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Good morning Chairman Reynoso and members of the City Council Committee on
Sanitation & Solid Waste Management. [ am John Doherty, Commissioner of the New York City
Department of Sanitation. Before I begin, I would like to personally extend to you my sincere
congratulations on your appointment as Chair to this Committee, and to congratulate and welcome
the new members serving on this Committee. The Department of Sanitation delivers essential
municipal services to the public by keeping New York City clean and safe, and looks forward to
working with this Committee on future sanitation-related issues of mutual importance.

I would like to thank you for the opportunity this afternoon to discuss the Department’s
portion of the Mayor’s Fiscal Year 2015 Preliminary Budget, the Mayor’s FY 2014 Preliminary
Management Report, and our current programs and operations. With me here are Bernard Sullivan,
First Deputy Commissioner for Operations, and Larry Cipollina, Deputy Commissioner for
Administration and Financial Management, who will join me in answering your questions.



Preliminary FY 2015 Budget

As proposed, the FY 15 Preliminary Budget allocates $1.48 billion in operating funds to
the Department, an increase of 4.1% from our current FY 14 budget of $1.42 billion, to cover the
costs of our cleaning, collection and snow removal operations with no service disruptions, and
necessary stafting.

The Department’s capital budget proposed for FY 15 is approximately $119.4 million. Of
this, $7.4 million is allocated to construction-related costs, $1.0 million for information
technology projects, and $111.1 million to equipment and vehicies that are critical to support our
core service mission.

Long Term Solid Waste Planning and Sustainability

Planning for a long-term, sustainable solid waste disposal policy for managing over
12,000 tons of refuse and recyclables generated daily in the City is a top priority of the
Department. [ am pleased to report to you the Department’s accomplishments over the last
twelve months to advance the long-term infrastructure of the City’s approved Solid Waste
Management Plan. As you know, this Plan establishes a more equitable waste management
system, and gradually replaces New York City’s predominantly truck-based solid waste export
system with one that is primarily rail and barge-based.

Construction of both the North Shore MTS in Queens and the Hamilton Avenue MTS in
Brooklyn is nearing substantial completion, and both facilities are expected to be ready for
operations in FY 15.

Construction of the East 91* Street MTS in Manhattan commenced last Spring, and we
expect construction of this facility to be completed in 2016. The Southwest Brooklyn MTS is fully
permitted, and DDC has awarded a construction contract. We expect the Southwest Brooklyn MTS
to be completed in 2017,

A demolition contract for the existing facilities on the site of the new Gansevoort Street MTS
and Environmental Center has been awarded by DDC, and will take approximately 24 months to
complete. In the interim, the City will continue working with the State to secure a Memorandum of
Understanding being negotiated between the City and the State regarding additional funding for the
- Hudson River Park Trust.

The Department finalized a 20-year service contract for the use of Waste Management’s
Review Avenue Transfer Station in Maspeth for the containerization and export by rail for the
Queens waste shed formerly served by the Greenpoint MTS. A long-term export agreement was
finalized in 2012 with the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey for the use of the Essex
Resource Recovery Facility that will receive a portion of Manhattan’s waste.

As we continue to advance our SWMP infrastructure, the Department’s long term and interim
export operations remain ongoing. The FY 15 budget would allocate $392.1 to cover the costs of
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export tipping fees for Department-managed waste under our current interim and long term export
operations.

Having a fundamental appreciation for the environment is critical to our long-term solid
waste management policy and planning strategies, with recycling being a vital and essential
component of the City’s integrated solid waste management system. Among cities across the
nation whose populations exceed one million residents, New York City operates the most
dynamic and complex residential program in the nation. We are the only city that collects
recyclables at the curbside from all residents, serving more than 3.2 million households and over
8 million residents across the City, the majority of whom live in large multi-residential buildings
and complexes. New York City’s residential recycling program is larger in scope and magnitude
than any other program of any large city in the United States.

Over the last twelve months I’'m proud to highlight the numerous accomplishments we’ve
achieved just over the last twelve months to support and continue our ambitious recycling and
sustainability agenda which include:

> Expanding recycling collections to include rigid plastics;
> Adding more public space recycling sites across all five boroughs;
> Piloting a voluntary residential organics curbside collection program pursuant to a

local law signed last June which, by next month, we will have expanded to include
approximately 100,000 households in nearly two dozen neighborhoods across Brooklyn,
the Bronx, Queens and Staten [sland, as well as large-scale apartment buildings in
Manbhattan;

> Expanding our pilot organics collection program to additional public schools in
Brooklyn, Manhattan and Staten Island, where the diversion percentage in the
participating schools at present has more than doubled, with diversion rates in the
Manhattan schools increasing to 34%, and in the Brookiyn schools to 38%;

> Expanding organics and food scrap drop-off points at greenmarkets;

> Working with the Council on legislation restricting the sale and use of expanded
polystyrene foam for single service food items in packaging if the Department determines by
next January that foam cannot be recycled;

> Working with the Council on legislation requiring separate organics collection from
large-scale food generators by July next year if we determine there is sufficient processing

capacity;

> Working with the Council on legislative amendments to enhance the City’s recycling
scavenging law;



> Launching “e-cycleNYC”, which is the most expansive e-waste collection service
provided by any city in North America at no cost to taxpayers; '

| Increasing the number of textile and used clothing drop-off sites in buildings and
public spaces throughout the City; '

> Hosting at least one SAFE Disposal event for household hazardous waste in each
borough; and

> Working to improve recycling in areas with low diversion rates and encourage
better recycling practices.

