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November 5, 2025 

VIA EMAIL 

Orange County IDA 

4 Crotty Lane, Suite 100 

New Windsor, NY 12553 

Attn:  Bill Fioravanti 

RE: Joint letter to Brian Sanvidge, OCIDA State Monitor, dated October 27, 2025 

and submitted by Protect Orange County and Save Wawayanda (the 

“October 27th Letter”) 

Dear Mr. Fioravanti: 

This letter responds as appropriate to the above-referenced October 27th Letter concerning the cost-

benefit analysis (“CBA”) prepared for the Orange County Industrial Development Agency’s (“OCIDA”) 

review of Project Bluebird (a/ka/ the “Project”).  A copy of the October 27th Letter is enclosed herewith.   

As a threshold matter, the October 27th Letter inappropriately seeks to inject unsupported, 

misplaced, and inaccurate speculation regarding the purported environmental costs of Project Bluebird into 

its criticisms of the CBA.  First, note that Section 859-a(5)(b) of the New York General Municipal Law 

(the “GML”) provides that prior to providing any financial assistance of more than $100,000, the OCIDA 

must prepare a written cost-benefit analysis that evaluates a project’s potential to create or retain permanent 

private sector jobs, estimates the value of the proposed tax exemptions, assesses the amount of private 

investment likely to be generated, considers the project’s contributions to the state’s renewable energy 

goals, evaluates the feasibility of timely project completion, and identifies any additional public benefits 

such as increased municipal and school district revenues, and any other public benefits that might occur. 

To implement this requirement, the OCIDA’s “Project Approval Policy” (the 

“Policy”) requires that “[t]he members shall prepare, or cause to be prepared, a written cost‐benefit analysis, 

including a ratio of abatement to new community investment (the “Cost‐Benefit Analysis”)… [and that] 

[t]he board shall consider the Cost-Benefit Analysis when determining if a project is eligible for financial

assistance.”   The Policy is entirely consistent with Section 859-a(5)(b) of the GML, and in contrast to the

claims made in the October 27th Letter, neither the GML nor the OCIDA’s Policy requires or authorizes the

OCIDA to consider the several environmental and socialized costs, as so claimed within the October 27th

Letter, within a cost-benefit analysis.

As a second threshold matter, the October 27th Letter states it is being “submitted under SEQR 6 

N.Y.C.R.R. §617.9(b)(5)(i), (vi), (viii) and (ix)”, being requirements that are not even applicable to the 

Project, given the procedural status and the determination already made by the Town of Wawayanda 

Planning Board, as lead agency under the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”), 

and its properly issued Negative Declaration for the Project pursuant to 6 N.Y.C.R.R. §617.7. 
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Notwithstanding the foregoing, and in the interest of transparency and procedural integrity, we will 

respond to the October 27th Letter.  However, we respectfully request that you entirely reject the claims and 

demands contained therein, as they are legally unsupported and factually inaccurate.  The October 27th 

Letter misrepresents the distinct legal frameworks governing environmental review under SEQRA and the 

cost-benefit analysis required under Section 859-a of the GML, leading to a flawed interpretation of the 

OCIDA’s statutory obligations.    

 

The CBA prepared for Project Bluebird, as so referenced in the October 27th Letter, a copy of which 

is enclosed, and that was also provided to and discussed by OCIDA board members at the October 23, 2025 

meeting whereat the OCIDA approved of the Project, fully complied with the GML and the OCIDA Policy. 

As required by the Policy, the CBA compares the estimated costs of the approved exemptions (the 

“Abatements”) to the estimated state and local benefits (the “New Community Investment”) that Project 

Bluebird will provide, concluding that the New Community Investment will exceed the Abatements by a 

9:1 ratio.     

 

To the extent that the October 27th Letter raises environmental and public health issues with respect 

to Project Bluebird1, as discussed below, these issues have been exhaustively studied and vetted, resulting 

in a SEQRA Negative Declaration issued by the Town of Wawayanda Planning Board (the “Planning 

Board”) as SEQRA lead agency for a coordinated environmental review of Project Bluebird’s potential 

environmental impacts.2  A copy of the Negative Declaration is enclosed.  OCIDA was an involved agency 

in the coordinated SEQRA review of Project Bluebird by the Planning Board and is bound by the Negative 

Declaration (6 N.Y.C.R.R. § 617.6(b)(3)(iii)). 

