, 

el cual es igual a 79,600,000 libras. La liberación de esta cantidad de químicos ácidos es inaceptable 



debido a que esta exacerbaría problemas respiratorios (como COPD, asma o broquiolitis) en la población 

local.   

No existe un programa para el monitoreo de corrosión causado por la liberación de tales gases. La 

emisión de gases ácidos dañara y afectara estructuras en la comunidad.   

 

La incineración produce contaminación, principalmente, en dos maneras: 

 Descarga de cientos de contaminantes a la atmosfera. Muchos de estos productos son 

tóxicos y bioacumulativos.   

 Producción de ceniza.  Esta ceniza es altamente tóxica. Esta tiene una alta concentración 

de dioxinas y metales pesados lo cual crea un gran problema para su manejo.  

Contaminan en los vertederos en los que van a ser depositados contaminando las 

fuentes de agua por sus escorrentías. 

Particularidades de las emisiones de los incineradores: 

Particulados: Los filtro de los incineradores no pueden evitar que se escapen las partículas más 

pequeñas.  Esta pueden entra  al cuerpo humano fácilmente y producir efectos inflamatorios. 

Las partículas ultra finas (<0.1µm) pueden llegar a las regiones más profunda de los pulmones y 

así causa un efecto a la salud significativo. Estas partículas pueden tener metales pesados, 

dioxinas, furanos o cualquier químico que normalmente se produce en la incineración. Estas 

partículas ultra finas son más toxicas que las emitidas por una plata de carbón. 

Metales Pesados  

La declaración de impacto ambiental presenta contaminantes como el plomo el cual sería 

emitido por los incinerados. Sin embargo, la declaración de impacto ambiental no toma en 

cuenta el efecto aditivo de aditivo en el aire de Arecibo el tener otras fuentes de contaminantes 

en la Calidad de Aire de Arecibo. Las emisiones de plomo de la incineradora en Arecibo conlleva 

un peligro mayor de salud ya que esta en un área que ya tiene mucho plomo en sus casas, niños 

contaminados con plomo, empleados de “Baterry Recicling contaminados con plomo. Los 

modelos de aire relacionados con plomo, presentados en la declaración de impacto ambiental 

no consideran el problema de plomo ya existente en Arecibo. El sistema de maderamiento de 

aire para plomo es completamente inadecuado, para proteger a nuestras comunidades. Las 

personas no solamente se contaminan con plomo por el aire, la vía de contaminación por plomo 

de los familiares de los empleados y los propios empleados de Batery Recicling no fie mediante 

el aire del exterior de la fundidora de plomo. 

El oxido de zinc es producido por la quema de neumáticos, no existe parámetros ambientales 

para el óxido de zinc pero sabemos que este contamínate estará presente por la quema de 

neumáticos.  



 

Oxido Nítrico: 

Este se convierte a NO2 en la atmosfera, el cual es un gas del efecto de invernadero.  Es uno de 

los responsables de la lluvia acida.  La luz del sol actúa sobre el oxido nítrico y produce ozono. 

 

Compuestos Orgánicos: 

Una gran variedad de productos orgánicos son producidos estos incluyes PAHa (polycyclin 

aromatic hydrocarbons) PCB (polyclorinated biphenys), dioxinas, furanos, ketonas, aldehydes, 

acidos organicos.  

Cenizas 

Las “fly ashes” de los filtros de las incineradoras como las “botton ashes” contienen numerosos 

químicos peligrosos, tales como dioxinas y metales pesados. Debido a su alta toxicidad la 

disposición de las cenizas representa un problema ambiental significativo como un riesgo a la 

salud elevado. Estos hacen mucho más tóxicos los vertederos contaminando los subsuelos y el 

agua subterránea. Particularmente se ha documentado contaminación por el plomo y cadnio. 

También debido a la contaminación causada por la erosión en los vertederos donde son 

depositadas estas cenizas. 

Efectos a la Salud: 

Participados: Mientras más pequeña es la partícula, más peligrosa es a la salud. Las partículas 

más pequeñas nos son filtradas por la nariz o lo bronquios.  Estas pueden pasar la membrana 

celular y entrar al núcleo celular, afectando su DNA.  

Estudios epidemiológicos asocian las partículas finas con las enfermedades del sistema 

respiratorio, sistema cardiovascular y cáncer del pulmón. 

Efectos en niños y fetos: 

Los fetos son 10 veces más vulnerables al daño de estas sustancias.   

Efectos respiratorio agudo: 

Mientras más contaminada es el aire más casos agudos de asma, COPD, reduce el sistema 

inmunológico, alta incidencia de infecciones de oído, nariz y garganta.  

 Efectos al Sistema Nervioso Central: 

Las partículas ultra finas causan alto estrés oxidativo en las células. Las macropartículas cruzan la 

barrera hematoencefalica y se acumulan en el cerebro. 



Metales Pesados: 

La inhalación de metales pesados como el nickel, beryllium, cromio, cadnio, y arsénico 

incrementan la posibilidad de cáncer del pulmón. La inhalación del cadmio ha sido asociada 

enfermedad isquémica cardiaca. El área de Arecibo es un área altamente impactada por el 

plomo.  La intoxicación con plomo es asociado a déficit cognoscitivo, neuropatía, nefropatía, y 

problemas de comportamiento. 

Oxido de Nitrógeno y Ozono 

La inhalación de concentraciones altas de estos gases se asocia con aumento de asma, 

admisiones al hospital por COPD. Tanto el NO como el NO2 se asocian a aumentos de 

hospitalizaciones por exacerbación de asma y COPD. 

Tóxicos Orgánicos: 

Estos incluyen químicos por la quema de plásticos e policiclicos aromáticos, retardentes que 

fuego, dioxinas, furanos. Estas sustancias son lipofilicas y se acumulan en el tejido graso. Estos 

se asocian con pubertad prematura, endometriosis, cáncer del seno, reducción  del conteo de 

esperma, enfermedad del sistema reproductor masculino, cáncer testicular, y desordenes de la 

toroide.  Los compuestos órganocloridos son asociados con disfunción del sistema reproductor 

masculino, daño en el desarrollo, desordenes en la habilidad de la concentración y desordenes 

del comportamiento, supresión del sistema inmunológico, disfunción hormonal y cáncer. 

Un error conceptual es que estas partículas tienen poco efecto luego que se dispersan en el aire.  

Primero estos persisten en el ambiente, segundo son liposoluble y acumulan.  

 

Efectos en el Material genético. 

