
 

 

August 16, 2019 

Hon. Kathleen H. Burgess, Secretary  

New York State Board on Electric Generation Siting and the Environment New York State De-

partment of Public Service  

Empire State Plaza, Agency Building 3  

Albany, New York 12223  

RE: Case 17-F-0619: Application of Hecate Energy Greene 1 LLC, Hecate Energy Greene 2 LLC 

and Hecate Energy Greene County 3 LLC, Co-Applicants, for a Certificate of Environmental Com-

patibility and Public Need to Construct a 50-Megawatt Solar Electric Generating Facility in the 

Town of Coxsackie, Greene County, New York Dear Secretary Burgess: 

Dear Secretary Burgess: 

I am the spokesperson for Saving Greene, a nonprofit organization concerned with the reasona-

ble siting of utility-scale solar plants in Greene County and in Coxsackie in particular. To date at 

least nine utility-scale plants with a combined nameplate capacity of over 175 megawatts (MW) 

have been proposed for the Town of Coxsackie, including two facilities being sited under Article 

10 of the New York Public Service Law: one with a 50-MW nameplate capacity and another with 

a 100-MW capacity. This letter addresses current siting issues with the Greene County Solar Fa-

cility, the 50-MW project. It clarifies and provides sources for information that has drawn criti-

cism from other organizations and individuals. 

We believe that each of the plants proposed for Coxsackie has unique siting considerations. 

Some are sited well: in industrial districts or on previously disturbed lands, away from wetlands 

and sensitive habitat. Others are more problematic. 

Our group opposes the siting of one of these plants: Hecate Energy’s 50-MW Greene County So-

lar Facility. A wide range of incorrect or misrepresentative comments have been made about our 

information and the nature of our organization over the last few months. We are disappointed 

that our critics chose to address their complaints to the Department of Public Service and our 

elected officials rather than contact us to discuss our information sources or report possible er-

rors.  

One critic complained about hearing that our public meeting last summer was “one-sided”; we 

never suggested that it was an open forum to discuss the pros and cons of solar development. 

This individual did not attend the meeting and is relying on secondhand impressions. Ironically 
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several groups and individuals who are critical of Saving Greene recently held a meeting extol-

ling the virtues of solar development in Coxsackie. They made no attempt to inform us that the 

meeting would take place. It seems slightly ridiculous to criticize Saving Greene for doing exactly 

what they did themselves.  

While we have reached out to various parties, comments on the Hecate Greene project DPS 

Master Matter page still misrepresent the nature of our organization and our specific concerns 

about this particular project. Countering every distortion or error is frankly a waste of time at 

this point, but we address a few key items in this letter and will discuss other points in a separate 

letter. In the future we hope that groups and individuals will contact us before making mislead-

ing claims about our organization and pointlessly attacking positions we do not hold. 

 

Best regards, 

Kim Rose, spokesperson 

Saving Greene: Citizens for Sensible Solar 

SavingGreene@gmail.com 

SavingGreene.com 
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Introduction 

About Saving Greene   

It’s natural to assume that Saving Greene is simply another NIMBY group made anxious by 

change. Far from being anti-solar, Saving Greene members have invested in residential solar and 

energy efficiency improvements in their homes and lives. We support strategically sited and 

thoughtfully planned renewable energy development. We know the traditional apprehensions 

about solar plants: EMFs, contaminated runoff, glare, noise, and so on. While we don’t dismiss 

every such issue, we have very specific siting concerns about the Hecate project. Please note 

that our comments here apply only to this one facility or to its impact as part of cumulative ef-

fect.   

Collectively our members, environmental attorneys, and experts in areas such as land use and 

grasslands habitat have spent thousands of hours reviewing project documents; preparing com-

ments; talking to solar developers and engineers, interviewing farmers and cultural resources ex-

perts; and gathering information from local realtors for a year and a half. A great deal of project 

information has changed since Hecate Energy filed the Greene County Solar Facility Public In-

volvement Program (PIP) in early 2018, and tracking project details as they remain in flux has 

sometimes been challenging. We appreciate valid corrections and have invited these from the 

project developer as well.  

As an active party in the Greene County Solar Facility Article 10 process for more than a year, 

we’ve reviewed and commented extensively on both the project PIP and Preliminary Scoping 

Statement (PSS). Our members are Greene County Solar Facility stakeholders, a number of 

whom are landowners living adjacent to the facility area and know the proposed site well. They 

have seen where and how short-eared owls hunt, watched the farming operation expand, and 

cultivated the same soils that are found in the facility area.  

Opposing the siting of one of nine solar facilities should not be sufficient cause to vilify our or-

ganization and brand us “anti-solar.” Perhaps this characterization is a reflection of a national 

mood that favors divisiveness and polarization over cooperation. We think a more constructive 

approach would be to examine our differences as neighbors and discuss what makes sense both 

for our town and the planet.  

We wish we shared our critics belief that the Article 10 process is infallible, and that the solar in-

dustry is entirely altruistic. Our own research has brought forward contradictions and uncertain-

ties that have made it impossible for us to sustain this level of belief in the energy industry. 