 

Scannell Properties #600, LLC (“Scannell”) respectfully notes that the Planning Board served as 

the SEQRA lead agency for this Project and, in accordance with New York law, conducted the full 

environmental review, ultimately issuing a Negative Declaration.  Capitalized terms used and not defined 

in this letter have the meanings ascribed to such terms in the Negative Declaration.  Under SEQRA, once a 

lead agency (here, the Planning Board) makes its environmental determination (here, the Negative 

Declaration), that determination is binding on other “involved agencies,” such as OCIDA, as long as those 

agencies rely on the record developed by the lead agency (6 N.Y.C.R.R. § 617.6(b)(3)(iii)).   

  

OCIDA reviewed and adopted the Planning Board’s SEQRA Negative Declaration process at its 

October 23, 2025 meeting, as reflected in OCIDA’s final resolution. Accordingly, OCIDA’s reliance upon 

the Planning Board’s findings is both procedurally and legally appropriate.  Any concerns regarding the 

environmental review process now fall within the jurisdiction of the courts.  In this regard, we remind you 

that Protect Orange County has already commenced litigation in Supreme Court challenging the Planning 

Board's SEQRA determination.   

  

For convenience, we have listed out the various categories of issues from the October 27th Letter 

and have briefly responded to each with citations from the record.  

 

  

 
1 The October 27th Letter’s references to 6 NYCRR § 617.9 are inapplicable, as those requirements only pertain to 

the necessary contents of environmental impact statements when a potential significant adverse environmental 

impact is identified.  For Project Bluebird, no potential significant adverse impacts were identified by the Planning 

Board during its comprehensive SEQRA review, so no environmental impact statement was required.      
2 The Negative Declaration was followed by the October 22, 2025 Planning Board approval of Project Bluebird, 

which included findings that also address the environmental and public health issues raised in the October 27th 

Letter.    



   
Orange County IDA 
November 5, 2025 
Page 3 

 

www.scannellproperties.com 

I. Environmental and Socialized Costs Omitted from the Cost-Benefit Analysis 

 

 1. Air Quality and Greenhouse-Gas Emissions 

 

The potential impacts, including cumulative impacts and the potential impacts of mobile 

sources (e.g., trucks), of Project Bluebird on air quality were extensively studied, quantified 

and considered by the Planning Board in the Negative Declaration.  This review included 

consideration of impacts on ozone, a greenhouse gas, and precursor air pollutants to 

greenhouse gases, and compliance with applicable air quality standards.  See Negative 

Declaration, Section 6. For this review, a comprehensive air quality report was prepared 

by Scannell’s consultant based upon on both quantitative and qualitative analyses that were 

reviewed and confirmed by the Planning Board’s own consulting air quality expert.  At the 

public hearing on Project Bluebird prior to adoption of the Negative Declaration, air quality 

issues were raised by the public for consideration by the Planning Board.  In the Negative 

Declaration, the Planning Board concluded that Project Bluebird would not result in any 

significant adverse impact on air quality.  See Negative Declaration, Section 6, and page 

44, as well as Exhibit 6 (Cumulative Air Quality Dispersion Modeling and Analysis, 

prepared by Langan), available on the Town of Wawayanda’s website under Agendas, 

Minutes, & Public Hearings/Planning Board/2025/Public Hearings/Scannell-Project Blue 

Bird/03-26-2025 Submission Project Blue Bird. 

 

The October 27th Letter’s reliance on EPA’s Social Cost of Carbon is irrelevant to 

OCIDA’s statutory and policy obligations.  Neither the GML nor the OCIDA’s Policy 

requires or permits monetizing climate or health impacts in a cost-benefit analysis.  The 

CBA is limited to economic factors, and imposing external metrics like the social cost of 

carbon misstates the law and exceeds OCIDA’s authority.  Environmental impacts were 

fully addressed under SEQRA, resulting in a Negative Declaration, and cannot be 

retroactively injected into the OCIDA CBA process.   