Tanto los metales pesados como muchos químicos se unen al material genético y causan DNA 

“Adducts”. Esto produce mutaciones las cuales incrementan la posibilidad de cáncer. 

Efectos sinergeticos: 

Varios estudios han demostrados que la combinación de estas sustancias tóxicas, aun en niveles 

considerados normales, causan efectos tóxicos. 

Defectos de nacimiento: 

Varios estudios demuestran un aumento en defectos de nacimiento alrededor de los 

incineradores. Defectos como espina bífida, hipospadia, paladar hendido. 

 

 



Cáncer: 

Se sabe que la causa del cáncer es multifactorial y un gran porciento de esto es debido a 

factores ambientales. Son muchos los químicos asociados con el cáncer que se producen en la 

incineración.  

El USDA‐RUS debe considerar los costos adversos a la agricultura promover el establecimiento 

de una planta incineradora en Arecibo. Debe considerar que el lugar de estar promoviendo un 

desarrollo económico y sustentable para el área, está comprometiendo el desarrollo económico 

del área al impactar adversamente los recursos del área. Estaría contribuyendo a crear una 

población más enferma. Está contribuyendo a que se enfoque recursos económicos, que son 

limitados, a promover prácticas para generación de energía que no son para nada limpias y 

altamente contaminantes. Está promoviendo que, en lugar de lograr el que se utilice fuentes de 

energía que realmente sean sustentables para la economía y el ambiente, se utilicen fuentes de 

que son adversas para el ambiente, la salud, la agricultura, y la economía.  

Reconozco que en Puerto Rico tenemos un grave problema de basura, sin embargo la 

incineración agravaría el problema de la basura al promover la utilización de la basura para el 

lucro de unos pocos. La incineración no es la solución para el problema de la basura. 

 

Sometido a la USDA Rural Utilities Service (RUS) el 28 de enero de 2015 

 

__________________________ 

Dr. Obed R García Acevedo, MD 

Presidente Comité de Salud Ambiental 

Colegio de Medicos‐Cirujanos de Puerto Rico 
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Cotton, Douglas E

From: Gerardo Alvarado Leon <gerardo.alvarado@gfrmedia.com>
Sent: Monday, January 19, 2015 11:20 AM
To: Strength, Stephanie - RD, Washington, DC
Cc: Gerardo Alvarado Leon
Subject: request - El Nuevo Día newspaper / Energy Answers

Importance: High

Hello, Ms. Strength: 
I'm Gerardo E. Alvarado Léon, a reporter from El Nuevo Día newspaper in San Juan, Puerto Rico. 
I'm working on a story about the financial assistance request for a proposal submitted to you ‐Rural Utilities Service, 
RUS‐ by Energy Answers Arecibo, LLC to develop a waste to energy facility in that municipality. I would like to receive 
answers for the following questions: 
1) When did you receive the financial assistance request from Energy Anwers? 
2) How much money (financial assistance) is the company requesting? 
3) When and why did you decide that is necessary to prepare a new Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)? 
4) When and why did you decide to extend the 30 days period to public comment? 
5) What are your expectations with the public scoping meeting that will be held in Arecibo on January 28? 
Thanks in advance. 
You can reach me at the numbers listed below or at me cellphone, (787) 679‐2375. 
 

Gerardo	E.	Alvarado	León,	MA	
Reportero,	Redactor	II	
Departamento	de	Redacción	
t.	ሺ787ሻ	641‐8000,	ext.	5028	
e.	gerardo.alvarado@gfrmedia.com	
	

 
 



Angel A. González, MD 
Miembro Comité de Salud Pública y Ambiental (CSPA) 

Colegio de Médicos Cirujanos de Puerto Rico 
sjotp@yahoo.com 

787 233-6316 
 

Comentarios y Sugerencias para reunión de “scoping” para preparar una 
Declaración de Impacto Ambiental (DIA) de Rural Utilities Services (RUS), 

Departamento de Agricultura Federal, para solicitud de préstamo de incineradora 
de Energy Answers Arecibo 

 
13 de febrero de 2015 

 
Buenas tardes. Mi nombre es Angel A González, soy médico especialista en Medicina 
Interna y en Medicina de Adicción  y ex Presidente y miembro del CSPA del Colegio 
de Médicos Cirujanos de Puerto Rico. 
 
El CSPA se opone a que RUS conceda un préstamo o garantía de préstamo o 
cualquier otro instrumento de ayuda financiera al proyecto de incineración de 
Energy Answers en Arecibo. Creemos que esta propuesta de incineración no 
cualifica ni es elegible para el programa RUS. 
 
Inicialmente, establecemos que el día y hora en que se ha convocado esta reunión de 
“scoping” limita marcadamente la participación de la ciudadanía por ser día y horas 
laborables, por lo que solicitamos que se convoque otra reunión 
pensando en este factor. Entendemos que esta convocatoria no responde al espíritu 
de la sección 1794.13 (5) del reglamento de RUS.  Además, el personal que estuvo 
presente en dicha reunión no estaba preparado para  la cantidad de personas que se 
presentó a la reunión. Ni siquiera llevaron sistema de sonido, lo cual contribuyó a la 
desorganización de la reunión. También hubo mucho desconcierto y recelos de los 
oponentes  del proyecto pues el personal de la agencia alegó que no tenía 
conocimiento sobre este. Yo personalmente le pregunté a la Sra. Strength sobre esta 
metodología de reunión  y la confusión que estaba causando y me dijo que esa era la 
metodología que siempre usaban y que no se podía variar y adaptar a nuestra 
población. 
 
Además, solicitamos se nos brinde prueba de que se hizo el anuncio público en 
medios locales, pues habiéndola solicitado personalmente a la representante del 
RUS, Stephanie Strength, en dicha reunión en Arecibo el 28 de enero, no pudo 
producirla.  
 
En segundo lugar, el haber solicitado escolta de guardias armados de Homeland 
Security, que desplegaron sus vehículos prominentemente en la entrada del recinto 
donde se llevó a cabo la reunión, nos parece totalmente inapropiado e intimidante.    

mailto:sjotp@yahoo.com
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Haber hecho mención de una pasada reunión de la EPA dónde las arbitrariedades de 
aquella agencia provocaron la indignación y protesta del masivo público para 
explicar la presencia de esta agencia de seguridad nos parece equivocada. A pesar 
de aquellas manifestaciones de protesta, los funcionarios de EPA nunca fueron 
amenazados física ni verbalmente, al igual que tampoco los funcionarios del 
Departamento de Agricultura, lo cual sugiere lo inapropiado de la presencia de esta 
organización  armada en estas reuniones .   
 