I am also pleased to announce that last December the new South Brooklyn Marine
Terminal Recyclables Processing Facility, operated by Sims Municipal Recycling of New York,
began processing MGP and mixed paper delivered by the Department pursuant to a long-term
contract. Most of the material delivered to this new facility, and the processed material that
leaves it, will be transported by barge. We would be happy to arrange for you a tour of the new
facility whenever your schedule permits.

Clean Air and Energy Highlights

The Department continues to excel in meeting current clean air emissions standards for
our entire vehicle fleet, which [ am proud to report to you is among the greenest in the United
States. In 2013, the Department was a recipient of the Federal EPA Northeast Diesel
Collaborative “Breath Easy Leadership Award”.

Ninety-nine percent (99%) of the entire DSNY diesel fleet is equipped with the "Best
Available" diesel exhaust after-treatment technology. In the current FY 2014, the
Department acquired and put into service 18 new pure-clectric Nissan Leafs and 23 new CNG-
powered Mack collection trucks. Today the Department operates 42 electric vehicles and
44 dedicated CNG refuse trucks. We’ve also put into service 15 new diesel-powered,
production-based hybrid-hydraulic collection trucks, with 32 additional trucks on order. Also in
'FY 2014, we installed 18 additional “Level II” (220 Volt/30 Amp) Electric
Vehicle (EV) chargers at our district facilities citywide. The Department currently has a total of
49 Level I EV chargers to accommodate a growing number of EVs. We operate 766 light-duty
hybrid-electric passenger vehicles. We are also now utilizing B20 citywide on a seasonal basis in
all of our district facilities from April to November, and from November through March during
our winter operations we’ll be using B5. The Department is also testing the world’s first hybrid-
electric street sweepers. Six units are currently under test by the Department today. Improving
the fuel efficiency of our medium and heavy-duty fleet will play an important role towards
achieving PlaNYC goals.

Yehicle Consolidation

In April, 2012, Executive Order Number 161 was signed consolidating the maintenance
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of motor vehicle fleets for New York City agencies. The Department was designated the Center
of Excellence for medium and heavy-duty vehicles. Our Bureau of Motor Equipment is now
responsible for the repair and maintenance of approximately 5,500 DSNY Department vehicles
and 1,150 medium/heavy duty vehicles from the Department of Environmental Protection,
Department of Education, Department of Health and Mental Hygiene and NYC Parks
Department (partial). As a part of this consolidation, repair facilities in the other City agencies
were either closed or re-purposed. This resulted in savings based on greater operating
efficiencies and economies of scale, while capitalizing on the Department’s expertise and ability.

Street and Public Area Cleanliness

One of the most important missions of the Department is street cleaning. Prior to 1975,
there was no systematic way to rate the cleanliness of the City. In 1975, the Fund for the City of
New York came up with an idea. The Foundation took pictures of gutters and sidewalks having
various amounts of litter. The public was then asked to rate the cleanliness of these areas based
on what they viewed in the photographs. The rating system was named Scorecard, and 1s still
practiced today.

In 1975, the Mayor's Office of Operations began to use the system to rate streets and
sidewalks throughout the City. The first scorecard rating in 1975 rated the streets as 71.3%
acceptably clean. Over the next 20 years, the ratings dropped to a low of 52.9%, with streets
being marginally clean in 1980, and by 1994 it rose to 71.5%, just about where it started 20 years
earlier. Over the next 19 years, cleanliness of the City rose to 94.5% in FY 2013 —a 32%
increase.

Even at 94.5, however, there are still some areas of the City that are rated in the low 80's,
and at times during the year those ratings have dropped into the 70's.

Although the Department has come a long way in the last 19 years to improve street
cleanliness, there is still more to be done. We have to work together to ensure funding is always
in the budget, as it is in this one, to keep the City clean and, in time, provide additional funding
to ensure that every community in the City is rated at 95% or better.

The results of Scorecard ratings for each month and fiscal year are displayed on the City’s
web site, at nyc.gov/Scorecard. This web page also explains the system and shows illustrative
photographs for each of the rating scale points.

[ have a plaque in my offices that reads "Sanitation is a way of life that is expressed in
the clean street. Being a way of life, it must come from within the people". This is something I
believe in, and something we must all continually work at to maintain a clean city.

Given this unusually active winter season that is not yet officially over, I would like to
share with you our ongoing snow operations. The Department’s proposed preliminary snow
budget for FY 15 is approximately $38.2 million. It is anticipated that this figure will be adjusted
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in the Executive Budget to reflect the five year average as required by the City Charter, which
would increase snow funding for FY 15 to $60.1 million. The adopted snow budget for FY 14 was
$57.3 million, though the current modified FY 14 snow budget now stands at $92.3 million.
However, this does not include the last two major snowstorms, and therefore we expect to
overspend the current moditied budget amount by at least another $35 to $40 million. The
snowfall total for the City during this year’s snow season, so far, stands at 56 inches. Also to date
during the 2013-2014 snow season, the Department used 491,228 tons of road salt.