 

 2. Water Resources and Stormwater 

 

The October 27th Letter inaccurately describes the extensive measures that Project Bluebird 

provides to avoid and/or minimize potential impacts to water resources that will result from 

the project and should be disregarded. 

 

In Sections 3 and 4 of the Negative Declaration, the Planning Board reviewed the potential 

impacts of Project Bluebird on Surface Water and Groundwater, respectively, and 

concluded that no significant adverse impacts would result from the project.  With respect 

to stormwater control, during construction and operations an approved stormwater 

pollution prevention plan (“SWPPP”) will be implemented.  The SWPPP3 provides for 

stormwater and erosion control measures intended to ensure that there is no increase in the 

quantity of the stormwater released from the site and that any discharge complies with 

applicable NYS water quality standards.  The SWPPP, which was reviewed and approved 

by the Town’s engineer, will implement state-of-the-art stormwater management practices 

specifically designed to reduce the potential of any downstream or groundwater impacts. 

A stormwater facilities maintenance agreement with the Town will ensure the maintenance 

 
3 The approved SWPPP is available on the Town’s website under Agendas, Minutes, & Public Hearings/Planning 

Board/2025/Public Hearings/Scannell-Project Blue Bird. 
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of these measures, provide a stormwater maintenance bond, and fund an escrow to defray 

the costs of municipal inspections of the stormwater management system.  See subsections 

(ii) and (v) of section (b) on page 7 and subsection (e) on page 8 of the Conditional Site 

Plan Resolution dated October 22, 2025 and stamped as received by the Town Clerk on 

October 23, 2025, available on the Town’s website under Agendas, Minutes, & Public 

Hearings/Planning Board/2025/Public Hearings/Scannell-Project Blue Bird/10-22-2025 

Approval Documents. 

 

The October 27th Letter’s assertions that the CBA should include long-term public costs 

for stormwater oversight and enforcement is legally unfounded.  Neither the GML nor 

OCIDA Policy requires or permits the inclusion of environmental compliance costs or 

speculative municipal expenses in a cost-benefit analysis.  The CBA is limited to economic 

factors.  Stormwater impacts were fully addressed under SEQRA, resulting in a Negative 

Declaration.  Attempting to retroactively impose these environmental considerations in the 

CBA misstates the law and exceeds OCIDA’s statutory and Policy authority.   

 

 3. Habitat Loss, Noise, and Light Pollution 

 

The October 27th Letter grossly distorts the potential impacts of Project Bluebird on 

wildlife habitat.  Project Bluebird will be constructed in a mining pit, which has been 

actively mined since the 2000’s.  As the Planning Board found in the Negative Declaration, 

Section 7, the site is predominantly a disturbed open area providing little habitat for animal 

species.   Small areas of undisturbed, potential habitat on the western portion of the site 

and along I-84 will not be affected by the project.  Further, the Planning Board found after 

review of the project and the habitat assessment that any indirect impacts to wildlife from 

noise or light will be minimized by measures intended to avoid or minimize such impacts 

discussed in separate sections of the Negative Declaration and also amply supported by 

expert reports and plans. Generally, potential light impacts to wildlife and neighbors will 

be minimized by proposed Dark-sky compliant lighting, as recognized by the Planning 

Biard in the Negative Declaration.  A habitat assessment prepared for the Planning Board’s 

review documented the site conditions and lack of suitable habitat, supporting the Planning 

Board’s conclusion in the Negative Declaration that there would be no significant adverse 

impacts from Project Bluebird on wildlife.  See Page 42 of Negative Declaration. 

      

The October 27th Letter’s reference to ecosystem service valuation and monetized impacts 

from habitat loss, noise, and light pollution are irrelevant to OCIDA’s statutory and Policy 

obligations.  Neither the GML nor OCIDA policy requires or permits the inclusion of 

monetizing habitat loss, noise, and light pollution metrics in a CBA.  The CBA is limited 

to economic factors.  Environmental considerations were fully addressed under SEQRA 

resulting in the Negative Declaration.  These issues cannot be retroactively imposed 

injected into the CBA process. 