Los proponentes de este proyecto han engañado a la opinión pública con 
alegaciones de que la inversión de esta planta sería privada, pues han estado 
anunciando que no requerirían fondos estatales ni locales. Sin embargo, de forma 
oportunista, solicitan fondos públicos de los contribuyentes vía esta solicitud de 
préstamo a RUS. Además, ellos se aprovecharían de exenciones contributivas 
estatales y otras ventajas que le reduciría la entrada de fondos al gobierno, lo que es 
otra forma de aprovecharse de fondos públicos. 
 
Cuestionamos que esta solicitud se esté haciendo bajo este programa de Rural 
Utilities Services o RUS, que  está diseñado para proveer infraestructura a áreas 
rurales y remotas que no tienen dicha infraestructura, cosa que no ocurre en el área 
de Cambalache, Arecibo, dónde se pretenden establecer. Esta es una solicitud 
oportunista de esta empresa para aprovecharse de algún tecnicismo de la ley o 
reglamento de este programa y su Agencia debía rechazarla.  
 
Además, esta incineradora se disfraza de una planta productora de energía eléctrica 
porque produciría 80 MW de energía eléctrica cuando su principal proceso es 
destruir mediante la quema, una cantidad enorme de recursos. Esta cantidad de 
energía es insignificante en comparación a cerca de 5,880 MW de capacidad 
productiva que tiene el sistema eléctrico puertorriqueño.  Valga establecer que al 
presente sólo se están consumiendo unos 2,800 MW en la isla y que este consumo 
ha ido reduciéndose consistentemente durante los últimos años y no hay indicios de 
que pueda aumentar en el futuro previsible.  
 
En caso de que se construyera, la producción de esta planta incineradora entraría al 
grid general de la isla y se distribuiría a todo el sistema, no se podría alimentar 
sólamente a los vecinos del área, cosa que también hace cuestionar si este proyecto 
es elegible para financiamiento por el RUS. Adicionalmente, en el área de 
Cambalache existe ya una planta generatriz de energía eléctrica de la Autoridad de 
Energía Eléctrica (AEE) estatal, lo cual desmiente aún más la necesidad de este 
proyecto de E Answers. 
 
Revela también su oportunismo el que se presenten ante el RUS como una 
productora de energía, ya que como infraestructura para manejos de desperdicios 
no sería elegible  para esta asistencia financiera por ser una organización con fines 
de lucro. (7 CFR 1780.7). Le solicitamos a los funcionarios de Agricultura 
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clarificación de si E Answers son elegibles para esta asistencia desde esa perspectiva 
y no obtuvimos respuestas  a esta pregunta tampoco. Dejó mucho que decir de la 
Agencia que los funcionarios presentes el 28 de enero en Arecibo, no pudieran 
contestar preguntas importantes de los ciudadanos que asistimos 
responsablemente a aquella reunión.  
 
Este proyecto de incineración está siendo propuesto por segunda vez desde fines de 
los años 90. En ese entonces el abogado corporativo Luis Fortuño, estuvo al servicio 
de la compañía Covanta, cuyo presidente era el mismo señor Patrick Mahoney que 
es el actual presidente de E Answers. El Lcdo Luis Fortuño, habiendo sido electo 
gobernador de la isla en 2008, facilitó la aprobación de la DIA de este proyecto 
mediante una orden ejecutiva que proclamó una “emergencia energética”, la cual 
impidió una adecuada evaluación de este proyecto tanto por la ciudadanía como por 
las agencias del Estado. Es por esta razón que entendemos que es muy poca la 
información fidedigna que se puede obtener de aquella DIA. 
 
Creemos que la DIA debe atender, en cumplimiento con la NEPA, asuntos 
relacionados con el Farmland Protection Policy Act (7 USC, 4201 et seq), EO 1988 
Flood Plains management (3 CFR, 1977 Comp, p 117), EO 11990 “Protection of 
Wetlands” (3 CFR 1977, Comp, p 121), y la EO 12898, Environmental Justice in 
Minority and Low Income Populations (3 CFR, 1994 Comp, p 859). 
 
Otros asuntos que la DIA debe atender incluyen (esta lista no es exhaustiva): 

1. ?Cuál es la verdadera necesidad de financiamiento de esta propuesta pues en 
varias ocasiones han variado las cantidades de dinero que alegan que serían 
invertidos. Hay documentos que hablan de $500 millones y recientemente, 
en sus anuncios, han mencionado la cifra de $750 millones. Además, gran 
proporción de este dinero invertido no beneficiará la economía de PR pues 
va a ir a la compra de tecnología en el exterior, ya que la misma no está 
disponible en la isla. 

2. ?Cuál es el verdadero número de empleos que va a generar la etapa de 
construcción de este proyecto; inicialmente hablaron de 8,000 empleos y 
ultimamente hablan de 4,000 empleos. La DIA debe explorar porque en una 
planta de 4,000 toneladas de Baltimore de esta misma compañía matriz, sólo 
auguran 400 empleos por año o 1,300 empleos en tres años, mientras para la 
de PR, que quemaria 2,100 toneladas, auguran 10 veces esa cantidad. 
(http://www.energyanswers.com/pdf/Fairfield%20Renewable%20Energy
%20Project.081414.pdf)  

3. Tomar en cuenta la significativa reducción de población de PR. Las cifras de 
población que han utilizado para justificar su proyecto son falsas. Esta 
disminución conlleva una importante disminución de producción de 
desperdicios sólidos en la isla. A esto tambiên contribuye el envejecimiento 
de la población que permanence en la isla y la reducción en la actividad 

http://www.energyanswers.com/pdf/Fairfield%20Renewable%20Energy%20Project.081414.pdf
http://www.energyanswers.com/pdf/Fairfield%20Renewable%20Energy%20Project.081414.pdf
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industrial debido al cese de industrias que se beneficiaban de ciertas 
secciones de las leyes contributivas que han sido abolidas en EEUU. 

4. Como es posible que se pueda considerar el quemar los residuos de plástico, 
papel, cartón, cuando estos son los materiales con más potencial de reciclaje 
en nuestra jurisdicción.  

5. Discutir la clasificación de “suelo rústico especialmente protegido de uso 
agrícola” del área donde se localizaría la planta de EA, según el plan de uso de 
terrenos que se está considerando para adopción por la Junta de 
Planificación del ELA de PR. 