In closing, I would like to thank you again for this opportunity today to highlight our current
programs and accomplishments, and demonstrate the Department’s commitment to environmental
stewardship that ensures and promotes a sustainable New York City in the years ahead. [ would also
like to acknowledge the dedicated men and women of the Department who work each day to keep
our City’s neighborhoods clean, healthy and safe, oftentimes under difficult circumstances — but
that is why they are New York’s “Strongest”. As the Department continues in its core mission
serving the public, we look forward to working with you constructively in a collaborative partnership
that helps us meet our challenges, and re-affirms our mutual long-term sustainable policies and
objectives.

My staff and I will now be happy to answer your questions.
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Good afternoon Chair Reynoso and members of the Sanitation and Solid Waste Management
Committee. My name is Jay Kairam and I am the Chief Operating Officer of the Business Integrity
Commission (BIC). With me today is Deputy Commissioner and Chief of Staff Megan Bacigalupi and
Deputy Commissioner and General Counsel Abby Goldenberg. Thank you for inviting me to testify
before you today. BIC was previously under the oversight of the Consumer Affairs Committee so we look
forward to building a relationship with you Chair and the other members of the Committee.
Agency Overview and Recent Successes
BIC licenses, regulates and oversees the City’s commercial waste hauling industry and the
businesses that operate in the City’s public wholesale markets. The agency’s mandate is to make certain
these industries are free from organized criminal behavior and corruption, and are able to provide services
in an open, competitive and fair environment.
The commercial waste industry is composed of businesses that provide for the removal of
commercial trade waste such as putrescible and recyclables, construction & demolition materials,
landscaping waste, and other more specialized forms of waste like yellow and brown grease and non-

hazardous electronic waste. BIC also registers wholesale food businesses that operate in the city-owned

public markets as well as the area adjacent to the Hunts Point Produce Market. These businesses supply



customers in local, national, and intemational ma-rkets. BIC also oversees the shipboard gambling
industry, but presently there are no firms licensed to operate in New York.

BIC’s core operations revolve around licensing, in-depth intelligence gathering, rigorous legal
analysis and ongoing investigation and enforcement of the industries we regulate. We also develop and
implement policies designed to further competitive industry growth, increase customer protection, and set
meaningful standards of service. We routinely coordinate with other law enforcement entities such as the
City’s five District Attorneys, the Southern and Eastern Districts of New York, NYCEDC, DSNY and
DEP on matters of enforcement, policy and regulation. I will now detail a few of the agency’s major
accomplishments from the past year.

Major Accomplishments & Initiatives

In response to industry concerns, BIC has sought to proactively address the issue of cardboard
theft. Unlawful theft of rgcyclable materials, which are valuable cbmmodities in some cases, is a behavior
that negatively and unfairly impacts the business health of commercial operators and BIC supported the
previous Administration and Council’s legislation to increase penalties for this illegal activity. The
agency has zero tolerance for any type of illegal activity and believes these legislative measures coupled
with strong investigative and enforcement action will help stem the tide. For example, this past year we
have conducted two major investigations aimed at tackling large-scale cardboard theft schemes in the
New York Area City.

First, in September 2013, the Commission denied the license renewal application of Diag Express
Trucking, afier a lengthy investigation conducted by BIC legal and enforcement staff proved that Diag
was engaged in illegal theft of cardboard. Diag reported nearly $2 million in gross revenue over a two
year period, much of which appears to have come from the sale of stolen recyclables. The Commission’s
denial stripped Diag of the ability to operate in the City, an action that was applauded by the trade waste

industry.



Second, a long-term investigation and audit into the activities of Hector Alers, in coordination
with the Connecticut State Department of Revenue Services, led directly to his indictment by the Office
of the United States Attorney. Alers is set to be tried in June on federal charges of interstate transportation
of $3.8 million in stolen property over a four year period. These investigations as well as a previous long-
termn investigation involving theft of materials from area big box stores, highlight how the agency has
learned to strategically deploy resources, coordinate amongst law enforcement activities across
jurisdictions and identify the chokepoints of these illegal operations.

Another standout action from this year was the investigation into the illegal dumping activity of
Scaramelia Trucking as part of their contract work on the Outerbridge Crossing project in Staten Island.
In coordination with the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey’s Inspector General, BIC
investigators identified that Scaramella was illegally dumping material at sites throughout Staten Island in
order to pocket savings from tipping fees. BIC has issued a violation to the company which, afier
adjudication, may result in 2 monetary penalty of up to $470,000.