Many renewable developers have transitioned from the fossil fuel industry or are currently en-

gaged in developing fossil fuel plants. For example, Hecate Energy has been transitioning to re-

newable energy projects but is still developing a 1-gigawatt (GW) natural gas facility,1 a capacity 

equivalent to our local Athens Generating Plant.  

                                                 
1 Hecate Energy Bonanza project (August 2019) 

http://www.hecateenergy.com/projects/bonanza
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We don’t want to oppose any solar plant, but poor siting has at least two potential effects:  

1) To adversely impact the environment and/or community  

2) To adversely impact the solar industry itself by furthering the common belief that solar 

projects are inherently intrusive and fail to provide meaningful local benefits. 

Solar siting in New York State 

Given the clear, pressing need for large-scale renewable energy, Saving Greene would like to see 

a thoughtful, coherent statewide strategy for deploying utility-scale scale solar and wind pro-

jects. Unfortunately the state seems to have adopted a “first-come, first-served” approach that 

effectively prioritizes the use of any flat, open land near transmission lines—including productive 

farmland and rapidly vanishing grassland habitat.   

We believe there are better places to site this facility. As Scenic Hudson states in its utility-scale 

solar siting guidelines:  

To reduce conflicts, areas with high agricultural, visual, ecological, historic and 

conservation values should be avoided for renewable energy development. In-

stead, low-conflict sites and areas—such as brownfields, previously disturbed 

and developed lands, or closed landfills—should be identified and prioritized for 

development.2 

Because climate change may be advancing more quickly than expected, Saving Greene recog-

nizes that renewable energy is a necessity, not option. We owe our children a habitable planet, 

but we also owe them the beauty and diversity of wildlife that we enjoy every day, as well as 

productive farmland. Future generations need to thrive as well as survive. Consequently we op-

pose siting utility-scale solar plants in these places:  

 federally or state-designated wetlands  

 rare habitat for endangered and threatened species  

 residential districts with rolling topography where plants cannot be concealed and/or ad-

join homes on two or more sides  

 productive farmland  

According to the proposed Greene County Solar Facility project maps and other filed docu-

ments, the site for this facility includes all of the above. Details are discussed in the sections be-

low.  

Acreage used for solar 

One party in the Article 10 proceeding has submitted a “paper” claiming that Saving Greene 

misinformation includes a map indicating the locations of nine proposed project sites in the 

                                                 
2 A. Friedrichsen. Clean Energy, Green Communities: A Guide to Siting Renewable Energy in the Hudson 

Valley. Scenic Hudson, Inc., Poughkeepsie, NY (2018), p. 2 
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Town of Coxsackie. We encourage Saving Greene’s critics to read the caption again. In it we 

state clearly that approximately 3,500 acres of land in Coxsackie has been secured by solar de-

velopers (marked areas on the map), and the direct area for the combined plants consists of 

1,200 acres (where solar panels and other plant elements will be placed. Our numbers are based 

on actual project maps and public sources.  

We’ve found it difficult to obtain information about most of these projects. When we acquire in-

formation, we make it available promptly on our website (SavingGreene.com). To our 

knowledge, no other organization is collecting and making available information about these 

projects, or about other proposed projects in the area. We stand by our assertion that the com-

munity should have access to such information. For example, realtors need to be informed of 

proposed projects in order to make disclosures as required by law.   

It is important to note the distinction between land that has been secured by contract and the 

direct area covered by panels. We have never claimed that 3,500 acres in Coxsackie will be cov-

ered with solar panels. For example, Hecate Energy secured approximately 900 acres from one 

family and proposes to site arrays on about 400 acres.3 Until final plans are submitted, no one 

knows where the 400 acres of panels will be placed. Their placement has of course changed 

multiple times, and we expect it to do so as studies are performed and technical issues are 

sorted out. Consequently it is not possible to show the exact location of arrays at this time.   

The terminology used to describe acreage used for solar seems to be causing widespread con-

fusion. The site of a given facility described by a developer might refer to  

 Total parcels secured (“facility area,” in the Hecate Greene filed documents) 

 Area inside the perimeter where arrays and other components are installed 

 Area within the fenced perimeter 

 Specific area covered by solar panels 

We recently witnessed a particularly cynical attempt to minimize land-use impacts. At a Town of 

Coxsackie Planning Board meeting, a representative of one solar developer claimed that his 5 

MW plant only used 9 acres. When challenged by Planning Board members, he admitted that 

this did not include spaces between panels.  

Developers are doing a disservice to themselves, the community, and the industry when they 

make such clearly misrepresentative statements. The subject is confusing enough without delib-

erately muddying the waters. The Planning Board deserves credit for questioning the numbers 

provided.  

The figure below shows the actual configuration of that particular plant. The area within the 

fenced perimeter is actually 28 acres4 and the facility is sited on a 67-acre parcel, as shown on 

the site map for Freepoint’s solar plant on Route 9W. The greyish areas represents the array lo-

cations. You can see that those 28 acres of panels dominates the facility area. The entire 67-acre 

                                                 
3 Hecate Greene development director: e-mail dated 2 August 2018 stating that “Our panels will require 

about 395 acres, we have about 900 acres secured and the farm is about 1,200 acres.”  