6. Como es esta propuesta compatible con el itinerario dinámico de la 
Autoridad de Desperdicios Sólidos (ADS). 

7. Donde van a depositar las 500 toneladas  de cenizas generadas diariamente 
(casi 200,000 toneladas cada año). Como las van a transportar y por cuales 
vías si fuera por carretera. Cuál sería el flujo vehicular para traer los 
desperdicios sólidos a la planta y para sacar las cenizas de la planta. Cuál 
sería el impacto de las emanaciones de los camiones en esa área. Como se va 
a evitar que las cenizas puedan volarse a las casas y propiedades cercanas a 
las carreteras por donde transiten estos cientos de camiones. Que 
contingencia va a haber en caso de que ocurra algún accidente de un camión 
y las cenizas se viertan al ambiente. Como se evitara que las cenizas 
almacenadas en la planta, en caso de inundación, no sean arrastradas por la 
corriente, contaminando el río y los terrenos aledaños. 

8. Como se va a evitar cambios de temperatura en el Caño Tiburones al vertirse 
en este el agua que enfriaría el proceso de la planta. 

9. Explicar el flujo de las decenas de camiones que entrarán diariamente a la 
planta para traer DS y los que llevarán cenizas al sitio de depósito y sus 
emisiones al aire debido a la quema de combustible diesel.  

10. Como van a asegurar los solicitantes flujo de desperdicios si se elimina el 
contrato illegal que firmó la ADS con E Answers en 2012 y tampoco se 
aprueba el proyecto que les quita facultad a los municipios de controlar su 
disposición de DS y los obligue a llevar estos a la incineradora. Esto seria lo 
que les brindaría seguridad para poder pagar el préstamo que solicitan. Valga 
clarificar que en la carta de recomendación inicial de la ADS sobre este 
proyecto, del 1 de noviembre de 2010,el entonces director de ADS, Sr. Ely 
Díaz Atienza, especifica el acuerdo de que EA no requeriría flujo de 
desperdicios sólidos para su proyecto, compromiso que han violado. 

11. Habiendo vendido E Answers su planta de SEMASS en 1996, cual es su 
expertise para manejar una incineradora como la propuesta. 

12. Hacer comparación de costo de energía de PR con otras islas y no con estados 
del continente. 

13. Que se explique como es que se recobra energía quemando productos que 
costaron mucha energía producir y su reemplazo de materiales vírgenes (si 
están disponibles) emplearían más energía aún. 
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14. Cómo se explica que los materiales ferrosos y otros metales que no son 
combustibles y que pueden causarles problemas mecánicos si entran a la 
quema se incluyan en materiales “recuperados”, ya que estos se mantiene 
afuera porque no queman y pueden causar problemas mecánicos. 

15. EA acepta que producirá de 400 a 500 toneladas de cenizas del total de 2100 
toneladas de desperdicios sólidos que quemara diariamente. Explicar que 
ocurre con las restantes 1600 a 1700 toneladas de material que entran a 
quemarse, incluyendo las emisiones al aire.  Explicar que composición 
química tendrían estas emisiones al aire, al igual que las cenizas. Clarificar 
que porcentaje de las emisiones al aire y las cenizas son compuestos 
desconocidos o no caracterizados. Explicar desde que fecha se descubrieron 
las dioxinas, que en el pasado fueron parte de los compuestos no 
caracterizados  mencionados. 

16. Si justifican su construcción para eliminar los vertederos, y los vertederos 
continuarían causando problemas con sus lixiviados, cómo se explica que EA 
no propone hacer minería de los vertederos para disminuir su efecto dañino 
al ambiente y a la salud. Explicar cómo se evitara que el entierro de las 
cenizas del incinerador  eventualmente produzca lixiviados y contamine el 
agua subterránea y el medio ambiente. 

17. Cómo se justifica que con la construcción del incinerador se está violando la 
política pública que prioriza la reducción, el reuso y el reciclaje y la 
composta. Cómo se justifica que se planifique que la tasa de reciclaje no 
aumente de 35% durante los 30 años de existencia del incinerador.  

18. Puesto que la caracterización de los desperdicios sólidos hecha por ADS en 
2003 revela que el 93% de los desperdicios pueden ser separados y 
desviados de los vertederos e incineradores, ?con qué materia prima se va a 
justificar un incinerador?  

19. Como se diferencia una planta aislada en Massachussetts como la SEMASS, 
con escasos vecinos, de una planta en Arecibo, a solo 2 kms de una ciudad de 
30,000 habitantes, con centros infantiles head starts, escuelas, asilos, 
hospitales, centros de envejecientes, comercios, Iglesias y negocios visitados 
por miles de personas diariamente. 

20. Se contempla la importación de desperdicios sólidos del exterior? 
21. Se debe tomar en cuenta a la empresa Battery Recycling contaminadora con 

plomo del area de Cambalache y 4 kms a la redonda y su cercanía a este 
proyecto de incineración. 

22. SEMASS tuvo un fuego que duró 3 días y necesito los servicios de decenas de 
unidades de bomberos de los alrededores y mantuvo enclaustrados en sus 
casas a los vecinos debido a las emisiones tóxicas  por varios días; se debe 
evaluar esta posibilidad en Arecibo y planificar contingencia 

23. El estudio socioeconómico de Estudios Técnicos debe ser reevaluado dados 
los cambios demográficos de nuestra isla desde el 2010. 

24. El estudio de los consultores ARCADIS deben incluir los efectos en la salud de 
las cenizas. 
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25. ?Cuál sería el sitio a remitirse las cenizas en el exterior si estas resultaran ser 
tóxicas? (deben tener un contrato vigente antes de comenzar la construcción 
para evitar que se repita y empeore el problema de las cenizas de la planta de 
carbón de Guayama). ?Si se descarta la prueba TCLP, que muchos científicos 
catalogan como inapropiada para medir toxicidad de estas cenizas, y se 
adopta otra prueba que determine que las cenizas son tóxicas, quien se hará 
cargo del costo de transportación al extranjero? 

26. Si el DRNA les deniega la franquicia de 2.1 millones de galones de agua 
diarias del Caño Tiburones para sus procesos, que fuente alterna de agua 
tendrían? ?Si la fuente fuera de la Autoridad de Acueductos y Alcantarillados 
(AAA), como se va a mitigar la carencia de agua de 5,250 familias que se 
quedarían sin suministro? 

27. Especificar los riesgos de salud asociados con los trabajadores de estas 
plantas. Incluir las evaluaciones iniciales y periódicas que requerirían de los 
trabajadores de esta planta para prevenir y detectar tempranamente 
enfermedades asociadas a este trabajo. 