 

 4. Transportation Infrastructure and Roadway Wear 

 

The inaccuracy of the October 27th Letter’s claims is underscored by the allegation that 

truck traffic from Project Bluebird will “accelerate the deteriorating of local roads.”  This 

is simply an untrue statement, as the Traffic Impact Study (“TIS”) prepared by Scannell’s 

consultant and reviewed by the Town’s engineer and NYSDOT projects that there will be 

no truck traffic on local roads and that 90% of all traffic will travel on state highways to 
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and from I-84.  The Negative Declaration (Section 11) concluded that Project Bluebird will 

not result in any significant adverse transportation impacts.  The Special Use Permit 

findings (Copy enclosed, See Page 10) made by the Planning Board in its approval of 

Project Bluebird reflect the lack of impacts that the project is expected will    

 

As benefits from the project, the Negative Declaration requires the implementation of  

significant traffic-control upgrades and improvements, including construction of additional 

turn lanes and a traffic signal at the Route 17M/Route 6 intersection, a signalized 

intersection at Route 6 and Route 56, and a traffic monitoring program funded by escrowed 

monies to ensure that any unanticipated traffic impacts are properly mitigated.  Project 

Bluebird is also required to utilize the Service Driveway (shared with Project Liberty) to 

minimize traffic impacts from the Project onto Route 6 and onto local roads.  See pages 

32-36 of the Negative Declaration. 

 

As summarized above, transportation infrastructure and roadway impacts were reviewed 

under SEQRA and addressed in the Negative Declaration.  In addition, the Project Bluebird 

15-Year PILOT analysis, a component piece of the OCIDA’s CBA, identifies the extent to 

which the proposed Project will provide significant additional sources of revenue for 

municipalities and school districts – and particularly, the 2025 Highway District, as 

required under Section 859-a(5)(b) of the GML – funds that can be used for transportation 

and roadway purposes.   

 

 5. Public Safety and Emergency Services 

 

The unsubstantiated claim in the October 27th Letter is contradicted by the Negative 

Declaration and the Planning Board’s Special Use Permit findings.  Both the Negative 

Declaration (See page 48) and the Special Use Permit findings (See page 20) found that 

Project Bluebird is not expected to result in any costs for municipal services.  Further, even 

with the PILOT, the Town’s fire and ambulance special districts will receive 100% of the 

district fees based upon the full taxable value of the project site.   

 

As summarized above, public safety impacts were reviewed under SEQRA and addressed 

in the Negative Declaration.  In addition, the Project Bluebird 15-Year PILOT analysis, a 

component piece of the OCIDA’s CBA, identifies the extent to which the proposed project 

will provide significant additional sources of revenue for the Wawayanda Ambulance and 

Slate Hill Fire Districts, as required under Section 859-a(5)(b) of the GML, for public 

safety purposes. 

   

 6. Opportunity Cost of Public Subsidies 

 

Without the tax exemptions, the Project will not move forward, which would translate to 

the municipalities, school districts, and special districts forfeiting the new tax revenue 

generated from this Project.  The Project Bluebird 15-Year PILOT analysis, a component 

piece of the OCIDA’s CBA, identifies the extent to which the proposed project will provide 

significant additional sources of revenue for municipalities and school districts and special 

districts in the event the Project were to move forward with OCIDA financial assistance.  

The October 27th Letter’s “opportunity cost” argument is misplaced.  The CBA fully 

accounts for the millions in tax exemptions by directly comparing them to the Project’s 

substantial, quantifiable economic benefits – over $1billion in new local and state benefits 
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including new jobs, payroll, and tax revenues.  An opportunity cost analysis is not required 

under either the GML or OCIDA policy.  The CBA properly evaluated the statutory factors.  

Speculative or hypothetical uses of foregone revenue cannot be imposed on the OCIDA’s 

CBA statutory and policy processes. 

 

7.  Socialized Costs for Low-Wage Labor – impacts on housing, education, food and 

transportation and healthcare 

 

Section 859-a(5)(b) of the GML and the OCIDA Policy as applicable to Project Bluebird 

do not require or authorize the inclusion of speculative social service costs or public 

subsidy estimates in a CBA.  The OCIDA board fully considered the Project’s 15-year 

PILOT Analysis, which projects over $40 million in school district revenues during the 

PILOT and $8 million annually thereafter, far exceeding current tax receipts. The Board 

also noted that any potential increase in student enrollment would be more than offset by 

this new revenue growth.  Broader social issues such as housing, food, transportation, and 

healthcare, are outside the scope of the CBA statute and OCIDA policy. 