On the regulatory front, BIC completed a number of initiatives this past year that will improve the
transparency and environmental performance of the trade waste industry. In addition to active support and
policy development of both the recyclables theft law and the commercial organics law, BIC was the
primary driver behiﬁd the passage of LL 145, which requires that all heavy duty trade waste vehicles
operating in the City meet 2007 federal emissions standards by 2020. These trucks routinely expose
residents to particulate matter and nitrogen oxide emissions at street-level, two pollutants that are known
drivers of respiratory and cardiovascular harm and contributants to smog. The law accelerates the
turnover of trucks, and will reduée PM and NOx by 35 — 40% by 2030. The PM reduction is the
equivalent of taking 27,000 delivery trucks or 1,300 intercity coach buses off the road every year. With
the active engagement of groups like the Environmental Defense Fund, the passage of LL 145 represents
a significant and innovative air quality and public health win that impacts the whole city, with particular

impact on areas with commercial corridors, construction activity and transfer stations. It also aligns the



commércial fleet with similar standards imposed on the City-owned fleet, and will be strongly enforced
by BIC in coordination with DEP. This past February, BIC co-sponsored a very well-attended technical
workshop on compliance and resources around LL 145 and will continue to provide these types of
resources with our city and state partners. BIC also completed an analysis of the rate cap and revised the
current maximum rates for putrescible and recyclable service to reﬂ;ect industry costs and inflation while
also ensuring the important customer protection measure is administered in a clearer, more transparent
and routinized fashion going forward. The adjustment and administrative changes were supported by the
industry and generator community.

In the Fall of 2013, BIC started participating in a working group that included representatives
from Hunts Point Adjacent Area businesses and Congressman Serrano’s office to review the Class B
Photo ID application issued to market employees. In response to a request from working group members,
BIC significantly streamlined the Photo ID application requirements and implemented a program to
provide applicants with notary services for free. The changes and collaborative approach were welcomed
by the businesses and the Congressman’s office and we continne to value that open line of
communication.

Finally, in October 2013, BIC launched NIMBUS, becoming the first city agency to fully
transition its IT systems to a cloud-based platform. NIMBUS represents a $2 million capital project that
transforms the way the agency stores, manages, and utilizes data in operations. NIMBUS provides an
integrated case management system that allows the staff to use heavy amounts of industry information in
reai-time and across units. It also provides mobile capacity for enhanced enforcement operations.

FY15 Preliminary Budget and FY14 PMMR

With that, I would now like to address BIC’s preliminary Fiscal Year 2015 budget and FY14

PMMR. When I speak of Fiscal Year 2014 figures I will be using figures from the 2014 Adopted Budget

and BIC’s performance position as of March 1, 2014.



BIC’s preliminary expense budget for Fiscal Year 2015 is $7.19 million, an overall expense
increase of $47,000 from Fiscal Year 2014. Of the $7.19 million, $5.07 million is dedicated to Personal
Services (“PS”) and $2.12 million is for Other Than Personnel Services (“OTPS”). The $125,000
decrease in BIC’s PS budget from 2014 is due to the conclusion of funding for the Chief Program Officer
(“CPO”) position. The CPQ was brought on to oversee the build and development of the NIMBUS
system. BIC has an authorized headcount of 82 in 2014 and 80 in 2015. The $172,000 increase in BIC’s
OTPS Budget from 2014 is attributable to the conclusion of an expense PEG tied to lease savings BIC
accrued in FY13 when the agency renegotiated its lease.

On the revenue side, BIC’s preliminary projection for Fiscal Year 2015 is $5.99 million, a
decrease of $367,550 from the Fiscal Year 2014 Budget.

BIC expects to collect $3.89 million in trade waste license and registration fees for Fiscal Year
2014. Through the end of February 2014, BIC has collected $3.1 million, or approximately 80% of
target. Licensing and registration fees account for 61% of the agency’s revenue, which is consistent with
previous years. License and registration fees are different dependent on the type of company, but
application fees range from $1,000 to $5,000 and are granted on a 2 year renewal basis. In FY15, BIC is
projected to collect $4.12 million in these fees.

Through February 2014, BIC has issued 544 trade waste violations and collected $1.08 million in
administrative fines and forfeitures. Expected revenue from administrative fines (which include violations
for infractions like unlicensed and unregistered activity, failure to meet reporting requirements and illegal
dumping) is $1.88 million in Fiscal Year 2014 and accounts for 28% of the agency’s revenue. BIC issued
947 trade waste violations and collected $1.39 million in administrative fines and penalties during the
same period in FY13. In FY15, BIC is expected to collect $1.5 million in fines and forfeitures.

The remaining portion of the revenue budget relates to charges for services and fees, which
includes market business épplication fees, investigative fees, and other market fees, and accounts for

approximately 9% of BIC’s revenue. Market applications fees range from $3,750 to $7,500 and are issued



on 2 or 3 year renewal cycle. The 2014 expected revenue for these fees is $577,250 and as of March 1,
BIC has collected $340,940, In FY15, BIC is expected to collect $360,500 in charges for services and
fees.

BIC participates in the federal El Dorado Taskforce along with many other local law enforcement
entities. As part of our involvement, the agency receives shares of settlements achieved by the Taskforce
that reflect our participation. BIC has received $362,748 in federal forfeiture funds as of March 1, 2014,
which has been used to pay for various law enforcement expenses like trainings and equipment. We are
currently funding one replacement staffer with federal funds. The agency also received a $64,924 NYS
SARA grant to complete a record digitization and storage project.

With respect to the trade waste industry, as of the end of February 2014, there are 271 active
licensees, which are granted to traditional putrescible waste haulers, 65 active class 2 trade waste brokers,
1,063 Class-2 exempt construction and demolition companies, and 697 class 1 registrants typically known
as “self-haulers.” BIC has approved 500 license and registration applications through March 1. The total
of 2,096 active companies in the trade waste industry represents a 3.4% increase from last year. License
and registration applications were processed 5% - 30% faster when compared to the same period in the
previous year and below the target for FY 14 by over 30%.