28. Incluir los riesgos de contaminación de la industria lechera que queda 
vientos abajo de la planta (Arecibo, Hatillo, Camuy).  Cuáles son las medidas 
de contingencia y responsabilidad en casos de demostrar contaminación por 
dioxinas del ganado vacuno y sus productos.  Deben hacer una determinación 
inicial de grado de contaminación por dioxinas y plomo de alrededores de la 
planta, por una institución independiente y de reputación. La contratación no 
debe ser por E Answers. 

29. Incluir los riesgos de fracaso financiero y quiebras de este proyecto, similar 
como ocurrió en Harrisburg, PA hace unos años y parcialmente en Detroit, MI 
hace un año y medio. En caso de quiebra, quién se queda con la deuda? 
?Acaso los contribuyentes? 

30. Se debe solicitar participación de expertos del gobierno que puedan aportar 
su conocimiento para evaluar este proyecto, entre otros: 

a. Departamento de Salud 
b. Departamento de Agricultura 
c. Departamento de Transportación y Obras Públicas 
d. Autoridad de Carreteras  

31. Evaluaciones de todas las agencias gubernamentales (AEE, AAA, DRNA, JCA, 
Junta de Planificación, Departamento de la Energía, Autoridad de los Puertos, 
Departamento de Bomberos, Instituto de Cultura, Departamento del Trabajo. 

32. Endosos de las organizaciones de alcaldes: Asociación de Alcaldes y 
Federación de Alcaldes. 

33. Consideraciones ambientales adicionales de la quema de Automobile 
Shredded Residue (ASR), Processed urban wood waste  (PUWW) y el Tire 
derived fuel (TDF) y cómo afectará la composición de las cenizas y de las 
emanaciones aéreas. 
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34. ?Cómo se pueden hacer analogías de las emisiones al aire de la incineradora 
de Arecibo con muestras de desperdicios sólidos de otra jurisdicción, como 
Palm Beach? 

35. La explicación de ARCADIS sobre las emisiones en los periodos de shutdown 
y startups es sumamente limitada en la DIA del 2010 y amerita que se estudie 
y se explique con amplitud. 

36. Los datos de plomo en aire  que usaron en la DIA de PRIDCO son de San Juan 
y de 2008. Esto tiene que reestudiarse profundamente pues el  area de 
Cambalache está declarada como área de no logro para plomo por la EPA y  
se sabía desde entonces, sin haberse tomado en cuenta. 

37. Hay que profundizar en los riesgos de los trabajadores de esta planta e la 
etapa de operación pues sólo se cubrió bien superficialmente en la DIA del 
2010. 

38. No se clarifica adecuadamente los materiales que se van a quemar en las 
calderas de este proyecto. Se debe especificar los materiales que son 
reciclables y que irían a la quema. Particularmente se debe incluir si los 
plásticos, el papel, el cartón se van a quemar en vez de reciclarlos. 



Ellen	
  Connett	
  
American	
  Environmental	
  Health	
  Studies	
  Project,	
  Inc.	
  

104	
  Walnut	
  Street	
  
Binghamton	
  NY	
  13905	
  

	
  
	
  
January	
  29,	
  2015	
  
	
  
Stephanie	
  Strength	
  
USDA	
  Rural	
  Utilities	
  Service	
  (RUS)	
  
1400	
  Independence	
  Ave,	
  SW	
  
Mail	
  Stop	
  1571	
  
Room	
  2244	
  
Washington	
  DC	
  20250-­‐1571	
  
	
  
Re:	
  Comments	
  on	
  proposed	
  EIS	
  for	
  Arecibo	
  incinerator	
  
	
  
Via	
  Email	
  to	
  stephanie.strength@wdc.usda.gov	
  
	
  
The	
  following	
  are	
  my	
  comments	
  for	
  the	
  EIS	
  for	
  the	
  proposed	
  Arecibo	
  incinerator:	
  
	
  
1.	
  	
  How	
  many	
  incinerator	
  projects	
  has	
  the	
  USDA	
  Rural	
  Utilities	
  Service	
  (RUS)	
  been	
  
involved	
  with?	
  Please	
  name	
  each,	
  their	
  location	
  (city/state/country),	
  and	
  USDA	
  
RUS’s	
  specific	
  involvement.	
  
	
  
2.	
  	
  Is	
  it	
  the	
  intention	
  of	
  USDA	
  RUS	
  to	
  fund	
  the	
  full	
  construction	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  
Arecibo	
  incinerator?	
  What	
  is	
  the	
  estimated	
  amount	
  for	
  this?	
  
	
  
3.	
  	
  Is	
  it	
  the	
  intention	
  of	
  USDA	
  RUS	
  to	
  fund	
  the	
  electrical	
  grid	
  infrastructure	
  for	
  the	
  
incinerator?	
  Again,	
  what	
  is	
  the	
  estimated	
  amount	
  for	
  this?	
  
	
  
4.	
  	
  Who	
  will	
  own	
  the	
  incinerator?	
  Will	
  it	
  be	
  USDA	
  RUS?	
  Will	
  it	
  be	
  the	
  government	
  of	
  
Puerto	
  Rico?	
  Will	
  it	
  be	
  Energy	
  Answers	
  or	
  whomever	
  they	
  sell	
  the	
  permit	
  to?	
  
	
  
5.	
  	
  If	
  the	
  incinerator	
  goes	
  bankrupt,	
  as	
  have	
  others	
  in	
  the	
  U.S.	
  (Rutland	
  VT,	
  Detroit	
  
MI,	
  Harrisburg	
  PA)	
  who	
  is	
  liable	
  to	
  repay	
  the	
  monies	
  expended	
  on	
  the	
  project?	
  Will	
  
it	
  be	
  the	
  U.S.	
  taxpayer	
  via	
  USDA?	
  	
  
	
  
6.	
  	
  Will	
  the	
  government	
  of	
  Puerto	
  Rico	
  have	
  any	
  financial	
  liabilities	
  if	
  the	
  incinerator	
  
goes	
  bankrupt?	
  	
  
	
  
7.	
  	
  What,	
  if	
  any,	
  financial	
  liabilities	
  will	
  the	
  operator	
  of	
  the	
  incinerator	
  be	
  
responsible	
  for?	
  
	
  
8.	
  	
  The	
  EIS	
  needs	
  to	
  include	
  a	
  schematic	
  for	
  the	
  electrical	
  grid	
  infrastructure	
  and	
  any	
  
risks	
  associated	
  with	
  its	
  placement	
  if	
  there	
  is	
  another	
  flood	
  (see	
  below).	
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9.	
  	