 

II. Lithium-Ion Battery Hazards and Unfunded Emergency-Response Costs 

 

 All issues related to lithium-ion battery hazards, fire safety variances and emergency response costs 

were thoroughly reviewed by the New York State Department of State (“NYSDOS”) and addressed in the 

fire suppression system variance process, with full consideration of public safety and environmental risks.  

Neither GML Section 859-a(5)(b) nor the OCIDA Policy requires or authorizes the inclusion of speculative 

emergency response or environmental mitigations costs in the CBA.  These matters are outside the scope 

of CBA and cannot be injected into the CBA process.  Below please find some more detailed responses to 

the issue raised in the October 27th Letter.  

 

 1. Unfunded Emergency-Response Infrastructure 

 

Again, the unsubstantiated claims in the October 27th Letter are belied by the Negative 

Declaration and the Planning Board’s Special Use Permit findings.  

 

As reflected in the Planning Board’s Special Use Permit findings (See pages 2, 4-6), the 

Town of Wawayanda’s Fire Chief stated unequivocally that Project Bluebird would not 

threaten local fire-fighting capacity and has given no indication that necessary equipment 

was lacking.  Rather, the Fire Chief noted that the fire district would benefit substantially 

from Project Bluebird from district fees that will be paid based upon the full taxable value 

of the project site.  This benefit will make it possible for the district to replace or buy any 

additional equipment it requires.  Also, as not reflected in the October 27th Letter, 

Scannell’s fire engineer provided substantial information to the Planning Board explaining 

how the potential fire risks of the project’s lithium-ion battery powered robotics in the 

building would be minimized that the Planning Board noted in its Special Use Permit 

findings (See pages 2, 4-6).  This includes the state-of-the-art fire suppression system 

provided for Project Bluebird.  Project Bluebird’s fire safety design and measures have 

been vetted by the New York State Department of State in its approval as well as by Town 

Code Enforcement Officer and its Fire Chief.  See NYSDOS Decision, available on the 

Town’s website at Agendas, Minutes, & Public Hearings/Planning Board/2025/Public 

Hearings/Scannell-Project Blue Bird/09-24-2025 Submission Project Blue Bird. 
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 2. Environmental and Public-Health Risks of a Catastrophic Event 

 

The Project’s extensive operational and other fire safety measures will reduce the risk of a 

fire and limit the potential for any major fire involving the Project’s robotics.  The 

sufficiency of the Project’s fire prevention and safety measures has been vetted by 

NYSDOS as the State agency responsible for administration of the State Fire Code, and by 

the Town Fire Chief.  The Fire Chief stated at the public hearing and in his letter submitted 

to the Planning Board that he is comfortable that his responders can adequately respond to 

any fires at the facility.  The on-site fire safety force would be funded by Amazon.  The 

significant tax dollars generated by this Project can be utilized by the Town for any local 

fire coordinating needs that the City may have.  Environmental insurance is not warranted 

for this site. 

 

 3. Absence of Mitigation or Risk-Internalization Mechanism 

 

There are no specific cost-sharing mechanisms associated with potential environmental or 

public-health impacts of a potential fire at the facility, because the unrestricted tax funds 

generated by the Project are of more than sufficient magnitude to cover any such costs.  

Moreover, none of the many agencies reviewing this Project as part of SEQRA review 

raised any of these matters or requested any specific cost-sharing mechanisms or funds 

other than what is laid out in the conditional site plan approval resolution. 

 

III. Electrical Infrastructure and Ratepayer Impacts 

 

GML Section 859-a(5)(b) and the OCIDA policy do not require or authorize the inclusion of 

speculative utility or ratepayer costs in the CBA.  These matters are outside the scope of the GML CBA 

requirements and cannot be injected into the OCIDA CBA process.  Below please find some more detailed 

responses to the issues raised in the October 27th Letter. 