With regards to the public wholesale markets, there are 38 active businesses in the New Fulton
Fish Market, 68 in the Hunis Point Produce Market, 40 in the Hunts Point Meat Market, 43 in the Hunts
Point Adjacent Area, 9 in the Gansevoort Meat Market and 25 in the Brooklyn Wholesale Meat Market.
There are a total of 223 wholesalers, unloaders, trade associations and other market businesses operating
in the regulated areas. This represents an 11% decrease in the number of active firms from last year, with
the Fﬁlton Fish Market seeing the greatest reduction in active operators. Market applications were
processed 20% faster than the same period in the previous year and below the target for FY14 by 37%.

BIC has approved 28% more market companies over this period in FY14 than the same period last year.



In Fiscal Year 2014 to date, 40 ECB violations have been issued in the various market areas. Of
these, 73% have been for engine idling infractions, with the remaining issued to entities operating without
a registration in a regulated area. BIC enforcement has issued 174 parking violations in the various
market areas in the fiscal year to date. Of that, 54% of these violations were issued for failure to comply
with street cleaning rules. The remaining violations were issued for infractions like parking on the
sidewalk, failure to display inspection stickers and for commercial parking in restricted areas. BIC does
not receive revenue from ECB or parking violations that are issued by agency staff. BIC issued 149 ECB
and 261 parking violations in the market areas in Fiscal Year 2013.

Denials remain one of BIC’s strongest enforcement tools and are a full reflection of the agency’s
legal and investigative expertise. To date, BIC denied 15 companies this past fiscal year, and is currently
engaged in court proceedings regarding the revocation of a license of another company. BIC denies
approximately 4% of companies for failing to meet the standards of good character, honesty and integrity.

This past year has proven to be an extremely fruitful year for BIC. We capably continued strong
oversight of the trade waste and market industries through strategic and comprehensive enforcement and
actively engaging our partner agencies in investigations across regional jurisdictions. We also worked
actively and successfully on regulatory and policy measures to reduce the environmental and public
health impact of the trade waste industry and continued important customer protection measures. Finally,
we launched a transformative IT project that will greatly improve agency operations and place BIC as a
leader in exploring new IT solutions for city agencies.

This concludes my testimony. I would be happy to answer any questions you may have.
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Good afternoon. Chairman Reynoso and members of the Committee on Sanitation and

Solid Waste Management.

My name is Bertha Lewis. I am the President of The Black Institute.

The mission of The Black Institute is to shape intellectual discourse and dialogue to
impact public policy uniquely from a Black perspective (a perspective which includes all
people of color in the United States and throughout the Diaspora). The Black Institute
(TBI) is an “Action Tank” — A think tank that takes action. By imploring a three-part
strategy: Knowledge (research, data gathering, polling and academic partnerships);
Leadership (civic education, training and development); and Community (ground
organizing and issue based campaigns), TBI changes the direction of public debate, trains
and educates new leadership and develops initiatives to build wealth, build power and
deliver justice to Black people and people of color. Our four areas of focus are Economic

Fairness, Education, Environmental Justice, and Tmmigration.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on the Department of Sanitation’s (DSNY) FY

’15 Preliminary Budget.

I am here to specifically discuss one cost driver of the DSNY’S budget: the
implementation of 2006 Solid Waste Management Plan, which was devised by the

Bloomberg Administration.



If fully implemented, the 2006 Solid Waste Management Plan will cost New Yorkers
billions of dollars in taxpayer money. Based on our study, Talking Trash: A Modern
Approach That Protects Communities, Increases Recycling And Reduces Costs, one
element of the plan, the costs for building and operating the East 91* Street Marine
Transfer Station (MTS) have ballooned to over $1 billion dollars since 2006, more than
$600 million more than the status quo to export waste from just four of twelve Manhattan
Community Districts. The East 91st Street MTS alone will cost taxpayers $26 million
during its first year of operation and $106 million over the next four years. The overall
MTS portion of the 2006 SWMP has nearly tripled (265%) to $708 million since 2006
and will raise the cost for transporting trash from $90/ton to almost $240/ton costing
taxpayers almost 3-times the amount to process trash as it does today. Additionally,

Sandy-like Superstorms will only further increase overall costs.

These figures are astonishing, however they exclusively speak to the East 91% Street
MTS. As you know, the 2006 SWMP additionally included the building or rehabilitation
of 8 MTS sites, which was subsequently reduced to 4, nonetheless cost have skyrocketed.
Although the IBO has not studied cost escalations at locations other than the East 91st
Street MTS, we believe that the other MTS projects face similar cost escalations, since
they are based on similar designs. In particular, the de Blasio administration and/or the
IBO should review the current cost impacts of the Southwest Brooklyn MTS project
before proceeding further. Unfortunately, an official cost analysis of building and
operating the Southwest Brooklyn MTS has not been conducted by IBO or the de Blasio

administration nor is one scheduled to be conducted.