4 Town of Coxsackie Planning Board public meeting, 6 August 2019  

https://savinggreene.com/
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parcel is not being used for arrays, but the remaining land in the facility area appears difficult to 

access or use: 

Figure 1. Freepoint plant on State Route 9W, showing 28 acres of arrays on a 67-acre parcel 

It would be helpful if standard terms were agreed upon. For example, the National Renewable 

Energy Laboratory (NREL) describes land use primarily in terms of total area and direct area:  

We consider two land-use metrics. The first is the total area, which corre-

sponds to all land enclosed by the site boundary. The perimeter of this area 

is usually specified in blueprint drawings and typically fenced or protected. 

The second metric is the direct-impact area, which comprises land directly 

occupied by solar arrays, access roads, substations, service buildings, and 

other infrastructure. The direct-impact area is smaller than the total area 

and is contained within the total-area boundaries.5 

                                                 
5 Sean Ong, Clinton Campbell, Paul Denholm, Robert Margolis, and Garvin Heath: Land-Use Require-

ments for Solar Power Plants in the United States, p. iv. Technical Report NREL/TP-6A20-56290 (June 

2013) 
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In this Article 10 proceeding, the additional term “facility area” is used as well:  

The facility area represents the broader area within which selected areas 

will be developed with solar facilities.6 

The Greene County Solar Facility PSS describes the project as being sited on 395 acres out of 

933-acre facility area. This description suggests that the facility footprint has been greatly re-

duced from its original design: 

Hecate Energy LLC has scaled back the area of its proposed solar project from 

890 acres to approximately 400 acres, a 55 percent decrease. 

Under the new plan, 170,000 solar panels would be erected on 400 acres, but 

Hecate never considered placing panels on the entire acreage, Hecate Energy 

Development Director Gabriel Wapner said. Hecate representatives presented an 

initial site plan to residents at a February open house where the 890-acre num-

ber was unveiled. “We wanted to be forthright with the community about where 

a panel may be placed,” Wapner said. “We requested feedback from the commu-

nity to guide our decision on that process.”7 

The statement that Hecate Energy never considered placing panels on the entire acreage is at 

odds with maps presented at their February 2018 open house, which showed exactly that. Why 

would Hecate Energy deliberately exaggerate the acreage used for solar development when 

they had no intentions of using it?  

The nameplate generating capacity remains 50 MW. According to the PSS, the area for this 50-

MW facility is approximately 400 acres: this suggests that the original direct area changed very 

little, if at all. In fact the PSS indicates that the facility area expanded slightly from 890 to 933 

acres.8 We believe that 890 acres refers to original facility area, and the 400 acre figure simply 

represents the direct or total area. If this is the case, the facility size changed very little, and the 

comparison is disingenuous. The amount of land secured by Hecate Greene likewise has not 

changed.9  

Decommissioning  

According to the development director, decommissioning funds need not be available until the 

end of the project’s life. If the project must be decommissioned before that date, adequate 

funds would likely not be available. This seems an unnecessary risk. The town and landowners 

cannot afford to pay for decommissioning if funds are not in place. We strongly urge the Siting 

Board to require that Hecate Greene ensures that decommissioning can take place whenever it 

is needed.  

                                                 
6 Hecate Energy and Tetra Tech: Revised Public Information Program for the Greene County Solar Facility 

(May 2018) p. 1 

7 Daniel Zuckerman: Hecate scales back and the public reacts. Columbia-Greene Media, June 2018  

8 Hecate Greene: PIP, pg. 5 

9 E-mail from development director dated 27 July 2018 
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Cumulative effects 

Scope of development in Coxsackie 

Incorporating solar development into the Town of Coxsackie poses specific problems. Over 175 

MW of solar development has been proposed for the town. According to the NYISO Intercon-

nection queue as of 15 March 2019, roughly as much grid-connected utility-scale solar develop-

ment has been proposed for the Town of Coxsackie as for all of the Mid-Hudson Valley counties 

combined.10 The green block shows the Article 10 solar plants proposed for Coxsackie, and the 

lighter green shows a proposed plant that falls below the Article 10 threshold.  

Owner/Developer Project Name 

Nameplate 

capacity 

(MW) County Article 10? 

Hecate Energy Columbia 

County 1, LLC 

Columbia County 

1 60 Columbia, NY Y 

Hecate Energy, LLC Greene Co. I 20 

Greene, NY    

(Town of Cox-

sackie) Y 

Hecate Energy, LLC Greene Co. II 10 

Greene, NY  

(Town of Cox-

sackie) Y 

Hecate Energy, LLC Greene Co. III 20 

Greene, NY  

(Town of Cox-

sackie) Y 

Flint Mine Solar LLC Flint Mine Solar 100 

Greene, NY  

(Towns of Cox-

sackie and Ath-

ens) Y 

Greene County Energy 

Properties, LLC 

Greene County 

Energy 20 

Greene, NY  

(Town of Cox-

sackie) N 

EDF Renewables Develop-

ment, Inc. 

Edora B Solar En-

ergy Center 20 Orange, NY N 

EDF Renewables Develop-

ment, Inc. 