  

1. Ratepayer Subsidy 

 

The Applicant received a will-serve letter from Orange and Rockland Utilities, Inc., the 

electric utility service provider for the Town (“ORU”), stating that it can serve the electrical 

loads of the Project.  The Substation design and permitting will not be fully financed 

through regulated-utility capital budgets; rather, the Applicant is responsible for funding 

the same, with costs for construction of the facility being funded by ORU.  The Applicant 

will donate the Substation land to ORU.  Once the Substation is operational, the customers 

that use the power from the Substation will pay for their respective usage based on filed 

rates.   Moreover, The Substation is intended to provide for more efficient distribution of 

electricity within ORU’s service area, including the Project Site.  See Negative 

Declaration, Section 14 and SEQRA Narrative on Substation, Exhibits 4 and 6 at Agendas, 

Minutes, & Public Hearings/Planning Board/2025/Public Hearings/Scannell-Project Blue 

Bird/04-09-2025 Submission Project Blue Bird. 

 

 2. Peak Demand and Capacity Charges 

 

OCIDA was neither required nor authorized to include speculative future utility capacity 

and peak demand charges in the CBA.  These matters are outside the scope of the GML 

CBA requirements and cannot be injected into the OCIDA CBA process.   







10-27-25

Brian Sanvidge

OCIDA State Monitor

3 Times Square

New York, NY 10036


RE: Project Bluebird / Scannell Properties #600 LLC & Amazon.com Services Inc. - 
Incomplete Cost–Benefit Analysis and Failure to Disclose Environmental, Emergency, 
Energy, and Socialized Costs

Dear Mr. Sandvidge:

I am writing on behalf of Protect Orange County and Save Wawayanda to identify failures 
and omissions in Project Bluebird’s Cost-Benefit Analysis.  For the reasons listed below we 
believe this project will be a net cost to the public in orders of magnitude and urge you to 
overturn the OCIDA’s approval of a PILOT agreement as it is based on false and misleading 
information.

(Submitted under SEQR 6 NYCRR §617.9(b)(5)(i), (vi), (viii), and (ix))

I. Environmental and Socialized Costs Omitted from the Cost–Benefit 
Analysis

The MRB Group Cost–Benefit Analysis (CBA) presented to the Orange County Industrial 
Development Agency on October 20, 2025, asserts a 9:1 benefit-to-cost ratio based solely on 
construction payroll, sales taxes, and property-tax multipliers. This analysis is incomplete, 
misleading, and noncompliant with SEQR, because it ignores the full spectrum of 
environmental, infrastructure, and human costs that will be borne by the public.



1. Air Quality and Greenhouse-Gas Emissions

The project’s 24-hour logistics operations will bring hundreds of daily truck and van trips, 
emitting large quantities of NO₂, CO, PM 2.5, and CO₂. Using EPA’s 2023 Social Cost of 
Carbon ($190 per ton CO₂), lifetime emissions from construction, vehicle operations, and energy 
use could produce tens of millions of dollars in unpriced climate and public-health damages. 
Increased ozone and fine particulates are directly linked to asthma, COPD, and cardiovascular 
illness—burdens that fall on local healthcare systems and residents, not the applicant.

2. Water Resources and Stormwater

The site’s massive impervious footprint eliminates natural filtration, generating stormwater 
runoff containing oil, heavy metals, and microplastics. These flows threaten groundwater 
recharge and private wells and will require expanded public stormwater infrastructure and 
monitoring programs. No portion of these costs appears in the CBA, and there is no financial 
assurance for post-construction maintenance or remediation.

The Draft Negative Declaration confirms that Scannell Properties is responsible for constructing 
and maintaining a comprehensive stormwater management system as required by NYSDEC 
and the Town of Wawayanda.

However, the Cost–Benefit Analysis (CBA) still omits any recognition of the long-term public 
costs associated with oversight, inspection, and enforcement of these stormwater systems. 
While the developer funds initial construction, the Town and DEC must commit ongoing staff 
time, engineering resources, and potential enforcement actions over the project’s 15-year life and 
beyond.

The CBA also fails to account for potential downstream impacts—such as cumulative runoff to 
nearby tributaries, long-term sedimentation, or groundwater contamination from industrial 
vehicle operations—that could result in public expenditures for remediation or infrastructure 
upgrades.

Accordingly, while the project nominally includes a stormwater management plan, the financial 
and administrative burden of monitoring and enforcement remains a socialized cost that should 
have been identified in the economic and environmental analysis.