While the 2006 Solid Waste Management Program (SWMP) was an admirable plan with

well-intentioned goals, it falls significantly short and at astronomical costs that will

burden New Y ork City for decade. Building the 2006 SWMP is a significant financial

investment — one that requires an adequate financial analysis and equally as important -

sufficiently reduces the impact on communities in-need, reduces tonnage produced, and

provides sustainable long-term environmental solutions.

There are waste management approaches that will actually reduce costs:

Reducing tonnage will reduce the need for transfer stations. New York City lags
behind other major United State cities in recycling rates. In the 2006 SWMP, the
City committed “to achieving a 25% diversion of recyclables through its curbside
program by 2007.”6 Since then, a Local Law was adopted that increased the long-
term recycling goal for residential waste to 33%. In 2012, PlaNYC set an interim
goal to double the DSNY-managed waste diversion rate from 15% to 30% by
2017, further enhancing the prior year’s local laws. Nevertheless, NYC’s
recycling rate for residential and municipal solid waste is still just 15%.

Recycling also is smart job policy. According to the EPA, every 10,000 tons of
solid waste sent to a landfill creates one job. However, that same waste diverted
from landfills can create 10 recycling jobs or 75 materials reuse jobs.

Composting is another way that the City can reduce its waste stream, save money,
and contribute to a more sustainable, more progressive future. While PlaNYC

committed the City to delivering 50% of its food waste from landfills, that



commitment remains unfulfilled 46 Portland, San Francisco, Seattle and Boulder
all have impressive curbside compost pickup programs that should be considered
for adaptation to NYC. During his campaign, Mayor de Blasio called for the
creation of similarly successful programs in the City within five years.

*  “Waste-to-energy” is the term used for energy recovery processes that convert
trash into consumable energy via combustion, digestion, fermentation or
hydrolysis. The output of the conversion process is the dramatic reduction in the
amount of waste destined for landfill. It also generates electricity, steam, or
biogas that can be used to further reduce the overall energy profile of the original

waste stream.

Given all the factors that have changed since the 2006 SWMP’s approval and that have
compromised the plans ability to achieve its objectives, it seems only necessary and
crucial to stop and re-evaluate the 2006 SWMP in order to ensure New York City is in
fact implementing a progressive solution that is environmentally sound, cost effective and

sustainable for future generations.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee I urge you to pause the 2006 SWMP,
evaluate the costs and impacts of moving forward with the current plan, so that we can
chart a progressive waste management plan for the future. Thank you again for this

opportunity to present this testimony.
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Good afternoon Chairperson Reynoso and Members of the Council, thank you for the
opportunity to provide testimony today. My name is Gavin Kearney, and I direct the
Environmental Justice Program at New York Lawyers for the Public Interest (NYLPI). NYLPI
has been working for over a decade with the Organization of Waterfront Neighborhoods
coalition, the New York City Environmental Justice Alliance, and other stakeholders to advance
responsible and equitable solid waste management practices for New York City. We are also a
member of Transform Don’t Trash NYC, which advocates for much-needed reform of our
commercial waste management system.

I would like to commend the Council and the Mayor for their continued support for the
full and expedient implementation of the City’s Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP). As the
Council is well aware, for far too long, a small number of low-income communities and
communities of color have been burdened with handling the great majority of waste generated by
all New Yorkers. Three-fourths of all waste handled in New York City is trucked to and from
waste transfer stations in just three communities - North Brooklyn, the South Bronx, and
Southeast Queens. These communities are plagued with asthma, cardiovascular disease and
other ailments tied to air pollution and they also bear the brunt of the City’s other infrastructure
needs — power plants, wastewater treatment plants, heavy industry and so on.

Moreover, the system harms all New Yorkers and those communities on the receiving
end of our waste. It relies on trucks driving unnecessarily long and overlapping routes to collect
waste and transport it to and from these clusters of transfer stations. And far too much of our
waste is buried in landfills and burned in incinerators when it could be put to more
environmentally and economically beneficial use.

The Solid Waste Manage Plan passed in 2006 was the product of years of work and
collaboration by environmental justice organizations, environmental organizations, public health
organizations, the City Council and the Mayor. While sometimes referred to as “Bloomberg’s
Plan,” its development, passage and continued implementation result from the efforts and
support of a much broader set of stakeholders. The unassailable goals of the SWMP include
dramatically reducing the traffic, air, and noise pollution caused by our over-reliance on trucks
and fairly allocating throughout the five boroughs responsibility for managing the waste that we
all generate. When fully implemented, the SWMP will eliminate millions of truck miles
travelled in New York City each year and provide significant relief to communities where
impacts are most acute.



Significant progress has been made toward the implementation of the Plan - most pieces
will be in place in the foreseeable future. We urge the Council to take an active role in ensuring
that this progress continues — to ensure that all marine transfer stations are completed as quickly
as possible.

I would also like to highlight one critical piece of infrastructure for which progress
appears to be stalled — the Gansevoort recycling facility in Manhattan. The Gansevoort facility
will be part of a City-wide network of facilities for receiving metal, glass, plastic and paper
collected by the City and moving it to the Sims facility in Sunset Park, Brooklyn by barge.
Currently, Manhattan’s metal, glass, and plastic are trucked to facilities in Hunts Point in the
Bronx and Jersey City. In the South Bronx alone, this generates thousands of unnecessary truck
trips each year. Siting Gansevoort will resolve this problem. It will also free up the West 5 gt
Street MTS, which currently receives Manhattan’s paper, to handle commercial waste, much of
which is otherwise trucked to outer-borough transfer stations. For these reasons, the Gansevoort
MTS is vital to achieving the goals of the SWMP and will result in significant, tangible benefits.