Edora C Solar En-

ergy Center 20 Orange, NY N 

                                                 
10 NYISO: Interconnection queue for Greene, Columbia, Ulster, Dutchess, Orange and Putnam counties 

as of 15 March 2019  
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Owner/Developer Project Name 

Nameplate 

capacity 

(MW) County Article 10? 

Rising Solar, LLC Rising Solar II 20 Orange, NY N 

Blue Stone Solar Energy, 

LLC Saugerties Solar 20 Ulster, NY  N 

Granada Solar, LLC Magruder Solar 20 Ulster, NY  N 

TOTAL PROJECTS   330     

Total Coxsackie projects in queue 170 >175 with other plants 

 

Total other Mid-Hudson counties in NYISO 

queue: Columbia, Dutchess, Putnam, Ulster, and 

Orange combined 160 

 

 

  
Figure 2. NYISO interconnection requests in the Mid-Hudson Valley (March 2019) 

While we have some misgivings about the overall quantity of development proposed for the 

Town of Coxsackie, we are by no means objecting to utility-scale solar. We simply believe a town 

hosting this many solar projects should be allowed to incorporate the scale of such develop-

ment into its strategic vision. Town of Coxsackie demographics add to the complexity. Below are 

population densities for townships where developers have filed PIPs for solar plants over the 25-
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Figure 3. Comparison of population densities for Article 10 host communities 
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MW threshold. 11 As you can see, Coxsackie’s population density is considerably higher than the 

others.12  Consequently there is much more competition here for available land, between solar 

development, residential development, agriculture, environmental conservation and commer-

cial/industrial uses. 

Zoning  

In response to the sudden influx of proposed solar development, the Town of Coxsackie set in 

place a solar moratorium and rewrote its solar law to allow new plants to be sited in industrial 

and commercial districts. It has been suggested in public comments that Saving Greene and/or 

its attorney played a role in writing the new law. In fact, Saving Greene did not even exist until 

six months after work on the law commenced. Our organization submitted a few minor sugges-

tions at the law’s public hearing, none of which were adopted. The Coxsackie Town Board will 

verify these facts upon request.  

(Continued on next page)   

                                                 
11 Board on Electric Generating Siting and the Environment: Submitted Public Involvement Programs, ac-

cessed 23 March 2019, http://www3.dps.ny.gov/W/PSCWeb.nsf/All 

12 US Dept. of Commerce US Census Bureau: New York 2010 Population and Housing Unit Counts, is-

sued June 2012, http://census.gov 

http://www3.dps.ny.gov/W/PSCWeb.nsf/All
http://census.gov/
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The new law has generated a great deal of local controversy, and the owners of properties 

where solar plants have been proposed have requested that the law be amended to include so-

lar development in one of the residential/agricultural districts (RA-2) to accommodate the Flint 

Mine Solar project. RA-2 in shown in darker green on the zoning map. 

We have no objections to this as long as the wishes of RA-2 residents as a whole are respected, 

reasonable setbacks are implemented, and neighbors’ viewsheds are protected. We believe 

these conditions can be met by project developers.   

Construction activities 

We hope the Siting Board will fully take into account the cumulative impacts of such massive, 

nearly simultaneous construction in an area where many businesses depend on tourism. Given 

the approximate timetables and completion dates provided by the project developers, construc-

tion activities for the two Article 10 plants would almost certainly overlap at some point.  

Of particular concern is the effect of increased stormwater runoff on Sleepy Hollow Lake during 

construction and before the establishment of vegetative groundcover for the Hecate Greene fa-

cility.  

Our critics refer repeatedly to “planting rows of solar panels” instead of crops. Solar arrays are 

not planted, nor do they grow. The construction of a large utility-scale solar plant is not a ro-

mantic agricultural venture: 

Figure 4: Town of Coxsackie zoning map 
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[F]ixed panel solar energy development is similar in nature to an industrial 

development. Contrary to popular belief, solar array installations require sig-

nificant impacts and modifications to the landscape, including mass soil grad-

ing, soil compaction, loss of agricultural soils… and the increase in stormwater 

and sediment runoff during and after construction.13 

 

                                                 
13 Princeton Hydro: Technical Memorandum – Environmental Review of Potential Impacts Related to the 

Proposed Hecate Greene Solar Facility (2018) p. 2 
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Environmental concerns 

State-regulated and federal wetlands 

Of particular concern to us are the effects of solar development 

on state-regulated wetlands. Hecate Greene’s development di-

rector assured stakeholders during public meetings and in one-

on-one conversations that they would not site arrays on wet-

lands. This was welcome news, because initial search results 

from the NYDEC Environmental Resource Mapper14 showed ex-

tensive areas of wetlands and wetlands-check zones.  