  Has	
  USDA	
  RUS	
  been	
  involved	
  in	
  any	
  other	
  project	
  in	
  Puerto	
  Rico?	
  	
  If	
  so,	
  please	
  
give	
  a	
  list	
  of	
  these	
  projects	
  and	
  their	
  locations	
  on	
  the	
  island.	
  
	
  
10.	
  	
  The	
  EIS	
  statement	
  that	
  will	
  be	
  performed	
  for	
  this	
  project	
  should	
  include	
  an	
  
assessment	
  of	
  the	
  risks	
  posed	
  by	
  the	
  	
  
	
  

• handling	
  of	
  the	
  ash	
  onsite	
  and	
  offsite	
  
• the	
  location	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  ash	
  landfill	
  should	
  be	
  made	
  known	
  to	
  the	
  

residents,	
  and	
  if	
  this	
  site	
  has	
  ever	
  been	
  impacted	
  by	
  flooding.	
  
• re-­‐use	
  of	
  this	
  ash	
  
• the	
  potential	
  contamination	
  of	
  dioxins	
  and	
  heavy	
  metals	
  from	
  fugitive	
  

releases	
  of	
  this	
  ash	
  to	
  livestock,	
  dairy	
  cows,	
  chickens,	
  and	
  fish	
  in	
  the	
  area	
  
	
  
11.	
  	
  Much	
  of	
  the	
  area	
  surrounding	
  the	
  proposed	
  incinerator	
  is	
  used	
  to	
  grow	
  grass	
  for	
  
dairy	
  cows.	
  The	
  EIS	
  needs	
  to	
  consider	
  the	
  direct	
  deposition	
  of	
  dioxins	
  and	
  heavy	
  
metals	
  on	
  this	
  grass	
  and	
  its	
  uptake	
  in	
  the	
  milk.	
  
	
  
12.	
  	
  How	
  many	
  local	
  residents	
  have	
  their	
  own	
  chickens	
  and	
  other	
  livestock	
  in	
  the	
  
area?	
  What	
  is	
  the	
  risk	
  to	
  them	
  and	
  to	
  the	
  local	
  children	
  from	
  fugitive	
  emissions	
  and	
  
incinerator	
  malfunctions?	
  
	
  
13.	
  	
  What	
  is	
  the	
  percentage	
  of	
  local	
  food	
  (including	
  fish)	
  that	
  residents	
  consume?	
  
	
  
14.	
  	
  The	
  location	
  of	
  the	
  incinerator	
  lies	
  in	
  a	
  floodplain.	
  This	
  location	
  does	
  not	
  seem	
  
an	
  appropriate	
  location	
  for	
  a	
  project	
  that	
  generates	
  highly	
  toxic	
  contaminants.	
  
According	
  to	
  a	
  FEMA	
  representative	
  who	
  attended	
  USDA’s	
  RUS	
  “Open	
  House”	
  
meeting	
  on	
  January	
  28,	
  2015,	
  the	
  location	
  for	
  the	
  proposed	
  incinerator	
  was	
  under	
  
five	
  feet	
  of	
  water	
  when	
  Hurricane	
  Georges	
  hit	
  the	
  island	
  in	
  1998.	
  According	
  to	
  an	
  
abstract	
  in	
  a	
  U.S.	
  Geological	
  Society	
  report	
  titled,	
  Flood	
  of	
  September	
  22,	
  1998,	
  in	
  
Arecibo	
  and	
  Utuado,	
  Puerto	
  Rico	
  (attached):	
  
	
  

Hurricane	
  Georges	
  made	
  landfall	
  on	
  the	
  southeastern	
  part	
  of	
  Puerto	
  Rico	
  
during	
  September	
  21,	
  1998.	
  Georges,	
  with	
  maximum	
  sustained	
  winds	
  of	
  185	
  
kilometers	
  per	
  hour	
  and	
  gusts	
  to	
  240	
  kilometers	
  per	
  hour,	
  produced	
  24-­‐hour	
  
total	
  rainfall	
  amounts	
  of	
  770	
  millimeters	
  on	
  the	
  island's	
  mountainous	
  
interior.	
  Severe	
  flooding	
  affected	
  almost	
  half	
  of	
  the	
  island's	
  78	
  municipios	
  
during	
  September	
  21-­‐22,	
  1998.	
  The	
  most	
  affected	
  municipios	
  were	
  Adjuntas,	
  
Aguada,	
  Aguadilla,	
  Añasco,	
  Arecibo,	
  Cayey,	
  Ciales,	
  Comerío,	
  Barceloneta,	
  
Dorado,	
  Jayuya,	
  Manatí,	
  Mayagüez,	
  Morovis,	
  Orocovis,	
  Patillas,	
  Toa	
  Alta,	
  Toa	
  
Baja,	
  and	
  Utuado.	
  
	
  
The	
  combination	
  of	
  strong	
  winds,	
  intense	
  rainfall	
  and	
  severe	
  flooding	
  caused	
  
widespread	
  property	
  damages.	
  More	
  than	
  20,000	
  houses	
  were	
  destroyed	
  and	
  	
  
more	
  than	
  100,000	
  houses	
  sustained	
  damage.	
  Floodwaters	
  and	
  landslides	
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destroyed	
  or	
  damaged	
  many	
  bridges	
  and	
  roads	
  throughout	
  the	
  island.	
  
	
  
Records	
  indicate	
  that	
  Hurricane	
  Georges	
  induced	
  flood	
  discharges	
  in	
  the	
  Río	
  
Grande	
  de	
  Arecibo	
  Basin	
  that	
  were	
  the	
  largest	
  on	
  record.	
  Floodwaters	
  
inundated	
  urban	
  and	
  rural	
  areas,	
  affecting	
  urban	
  subdivisions,	
  businesses,	
  
vehicles,	
  bridges,	
  roads,	
  and	
  high-­‐tension	
  electric	
  power	
  lines.	
  To	
  define	
  the	
  
extent	
  and	
  depth	
  of	
  inundation,	
  more	
  than	
  280	
  high-­‐water	
  marks	
  were	
  
identified	
  and	
  surveyed	
  in	
  Arecibo	
  and	
  Utuado.	
  In	
  addition	
  estimates	
  of	
  flood	
  
magnitude	
  and	
  frequency	
  were	
  made	
  at	
  selected	
  gaging	
  stations,	
  and	
  flood	
  
profiles	
  were	
  developed	
  for	
  certain	
  stream	
  reaches.	
  Flooding	
  was	
  most	
  
severe	
  in	
  the	
  towns	
  of	
  Arecibo	
  and	
  Utuado.	
  In	
  Arecibo,	
  the	
  most	
  affected	
  
communities	
  were	
  the	
  rural	
  area	
  of	
  San	
  Francisco,	
  the	
  urban	
  subdivisions	
  of	
  