Because it requires a different footprint then the MTS currently on-site, the Gansevoort
Recyclable MTS required an amendment to the state Hudson River Park Act. The amendment
was passed in 2008 with the condition that construction not proceed until the City and State
commit an unspecified amount of funding to the development of the Hudson River Park via a
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). While a draft MOU was developed several years ago,
the State has yet to commit to signing it. We urge the Council and the Mayor to make
completion of the MOU a priority issue, and to work with the many SWMP supporters
representing New York City in Albany to get it done.

We also recently learned that a proposed contract for the design of the Gansevoort MTS
may have been put on hold. If true, this raises concern. The facility has been delayed for too
long already and the City should do what it can to ensure that once an MOU is assigned it can hit
the ground running. To that end, we urge the Council to look into the circumstances around this
contract and if necessary to advocate for resumption of the facility’s design.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify. We look forward to working with the Council
on these important issues, as well as on legislation to ensure long overdue relief for
overburdened communities and reform of the City’s sub-par commercial waste management
system.
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The costs of the MTS at 91% Street have ballooned. Capital costs
have increased from $44M in 2002 to $181M in 2012 and still climbing. In
the first year, operating costs will balioon from the current cost of $90/ton
to $238/ton.

But there are hidden costs. Asphalt Green anticipates that there
will be a considerable loss of business because of the fears about safety
and emissions at the site. Our business model is that our fee based
programs spin off a surplus. With that money and the additional funds that
we raise, we are able to provide our free programs, citywide. This year,
we will serve 30,000 children. We know already that our day camp
registration is significantly below where it was last year. If that continues
until the summer, we will have lost 300 campers. That will translate into a
loss of 12,000 free slots all over the city — in our learn-to-swim program,
recess enhancement and middle school Community Sports Leagues. The
free services go to those who most need it - schools with over 75% free or
reduced price lunch, or communities with high obesity rates. It will impact
the 26 Council districts that We now serve.

There are other costs to the construction of the MTS. We and the

City have funded capital improvements. Because the City owns the land,



and it recognizes the value of its asset, the City has contributed $20M for capital repairs
over the course of Asphalt Green'’s life. And Asphalt Green, has raised with private
dollars, even more - $30 million. The value of the investment on the part of the City and

on the part of Asphalt Green will decline.
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Re: 2015 Preliminary Budget: Department of Sanitation

Good morning, and thank you for the opportunity to testify today.

My name is Eric Bruzaitis. I am here today representing Organizations United for Trash Reduc-
tion And Garbage Equity (OUTRAGE). OUTRAGE is a coalition of more than two dozen community
and civic groups which came together in 1999 to address the growth of the waste industry in East Willi-
amsburg and Greenpoint.

OUTRAGE is committed to the fitll implementation of the 2006 Solid Waste Management Plan
(SWMP). The essential goal of the SWMP is to ensure that the burden of solid waste processing is fairly
distributed across cach of the five boroughs. Currently, the city's waste transfer stations (WTS) are still
concentrated in four Community Districts: BX1 and BX2 in the Bronx, QN12 in Queens and most dra-
matically in BK1, which is home to 16 WTS and is responsible for handling 40% of New York City's
solid waste.

As we testified at the 2013 & 2014 Preliminary Budget Hearing, OUTRAGE's 2009 follow up
to its 2004 Truck Traffic Study of BK1, showed significant increases in the amount of truck traffic and
elevated levels of airborne particulates from their exhaust. At one particular location, 50% of the trucks
counted were waste transport vehicles. At another location, which in 2004 showed 20 trucks per hour, in
2009 saw 80 trucks per hour. Marine Transfer Stations (MTS), combined with long-term export con-
tracts, is expected to reduce tens of thousands of truck trips per year, which would mean a drastic reduc-
tion in the almost 5000 truck trips BK1 now endures daily. OUTRAGE believes that bringing all MTS
online as soon as possible will improve the health conditions of the four overburdened Community Dis-
tricts.

OUTRAGE looks forward to the openning of the Hamilton Avenue and North Shore Queens
MTS. However, we continue to be frustrated that East 91 Street and South West Brooklyn continue to
be stalled. We expect this Mayor and class of the City Council to commit to the SWMP and that no cuts
to the Department of Sanitation budget will be made where SWMP implementation is concerned.

In addition to our strong commitment to SWMP implementation, OUTRAGE is also working to-
wards reducing processing capacity at the existing WTS. We would like to thank Chairman Reynoso for
his past commitment to reducing the capacity at WTS especially in the city’s over-burdened communit-
ies. We hope that he, and this committee will continue to fight for these and other waste reduction meas-



ures going forward. Along these lines, we support increased commitments to recycling and other solu-
tions which will reduce capacity over the next few years.