We were thus puzzled and surprised to see Hecate Greene re-

verse its position in filing their June 2018 preliminary siting lay-

out. When the preliminary layout map is viewed in conjunction 

with the delineated wetlands. For example, Array #5 would be 

sited directly on wetlands (outlined in green).15  

                                                 
14 NY DEC Environmental Resource Mapper (accessed 10 April 2019) 

15 Also noted in Princeton Hydro memorandum (2018) 

Figure 5. Greene County Solar Facility site: delineated wetlands 

http://www.dec.ny.gov/gis/erm/
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Our objection is not whether the project will comply with Article 10 requirements and NY DEC 

regulations, which we assume it will. The general options in this case appear to be 1) avoidance, 

2) mitigation, and 3) building directly on wetlands. Mitigation is far from ideal. Wetlands within 

the Sleepy Hollow Lake watershed contribute directly to protecting the lake’s water quality, and 

the original ecosystem is permanently disrupted, not relocated: 

The science of restoring, creating or enhancing wetlands in a mitigation con-

text is evolving. We should be cautious about permitting a wetland to be al-

tered on the expectation that losses can be fully compensated. Priority must 

be placed on avoiding impacts given the uncertainties associated with com-

pensation…. Using a non-regulatory wetland restoration or creation project 

as regulatory mitigation will result in a net loss of wetland acreage and func-

tions.16 [emphasis ours] 

As far as building on wetland is concerned, we have listened to many discussions of whether so-

lar fields represent an impervious surface. If they do not, it has been suggested that solar devel-

opers will be permitted to site facilities directly on wetlands. It seems likely that much more re-

search will be needed to determine the effects of such siting. Regardless of whether mitigation 

takes place, construction activities such as trenching, grading, driving piles are likely to perma-

nently disrupt wetland ecosystems and functions:  

The panels themselves will prevent sunlight from reaching the surface which 

can decrease carbon sequestration and disrupt communities and vegetative 

species.17 In addition, the panels create drip lines and snow piles on the soil 

below the panels, changing the hydrology of the site. The machinery used to 

install solar panels and create a functioning site may lead to severe and/or 

permanent soil compaction as well as reduce evapotranspiration, which 

would change the hydrology of the wetland and surrounding area. As a re-

sult of the compaction and removal of vegetation, the wetland would be less 

able to absorb nutrients, filter contaminants, and would result in increased 

erosion and runoff.18 

If mitigation is planned, we hope it will take the form of a joint project with other solar develop-

ments in the same watershed, including the adjacent Flint Mine Solar facility. Given the specific 

functions of wetlands on the Hecate Greene site, we also hope any mitigation wetlands are stra-

tegically located within the Sleepy Hollow Lake watershed.  

                                                 
16 NY DEC: Freshwater Wetland Regulation Guidelines on Compensatory Mitigation, p. 2 

17 Patton, T., Almer, L., Hartmann, H., & Smith, K. P. (2013, June). An Overview of Potential Environmental, 

Cultural and Socioeconomic Impacts and Mitigation Measures for Utility Scale solar Energy Development 

[Review]. Argonne National Laboratory, 1118. Retrieved 3 March 2016 from 

http://www.evs.anl.gov/downloads/Solar_Environmental_Impact_Summary.pdf 

18 Patton et al. 
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Winter raptor concentration area 

As shown below, the entire facility area lies in an area where the presence of state-endangered 

short-eared owls and threatened northern harriers has been documented by the NY DEC during 

the winter months for many years (areas in orange). Fewer than 100 short-eared owls remain in 

New York State;19 their decline is directly related to loss and fragmentation of habitat.20 Some of 

our members have observed short-eared owls hunting during the summer months, suggesting 

the possibility that they are breeding here; we collected pellet samples during the summer of 

2018 from fences adjoining the facility area.  

Several parts of the facility area have been identified and documented as winter habitat for the 

state-endangered short-eared owl and state-threatened northern harrier, as well as other listed 

species. There appears to have been some speculation that the birds might learn to hunt among 

the panels. We see several obvious problems with this hypothesis. As acrobatic as these birds 

can be, we question whether the distance between rows of panels is sufficient to allow reasona-

ble access to prey. These birds are accustomed to hunting in open fields, coursing low over the 

ground.  

The last development project proposed for what is now a large part of the Hecate Greene site 

was a golf-course residential community. Their novel approach to dealing with owl habitat con-

sisted of buying and releasing voles for the birds to hunt on the golf course.21 We give the de-

velopers high marks for creativity, but we hope Hecate Greene can find a more pragmatic solu-

tion. 

Additionally, if the inverters are located near the raptors’ preferred hunting grounds, the poten-

tial exists for noise to interfere with their hunting. Both the short-eared owl and the northern 

harrier depend on their particularly acute hearing as well as sight to hunt. While we do not ex-

pect inverter noise to reach humans outside the facility area, we remain concerned about its ef-

fects on the abundant wildlife within that area.  

                                                 
19 Adirondack Wildlife website: Short-eared owl overview 

20 NYS DEC fact sheet: Short-Eared Owl (Short-eared owl fact sheet), accessed August 2019 

21 Hamlet on the Hudson: Environmental Impact Statement (2009) 

Figure 6. Winter raptor concentration areas in the Town of Coxsackie and surrounding communities 

http://adirondackwildlife.org/Short-earred_owl.html
https://www.dec.ny.gov/animals/7080.html
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Agriculture and land use 

Agricultural viability 

The Greene County Solar Facility has been proposed for agricultural lands in active production. 