Martell,	
  Nolla,	
  and	
  Arecibo	
  Gardens,	
  and	
  the	
  low-­‐lying	
  areas	
  of	
  downtown	
  
Arecibo.	
  In	
  these	
  areas,	
  the	
  water	
  depths	
  ranged	
  from	
  0.6	
  to	
  1.8	
  meters.	
  In	
  
Utuado,	
  floodwaters	
  from	
  the	
  Río	
  Viví	
  and	
  the	
  Río	
  Grande	
  de	
  Arecibo	
  
inundated	
  the	
  downtown	
  area	
  affecting	
  homes,	
  public	
  facilities,	
  and	
  
businesses.	
  In	
  the	
  urban	
  subdivision	
  of	
  Jesús	
  María	
  Lago,	
  the	
  depth	
  of	
  
flooding	
  exceeded	
  2.5	
  meters.	
  Frequency	
  analysis	
  indicates	
  that	
  	
  flood-­‐peak	
  
discharges	
  equaled	
  or	
  exceeded	
  the	
  100-­‐year	
  recurrence	
  interval	
  at	
  five	
  
streamflow-­‐gaging	
  stations	
  in	
  the	
  Río	
  Grande	
  de	
  Arecibo	
  Basin.	
  
	
  
	
  

15.	
  	
  What	
  is	
  the	
  existing	
  level	
  of	
  contaminants	
  in	
  the	
  vicinity	
  of	
  the	
  incinerator?	
  
	
  
16.	
  	
  Have	
  these	
  contaminants	
  impacted	
  the	
  health	
  of	
  the	
  residents	
  of	
  Arecipo?	
  
	
  
17.	
  	
  The	
  EIS	
  needs	
  to	
  take	
  into	
  account	
  the	
  pre-­‐existing	
  health	
  conditions	
  in	
  Arecibo.	
  
	
  
18.	
  	
  What	
  is	
  the	
  health	
  of	
  the	
  children	
  in	
  this	
  area?	
  
	
  
19.	
  	
  Are	
  there	
  high	
  levels	
  of	
  asthma	
  or	
  other	
  respiratory	
  illnesses	
  in	
  the	
  area?	
  
	
  
20.	
  	
  Will	
  the	
  proposed	
  incinerator	
  accept	
  “special	
  wastes”	
  (such	
  as	
  pharmaceuticals,	
  
industrial	
  chemicals	
  or	
  military	
  wastes)	
  for	
  higher	
  tip	
  fees?	
  	
  
	
  
21.	
  Will	
  the	
  proposed	
  incinerator	
  accept	
  hospital	
  wastes?	
  
	
  
22.	
  Will	
  the	
  proposed	
  incinerator	
  accept	
  wastes	
  from	
  cruise	
  ships?	
  
	
  
23.	
  Will	
  the	
  proposed	
  incinerator	
  accept	
  wastes	
  from	
  other	
  countries?	
  
	
  
24.	
  Will	
  the	
  USDA	
  RUS	
  please	
  explain	
  why	
  it	
  would	
  fund	
  a	
  project	
  that	
  is	
  
fundamentally	
  antithetical	
  to	
  a	
  clean	
  and	
  toxic-­‐free	
  environment	
  for	
  agricultural	
  
lands?	
  For	
  example,	
  dioxin	
  contamination	
  from	
  municipal	
  waste	
  incinerators	
  in	
  
Italy,	
  France	
  and	
  The	
  Netherlands	
  resulted	
  in	
  stopping	
  the	
  sale	
  of	
  dairy	
  from	
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affected	
  farms.	
  The	
  EIS	
  needs	
  to	
  take	
  this	
  risk	
  into	
  account	
  and	
  present	
  information	
  
on	
  who	
  will	
  be	
  held	
  financially	
  responsible	
  in	
  this	
  scenario.	
  
	
  
25.	
  	
  In	
  a	
  study	
  performed	
  by	
  Connett	
  and	
  Webster	
  (Chemosphere	
  1986)	
  that	
  one	
  
quart	
  of	
  cows	
  milk	
  would	
  deliver	
  the	
  same	
  amount	
  of	
  dioxin	
  as	
  it	
  would	
  take	
  eight	
  
months	
  for	
  a	
  human	
  breathing	
  the	
  air	
  next	
  to	
  the	
  cow.	
  This	
  was	
  subsequently	
  
confirmed	
  by	
  measurements	
  made	
  by	
  McLaughlan	
  in	
  Germany	
  in	
  1997	
  that	
  showed	
  
that	
  in	
  one	
  day	
  a	
  grazing	
  cow	
  puts	
  into	
  its	
  body	
  the	
  equivalent	
  of	
  14	
  years	
  of	
  human	
  
breathing.	
  In	
  other	
  words,	
  whilst	
  the	
  stack	
  of	
  an	
  incinerator	
  disperses	
  pollutants	
  like	
  
dioxin,	
  nature	
  and	
  agriculture	
  re-­‐concentrate	
  them	
  in	
  animal	
  fat.	
  It’s	
  hard	
  to	
  imagine	
  
a	
  worse	
  location	
  in	
  Puerto	
  Rico	
  to	
  maximize	
  the	
  delivery	
  of	
  dioxin	
  to	
  the	
  population	
  
than	
  the	
  one	
  under	
  consideration.	
  This	
  not	
  only	
  represents	
  a	
  threat	
  to	
  human	
  health	
  
but	
  also	
  a	
  threat	
  to	
  agriculture.	
  
	
  
Sincerely,	
  
	
  
Ellen	
  Connett	
  
________________________________________________________________________	
  
	
  
Attachment	
  to	
  this	
  Email:	
  
U.S.	
  Geological	
  Society	
  report,	
  Flood	
  of	
  September	
  22,	
  1998,	
  in	
  Arecibo	
  and	
  
Utuado,	
  Puerto	
  Rico.	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  



CARLOS M. GARCIA BERRIOS 
PO Box 723, Arecibo, Puerto Rico 00613 
(787) 526-4014 
cmgb77@gmail.com 
 
 
 
13 de febrero de 2015 
 
Ms. Stephanie Strength 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Rural Utilities Service USDA 
1400 Independence Ave. SW 
Room 2244-S, Stop 1571 
Washington, DC 20250-1571 
Stephanie.strength@wdc.usda.gov 
 
Re: RUS/EIS/Energy Answers 
 
 
Estimada Sra. Strength: 
 
Mi nombre es Carlos M. García Berríos, soy un Ciudadano Puertorriqueño residente en 
el municipio de Arecibo, Puerto Rico. El propósito de esta carta es hacerle unos 
comentarios sobre la reunión (“scoping meeting”) llevada a cabo por el RUS del 
Departamento de Agricultura Federal, el pasado 28 de enero de 2015. El propósito de 
dicha reunión era escuchar al público sobre la declaración de impacto ambiental (“EIS”) 
con relación a la petición de financiamiento hecha al RUS por Energy Answers. 
 