3. Habitat Loss, Noise, and Light Pollution

Conversion of over 100 acres of rural land to paved industrial space permanently eliminates 
carbon-sequestering vegetation, wildlife corridors, and pollinator habitat. 
NYSERDA estimates lost ecosystem services at $4,000–$6,000 per acre annually, translating to 



millions in long-term natural-capital losses. While the site is currently an active quarry there are 
still forested acreage that would be lost by this project.

In addition, nighttime light pollution from 24-hour operations disrupts nocturnal species and 
nearby residents’ quality of life—none of which is monetized or mitigated.

4. Transportation Infrastructure and Roadway Wear

Hundreds of daily truck trips will accelerate the deterioration of local roads. 
Repaving and traffic-control upgrades will fall to the Town of Wawayanda and Orange 
County, or NYS representing millions in deferred infrastructure liabilities over the 15-year 
PILOT term.

5. Public Safety and Emergency Services

The CBA notes a one-time $1 million “ambulance bay” contribution, but provides no funding for 
increased fire, police, and EMS staffing, equipment, or training necessitated by the facility’s 
size and 24-hour operations. 
All ongoing costs of readiness, overtime, and mutual-aid coordination are unfunded mandates 
transferred to local government.

6. Opportunity Cost of Public Subsidies

The $111,217,075 in total tax exemptions represents a direct loss of public revenue that could 
otherwise fund local schools, infrastructure, or environmental restoration. By treating this only as 
a fiscal “cost” in an input-output model—and not as a lost public investment opportunity—the 
CBA misrepresents the project’s actual economic tradeoffs.

7. Socialized Costs for Low-Wage Labor

The CBA celebrates job creation but fails to disclose the quality and sustainability of those 
jobs. Typical Amazon warehouse wages in New York range from $18–$21/hour—barely above 
subsistence in Orange County’s current cost of living. 
This creates secondary socialized costs:

• Housing: Rent inflation and displacement pressures for low-income residents as new 
workers compete for scarce units.

• Education: Increased enrollment from working families without proportional PILOT 
contributions to school tax bases.



• Food and Transportation: Low-wage workers reliant on SNAP and fuel assistance, both 
subsidized by taxpayers.

• Healthcare: Higher rates of occupational injury and stress-related illness, shifting costs 
onto Medicaid and public hospitals.

These externalized social-service costs are substantial and ongoing. They represent hidden 
public subsidies that the CBA completely omits.

II. Lithium-Ion Battery Hazards and Unfunded Emergency-Response Costs

The project includes roughly 6,000 lithium-ion battery–powered robots operating continuously 
within a multi-story logistics structure. The applicant secured a Substantial Variance waiving 
Type IA fire-resistance construction—a safety measure valued by the applicant at over $80 
million—in favor of performance-based active systems. This waiver effectively shifts the risk of 
catastrophic failure from private capital to public emergency responders and taxpayers. See 
Department of State Petition (Exhibit A)

This decision of the New York State Department of State Hudson Valley Regional Board of 
Review grants Scannell Properties #600 LLC multiple variances from the Uniform Fire 
Prevention and Building Code for the Project Bluebird facility at 22 McBride Road, Wawayanda, 
NY.

The document confirms that the developer sought and received relief from (1) the required Type 
I-A fire-resistance ratings, (2) maximum exit-travel distances (increased from 250 ft to 400 
ft), and (3) maximum allowable quantities of flammable and combustible liquids (MAQs). 
The record further states that full code compliance would have cost “in excess of $80 million” 
and delayed construction six to eight months. (Paragraph 14)  The variance instead allows 
reliance on an alternative performance-based design using extended-coverage K25.2 sprinklers, 
dual water sources and fire loops, a three-hour water-supply duration, and a continuously staffed 
Fire Safety Force (FSF) coordinated with the Town of Wawayanda Fire Company.

The findings also confirm that the facility will house 6,000 to 7,000 autonomous robots 
powered by lithium-ion batteries and will store up to 49,500 gallons of flammable and 
combustible liquids within its semi-automated storage system.