According to the Hecate Greene PSS, only five percent of the land in the facility area is classified 

as “not prime farmland.” The remaining 95% consists of prime farmland, prime farmland if 

drained, and farmland of statewide importance (class 2 and 3 soils). One Saving Greene critic has 

stated that none of the land on the Hecate site is classified as prime farmland or farmland of 

statewide importance, when in fact that Hecate Greene, the USDA, and the NY Department of 

Agriculture and Markets all state otherwise.22 

Hecate Greene describes solar plants as a temporary use of farmland that may be re-

turned to agricultural production at a later date: 

Solar facilities are among the least disruptive of any electricity-producing 

technologies. This project’s impact on the soil will be limited to the spots 

where steel beams are driven into the ground to support the solar panel ar-

rays and small concrete pads used to hold inverter stations and transformers. 

As a result, the land used by the solar facility can be returned to full agricul-

tural production after the planned life of the project.23 

While this is possible in theory, it makes no sense for a profitable solar facility to be re-

turned to agricultural use. NYS DAM observes in its PSS comments: 

The useful life of solar arrays is approximately 20 to 40 years. The Depart-

ment considers the conversion of agricultural land to a nonagricultural use 

for up to 40 years a permanent conversion.24 

Hudson Valley farmers are being offered annual lease rates as high as $1,000 to $3,000 

per acre.25 Leasing land to other farmers typically brings in a fraction of what solar devel-

opers will pay and rarely offers the financial security or stability of a long-term solar lease.  

Hecate Greene has stated that they have secured roughly 900 acres of a 1,200-acre farm and 

plan to use nearly 400 acres for facility components (panels, inverters, roads, substations, etc.).26 

The Greene County Solar Facility is proposed for parcels that were gradually purchased by a lo-

cal family of previously successful and well-respected real estate investors and developers be-

tween 1979 and 2016. Saving Greene is not disparaging their standing in the community or no-

table efforts to improve downtown areas of Coxsackie. The specific ownership of the parcels we 

                                                 
22 Hecate Energy: Preliminary Scoping Statement for the Greene County Solar Facility (May 2018); USDA 

Web Soil Survey; New York State Department of Agriculture & Markets (NYS DAM): Staff Comments on 

the April 2018 Preliminary Scoping Statement (PSS) for the Hecate Energy Greene Solar Project 

23 Greene County Solar Facility website 

24 NYS DAM: PSS comments 

25 Thomas C. Zambito: NY solar power: The race for the sun (The Journal News, undated) 

26 Hecate Greene development director, e-mail dated 2 August 2018  

https://www.greenecountysolar.info/faqs/
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believe comprise Cedar Shade Farm is spread across a range of individuals and family-owned 

corporations:27 

 Cedar Shade Farm  

 Flach Development & Realty Inc.     

 Flach Family Trust                     

 Flach, John C. 

 Flach, John P.                     

 Flach, Mark C.  

The family member who farms these parcels also seems to be an astute businessman; Hecate 

Energy also plans to lease roughly 375 acres of his active farmland in Albany County for the 40 

MW Coeymans Solar Farm. If approved, we hope this site will provide a substantial and stable 

revenue stream over the next 25 years and will ensure the lasting success of his farming opera-

tions.  

Alternative land use narratives 

Hecate Greene seems to use two opposing land use narratives to persuade certain groups of 

stakeholders that the facility will help with their concerns. In one, the residents of Sleepy Hollow 

Lake would benefit, but at the cost of agricultural viability. In the other, agricultural activity 

would be minimally impacted and Sleepy Hollow Lake residents would be left with most of their 

current concerns. We encourage Hecate Greene to choose one narrative or the other.  

(Continued on next page) 

                                                 
27 Greene County real property records (May 2019) 
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Narrative #1: “Solar Saves Farms” 

Solar development has been a boon for 

many small farms in upstate NY, giving 

farmers a chance to stabilize their in-

comes by leasing or selling marginal or 

inactive agricultural land.  

By way of contrast, Hecate Energy plans 

to use 400 acres of tillable land on a 

1,200-acre Coxsackie farm. They state 

that the remaining 800 acres would be 

used for farming and conservation (the 

latter is defined as the absence of devel-

opment).28  

The facility area to the right totals ap-

proximately 800 acres, of which 400 

acres would be used for solar panels, ac-

cording to the Greene County Solar Fa-

cility PSS.  

Our question: if the arrays only use 400 

acres of the 800, where are the other 400 

acres that will be used for farming?   

What project documents and promo-

tional literature fail to describe is how 

much of this farmland is fragmented by 

arrays to the degree that the land cannot 

be easily used for most crops.  Looking 

at the proposed facility map, it is difficult 

to determine the extent to which the 

farmer would be able to work the small 

areas between the arrays, many of which 

include delineated wetlands, or areas of endangered bat habitat.  

The one 100-acre open field adjacent to Array 6 is labeled “Potential developable area depend-

ing on final analysis.”  