Primero que todo, quiero manifestarle mi más enérgico repudio y enojo por la forma en 
que se llevó a cabo dicha reunión. Nunca antes en mi vida había asistido a una reunión 
tan desorganizada. La reunión fue un verdadero desastre de principio a fin. 
 
Desde antes de comenzar la reunión pudimos darnos cuenta de que lejos de ser una 
reunión seria para escuchar las preocupaciones de la ciudadanía, era un sainete 
montado por Energy Answers para satisfacer sus propios intereses, con la complicidad 
de los funcionarios del Departamento de Agricultura Federal. 
 
Las irregularidades comenzaron desde antes de que entráramos al salón de 
audiencias. A la primera persona que llegó, la recibió una persona que no se identificó, 
y le dijo que tenía que abandonar el lugar, que solamente se permitiría la entrada de 
personas de cinco en cinco, escoltados por un agente federal de la agencia “Homeland 
Security” de los Estados Unidos.  
 
Cuando yo llegué, en la entrada del estacionamiento, habían tres vehículos oficiales de 
“Homeland Security” ocupados por varios agentes de dicha agencia. Este espectáculo 

mailto:cmgb77@gmail.com
mailto:Stephanie.strength@wdc.usda.gov


de fuerza (show of force”) tenía el objetivo claro de amedrentar a la ciudadanía para 
que no participaran de la reunión. A la parte de afuera del salón de audiencias un 
empleado de Energy Answers me dijo que todavía no se podía entrar, que tenía que 
abandonar el área. Le respondí que él no tenía ninguna autoridad para evitar mi 
entrada y procedí a abrir la puerta del salón de audiencias y entré. Una vez adentro 
pude ver que varias personas, que no conocía pero que supuse que eran funcionarios 
del Departamento de Agricultura Federal, estaban compartiendo alegremente con 
empleados conocidos de Energy Answers. Entre ellos el Sr. Alexis Molinaris, quien es 
uno de los principales asesores de Energy Answers, el Sr. David Pérez, el Sr. Grau y 
otros.  
 
Inmediatamente se me acercó el Sr. David Pérez y en forma amenazante me dijo que 
tenía que abandonar el salón porque todavía no había comenzado la reunión. Le dije 
que él no tenía autoridad para requerirme que saliera del salón y le dije que yo me iba a 
quedar adentro. Enseguida se me acercaron el Sr. Molinaris con una funcionaria del 
Departamento de Agricultura Federal y me increparon y  me dijeron que tenía que 
abandonar el salón  (después supe que la funcionaria del DAF era la Sra. Nereida 
Rodríguez, Directora de  Programas Comunitarios).  
 
Le dije a la Sra. Rodríguez que si ella permitía a los empleados de Energy Answers 
estar dentro del salón tenía que permitírmelo a mi también. A lo que me contestó que 
era que los empleados de Energy Answers los estaban ayudando a organizar el salón. 
Le dije a la Sra. Rodríguez que era altamente impropio y causaba suspicacia, que los 
empleados de Energy Answers fueran los que estuvieran realizando esa labor, ya que 
esto se podía interpretar como un favoritismo del Departamento de Agricultura Federal 
hacia Energy Answers. Ella me contestó que no veía ningún problema con eso. 
 
Cuando uno de los empleados de Energy Answers colocó sobre la mesa a la entrada 
las hojas de registro, enseguida me dí cuenta que estas son las mismas formas que 
utiliza Energy Answers en sus reuniones. 
 
Una vez comenzada la reunión, pretendían que los que íbamos a hacer comentarios 
teníamos que grabarlos en secreto ante una persona que nadie sabía a quién 
representaba. La persona que tenía la hoja de registro para los comentarios y llamaba 
a las personas anotadas en esta, lo era el Sr. Molinaris.  
 
La ciudadanía les pidió a los funcionarios del Departamento de Agricultura Federal 
información sobre la solicitud de financiamiento hecha por Energy Answers. Los 
funcionarios se negaron a dar la información requerida aduciendo que no tenían 
ninguna información al respecto. 
 
Todo lo anterior causo una gran molestia e ira a la ciudadanía, quienes a gritos 
reclamaban que los comentarios tenían que ser públicos y que tenían que dar la 
información requerida sobre la solicitud de financiamiento de Energy Answers. La 
reunión se convirtió en un verdadero caos y los funcionarios del Departamento de 
Agricultura Federal no tenían ningún control de la misma. Todo indicaba que eran los 



empleados de Energy Answers los que estaban a cargo de la reunión. Nunca en mi 
vida había visto algo así. 
 
Como parte afectada tenía el propósito de someter mis comentarios públicos. Sin 
embargo no lo hice, porque mi conciencia no me permite avalar, con mi participación, 
un proceso tan vergonzoso como el que se estaba llevando a cabo. 
 
Le recomiendo que descarten de plano la solicitud de financiamiento sometida por 
Energy Answers. No pierdan ni dinero ni esfuerzo en preparar una Declaración de 
Impacto Ambiental (EIS), no hace falta. Este proyecto no cuenta con el apoyo de la 
ciudadanía, por lo que no importa si desoyendo la voz del pueblo, las agencias 
reguladoras terminaran por otorgar todos los permisos, este proyecto no se va a llevar 
a cabo, porque no cuenta con el principal y más importante permiso; ¡EL PERMISO 
DEL PUEBLO! 
 
Así que si el RUS del Departamento de Agricultura Federal cometiera el error de 
otorgar el financiamiento, sepan que van perder cada centavo que inviertan, nunca van 
a poder recuperar su inversión. No se hagan cómplices de los canallas que quieren 
hacernos daño. 
 
Tengan por seguro que haciendo uso de nuestro legítimo derecho a defendernos y a 
defender nuestras familias de los canallas que quieren agredirnos, haremos todo lo que 
sea necesario hacer para evitar que este proyecto se lleve a cabo. 
 
 
Atentamente, 
 
 
Carlos Mario García Berríos 
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