This official state record substantiates that Project Bluebird required extraordinary safety 
variances, that its fire-life-safety performance depends on complex active systems and local 
emergency coordination, and that the project achieved major cost savings by waiving 
conventional passive fireproofing requirements.

 
The decision therefore provides direct evidence of the unpriced risk transfer and public safety 
dependencies identified throughout this SEQR comment.



1. Unfunded Emergency-Response Infrastructure

A facility of this type requires specialized capabilities that local responders currently lack:

• HF and VOC gas detection systems and continuous environmental monitoring;

• Thermal imaging and location tracking for concealed hotspots in dense pod storage 
grids;

• High-capacity suppression equipment and water supply for long-duration cooling 
operations;

• Toxic runoff containment and neutralization systems;

• Specialized PPE and decontamination tents for hydrogen fluoride exposure;

• Advanced lithium-ion fire and robotics-suppression training and annual multi-agency 
drills.

None of these capital or operational costs are included in the IDA analysis or developer filings. 
The variance decision itself acknowledges reliance on local fire coordination and a 24/7 on-site 
“Fire Safety Force,” but provides no compensation for municipal agencies that must support it.

2. Environmental and Public-Health Risks of a Catastrophic Event

A lithium-ion thermal-runaway event could release hydrogen fluoride (HF), carbon monoxide, 
and other toxic gases, requiring evacuations and long-term air-quality monitoring. 
Suppression water contaminated with heavy metals and electrolytes would necessitate 
hazardous-waste disposal and potentially soil and groundwater remediation. These are 
foreseeable costs under NFPA 855 and UL 9540A testing data, yet no financial provision or 
insurance disclosure exists to address them.

3. Absence of Mitigation or Risk-Internalization Mechanism

There is no mitigation or cost-sharing mechanism—no regional hazmat funding, no equipment 
grant, no public-safety endowment. The record shows only an $80 million savings achieved by 
waiving fireproofing requirements. That unspent $80 million is not a “benefit”; it is a shifted 
liability. 
The omission of these emergency and environmental costs renders the CBA’s claimed benefits 
inaccurate and misleading.

III. Electrical Infrastructure and Ratepayer Impacts



The Bluebird facility will draw extraordinary electrical loads for lighting, robotics, climate 
control, and data operations. These loads will require major grid reinforcements, including new 
substations, transformers, and distribution upgrades. Because these upgrades are financed 
through regulated-utility capital budgets, they are socialized across all ratepayers—raising bills 
for residents and small businesses statewide.

1. Ratepayer Subsidy

Utility infrastructure for large industrial users is amortized across the customer base through 
Public Service Commission rate cases. This means the project’s power demand translates into 
long-term costs for ordinary customers, even while the applicant receives local tax 
exemptions.

2. Peak Demand and Capacity Charges

As a non-interruptible load, the facility will contribute to regional peak demand, triggering 
higher NYISO capacity charges and system-wide rate increases. These costs are borne by 
ratepayers, not the developer, and are entirely absent from the IDA fiscal analysis.

3. Environmental Risks from Electrical Infrastructure

Transformer stations and high-voltage service lines introduce new oil-containment and EMF 
exposure risks, and construction may require additional wetland or habitat disturbance. 
The SEQR record contains no assessment of these downstream environmental effects or their 
fiscal implications.

IV. Conclusion

Project Bluebird’s fiscal presentation to the Orange County IDA and the State Fire Prevention 
and Building Code Council is materially incomplete. 
It omits:

1. Environmental externalities (air, water, habitat, climate).

2. Public infrastructure and safety costs.

3. Emergency-response and hazardous-material readiness expenses.

4. Electrical grid and ratepayer burdens.

5. Social-service costs associated with low-wage labor.

6. The $80 million in avoided fire-safety construction as a transferred public risk.



Each of these categories represents a real, quantifiable cost that under SEQR §617.9(b)(5)(i), 
(viii), and (ix) should have been identified, disclosed, and included in the cost–benefit analysis. 
By omitting them, the CBA’s “9:1 benefit-to-cost ratio” is unsupported and misleading, and the 
record fails to demonstrate a net public benefit or a finding of no significant adverse impact.

Respectfully submitted, 

Pramilla Malick Leslie Hanes

Protect Orange County Save Wawayanda

CC: James Skoufis

Michael Sussman
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