                                                 
28 Hecate Greene development director: e-mail communication of 30 October 2018 

 

Figure 7. 400 acres of arrays and 400 acres 

of agricultural and undeveloped land 
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Following is our rough breakdown of land available for farming on the 1,200-acre collection of 

parcels:   

Table 1. Acreage available for farming in the facility area   

Thus the farmer could continue working between roughly 375 and 525 acres of the 1,200-acre 

farm: at best, less than half of the farm. This is a considerable amount of land, but it seems mis-

leading to indicate that leasing 400 acres for solar will leave two thirds of the farm available for 

use. At the lower end of our estimate, the farmer would be cultivating 374 acres and leasing at 

least 400 acres to Hecate Energy. We do not consider this farm-saving. 

Many of the small areas between arrays include wetlands; we are aware that the farmer is cur-

rently tilling wetlands, but the NY DEC has no objections to this practice.  

We question how productive any operation would be using the small areas between arrays, as 

some of the soils on the site are not well drained. Farming the wetlands between and around 

the arrays seems likely to introduce more sediment and nutrient runoff into the watershed of 

the already impaired Sleepy Hollow Lake. 

Location Tax parcel ID 
Acres for 

farming Notes 

Plank Road parcels 56.17-1-5 et al. 120 

Located in facility area, 

originally proposed for ar-

rays and potentially used 

for solar 

Cedar Shade Farm home-

stead 
88.00-1-42 100 

Total 120.3 acres, but in-

cludes wooded and unusa-

ble areas 

Adams Road 88.00-2-38 54  

Farm to Market Rd area, 

northeastern 
71.00-2-1.11 et al. 100 Potentially used for solar 

Large parcels available for 

farming 
 374  

Small areas around arrays NA 150 
Estimate scaled off Greene 

County GIS (June 2019) 

Total potential area available 

for farming 
 

524  of  

1,200 acres 
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Narrative #2: “Solar Saves Lakes” 

Reviewing harmful algal blooms in New York State lakes between 2012 and 2018, the number of 

affected waterbodies increased 51 to 200 during that time. Wet weather, agricultural runoff and 

increasing summer temperatures appear to explain some but not all off these blooms. For in-

stance, The Lake in Central Park has no agricultural runoff but has had blooms every year since 

2013; all of these involved harmful toxins. Additional blooms occurred at Morningside Pond in 

Manhattan, the Prospect Park Lake in Brooklyn and the Bowne Park pond in Flushing, Queens.29  

The residents of the Sleepy Hollow Lake development depend on the lake for their water 

supply and are understandably concerned about algal blooms and turbidity. We believe 

these issues are related in part to conventional tillage, especially on wetlands: 

Intensive and conventional tillage [leads] to a loss of soil fertility and reduction of 

soil water holding capacity and soil structural stability, by facilitating erosion by 

water and wind, and is reflected in a constant increase in the rates of fertilizers 

used by farmers to maintain crop productivity. Conventional tillage leads to dis-

ruption of soil aggregates contributing to erosion and CO2 increase in the atmos-

phere, contributing to global warming.30 

Saving Greene has been advocating using conservation tillage in the Sleepy Hollow Lake water-

shed. The conversion from conventionally tilled row crops can  

 Decrease soil erosion by up to 90%,  

 Add organic matter to soil and improve overall soil health 

 Decrease runoff that contributes to algal blooms  

 Improve moisture retention during droughts 

 Reduce labor and fuel costs 

 Enhance wildlife habitat 

 Increase carbon sequestration  

We would expect the conversion to conservation tillage to require a period of adjustment and 

potentially require the purchase of new equipment. If the farmer cannot afford the conversion, 

perhaps the Association of Property Owners of Sleepy Hollow Lake would consider providing fi-

nancial assistance to the struggling farmer as a preventative measure against the likelihood of 

costly future damage to the lake from sediment and chemical runoff.  

(Continued on next page) 

                                                 
29Brendan Krisel: “Harmful Algae Found In Central Park Waters, State Says” Patch.com (June 2018) 

30 Behzad Shokati1, Ahmad Gholamalizadeh Ahanga: Effect of conservation tillage on soil fertility factors: 

A review, International Journal of Biosciences  vol. 4, no. 11 (2018), pp. 144-156 

https://patch.com/new-york/central-park/harmful-algae-found-central-park-waters-state-says
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At a private event at Sleepy Hollow Lake in October 2018, a Hecate Greene development direc-

tor handed out flyers describing how the Greene County Solar Facility would save the residents’ 

lake from agricultural runoff and turbidity. The flyer includes the project map below, which 

shows the facility and Sleepy Hollow Lake watershed. Note that no agricultural use of the facility 

area is indicated. An implied message here seems to be that the facility—and extensive areas of 

“conservation”—will solve the lake’s runoff issues by essentially eliminating agricultural use. It 

also appears that most of the remaining areas of the 1,200-acre farm has been incorporated into 

the project.  

One public comment from a Sleepy Hollow resident states:  

“Hecate has told us that we should expect a 90% reduction in this runoff 

once the farming activities cease and the land is replaced with solar.” 

This seems a little confusing, since only 400 acres of the 1,200-acre farm would have solar 

panels. Additionally we would like an opportunity to review the studies that form the basis for 

the 90% reduction in runoff if they’re available.  

The equally important issue is the farmer’s adoption of no-till practices to keep the continuing 

agricultural use from continuing to impair the lake. Without this additional measure, taking 400 

acres out of production would be of limited benefit to the lake and its community. 

Figure 8. Hecate Greene facility map that was distributed to Sleepy Hollow Lake residents (October 2018) 
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The implication that solar development alone will be sufficient to decrease the amount of 

agricultural runoff within the Sleepy Hollow Lake watershed seems at odds with the “solar saves 

farms” narrative. Additionally it isn’t clear whether “conservation” includes agricultural use. The 

“Potential Conservation” parcels are currently being farmed; would these be taken out of 

production? If they are, the “solar saves farms” narrative loses even more credibility.  

We requested clarification on this point from the project development director, but were in-

formed that all future communication between Saving Greene and Hecate Energy must be con-

ducted between our attorneys.  

We believe that a combination of conservation tillage and wetlands avoidance would substan-

tially improve the watershed issues that Sleepy Hollow Lake experiences, either with or without 

solar development. The long-term effects of solar fields should be considered: 

Placing solar panels over prime farmland will result in higher stormwater run-

off rates and volumes. The [Hecate Greene] PSS did not include any detail 

about stormwater management measures that would be required to manage 

the change in land use.31 

Hecate Greene has not stated what form of groundcover management they will use; they have 

suggested several possibilities, including grazing sheep, planting native grasses, and creating 

pollinator meadows. All of these options still require some mowing and/or regular maintenance. 

If sheep are used, for instance, they will require shelter, water, feed and protection from the coy-

otes, foxes, raptors, and other common predators on the site.  

In the near future, New York State will almost certainly require developers to plant pollinator 

meadows. This sounds like a lovely idea, but native plant communities must contend with a 

number of very aggressive invasive species in this area, including purple loosestrife, Canada this-

tle, wild parsnip, common reed grass and multiflora roses. If pollinator meadows are used as a 

groundcover, they require maintenance until they become fully established.  Even when estab-

lished, they cannot necessarily compete with invasive plants. We hope to see plans to control 

them.  

Ironically, while Sleepy Hollow Lake residents hope solar development will solve the lake’s im-

pairment, there remains one part of Greene County for which no solar development is being 

considered: the areas surrounding NYC’s reservoirs.   

                                                 
31 Princeton Hydro: Technical Memorandum: Environmental Review of Potential Impacts Related to the 

Proposed Hecate Greene Solar Facility (2018) 
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Economic impacts 
One of the most commonly stated reasons why many homeowners across the country 

oppose solar facilities is the real or perceived belief that property values may decrease as 

a result of solar development and/or may require more time to sell. The subject has 

touched off powerful reactions among Greene County Solar Facility stakeholders and Sav-

ing Greene critics alike. As we have stated previously, we believe property values may 

eventually stabilize when utility-scale solar becomes a more common feature in the up-

state NY landscape. Unfortunately during the last 18 months, sellers here have encoun-

tered very real problems with regard to proposed solar development, including delayed 

and lost sales specifically attributable to proposed solar development. 

Saving Greene critics and representatives of the solar industry are quick to point to sev-

eral industry-sponsored property value studies that “prove” absolutely no adverse effects 

will occur as the result of solar development. In fact, some have suggested that our prop-

erty values may very well increase.  

Several members of our organization have reviewed popularly referenced studies and 

spoken at length with the author of one. Coxsackie residents are being instructed to be-

lieve the conclusions drawn from a study involving a study on a 1-MW plant on 13 acres 

in Indiana can be transferred without modification to a 50-MW facility in the Hudson Val-

ley.  

The studies we have researched share several features that invite our skepticism. Many or 

all of them: 

 Were funded by solar developers  

 Clearly and unequivocally stated that their conclusions applied only to the pro-

ject (site and client) for which they were commissioned 

 Used inadequate sample sizes 

 Don’t even measure effects of solar plants, but rather of wind facilities, in some 

cases 

 Were conducted in other states and regions 

 Used data from much smaller plants than are proposed for Coxsackie 

 Studied sites with different topography and lower population densities  

Property value issues will be discussed in more detail in a separate document.  
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Conclusions 
The sudden proliferation of solar projects in Coxsackie has unfortunately divided our community 

into factions that many perceive as pro-solar or anti-solar. Saving Greene seems to serve as a 

convenient target for the frustration of those who see solar development as a black-and-white 

issue: any objection to a plant’s siting is an attack on all solar energy and involves spreading ex-

tensive anti-solar misinformation. One resident even suggested on social media that our organi-

zation has ties to the fossil fuel industry. According to our critics, Saving Greene is biased 

against solar energy and for unknown reasons is trying to deceive the community into rejecting 

all solar development.  

Once again: we oppose the current siting of this one solar facility in the Town of Coxsackie: the 

Greene County Solar Facility. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. All of us want to believe the Article 

10 process will ensure that this facility is sited responsibly. Our organization will continue to 

monitor and comment on the project.  

For the reasons outlined in this letter, Saving Greene believes that the current site of this partic-

ular plant would be detrimental to the character of the community and its environmental set-

ting.  

 

 

 

 