Lastly, OUTRAGE's Truck Enforcement Task Force has been working with NYC Council, DOT,
NYPD and state DEC to improve enforcement of private waste haul vehicles and waste transfer stations.
While the 2015 Preliminary Budget does allocate funds for 40 enforcement officers within the DSNY,
we feel that more resources must me made available to police commercial operators who threaten both
the public health and safety by flaunting city regulations.

We look forward to continuing our work with Councilman Reynoso's office, and this committee
to improve the conditions stemming from the North Brooklyn's disproportionate share of NYC's waste
handling operations.

Thank you.
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to the Department of Sanitation budget will be made where SWMP implementation is concerned.

In addition to our strong commitment to SWMP implementation, OUTRAGE is also working to-
wards reducing processing capacity at the existing WTS. We would like to thank Chairman Reynoso for
his past commitment to reducing the capacity at WTS especially in the city's over-burdened communit-
ies. We hope that he, and this committee will continue to fight for these and other waste reduction meas-



ures going forward. Along these lines, we support increased commitments to recycling and other solu-
tions which will reduce capacity over the next few years.

Lastly, OUTRAGE's Truck Enforcement Task Force has been working with NYC Council, DOT,
NYPD and state DEC to improve enforcement of private waste haul vehicles and waste transfer stations.
While the 2015 Preliminary Budget does allocate funds for 40 enforcement officers within the DSNY,
we feel that more resources must me made available to police commercial operators who threaten both
the public health and safety by flaunting city regulations.

We look forward to continuing our work with Councilman Reynoso's office, and this committee
to improve the conditions stemming from the North Brooklyn's disproportionate share of NYC's waste
handling operations.

Thank you.
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Council Member Jessica S. Lappin
Council of the City of New York
250 Broadway

Room 1762

New York, NY 10007

Dear Council Member Lappin:

At your request, the Independent Budget Office has prepared an estimate of the cost of
constructing and operating the East 91°° Marine Transfer Station (MTS) compared to continuation
of the interim plan of exporting waste to transfer stations in New Jersey under short-term
contracts. Based on IBO’s analysis, the present value of the twenty-year cost of exporting under
interim contracts to transfer stations in New Jersey is $218.9 million, compared with $554.3 million
for export at the East 91% MTS. We estimate that the cost per ton in the first year the new facility
could be operating is $90 for the interim plan and $238 for the East 91* MTS. As construction of
the East 91° MTS is part of the broader state mandated-Solid Waste Management Plan which
sought to balance fiscal costs, environmental impacts and concerns of communities across the city,
any option that did not include construction of the plant would require modification of the SWMP
by the administration and approval by the City Council and New York State.

New York City is operating under a twenty-year plan, approved by the City Council and New York
State in 2006, that details how the city will handle all of its solid waste. The aptly named Sclid
Waste Management Plan stated that the city would construct a marine transfer station at East 91°
Street to containerize and export residential waste from Community Districis 5, 6, 8, and 11 in
Manhattan, while the remaining residential waste would be exported by garbage truck to a waste-
to-energy facility in New Jersey. The city has applied for permits and sought construction bids for
the East 91* MTS and is currently negotiating a twenty-year contract with the Port Authority of
New York and New Jersey for the export of waste from the other districts in Manhattan. In the
interim, while the long-term plan is being implemented, the city has secured short-term contracts
with private transfer stations to export all of Manhattan’s residential waste.

It is possible {0 break down the first year per ton cost into export fees, transpertation costs, and
facility costs, Both options include the cost of contracting with a private transfer station for the
ultimate disposal of the waste. The per ton export cost is higher under the East 91% MTS option



primarily because our estimate is based on recent contract bids and the twenty-year contracts, like
the one the city would secure for East 91° MTS, have higher costs than the interim contracts. Both
options also include an estimate of the cost to transport waste to the transfer stations. Given the
shorter distance to the East 91® MTS than New Jersey and a lack of tolls, transportation costs are
lower under the East 91 MTS option. The largest difference between the two options is the
additional cost attributable only to the East 91° MTS for building the facility and operating it with
municipal employees,

First Year Projected Cost by Category

Interim Plan East 91st MTS
Export Per Ton $76.91 $106.72
Transport Per Ton 13.09 3.23
Facility Per Ton 0.00 128.47
Total Cost Per Ton $90.00 $238.493
SOURCE: IBO

A summary of the assumptions used in the analysis are shown in the table below (please see the
attached memo for a detalled explanation of the methodology and assumptions}. The analysis
begins in 2016, when East 91" MTS would be operational, and extends over the twenty-year export
contract period. Whenever possible, IBO relied on observed data for 2011. Tonnage and number of
truck trips is based on 2011 data. Capital costs for the East 91% MTS ($226.5 million) were based on
the Executive 2013 Capital Commitment Plan while the Department of Sanitation (DSNY) provided
updated 2012 operating costs {$9.4 million in 2016). Costs that are expected to grow over time
were assumed to rise between 2 percent a year and 4 percent a year, depending on the type of
cost. |BO’s estimates only reflect the direct cost of the two opticns. Any additional economic
activity or tax revenue that would result from the construction and operation of the East 91% MTS
in the city were not taken into account, and neither were environmental impacts.



Assumptions in Cost Comparison of East 91st MTS versus Continuation of Interim Plan
Baseline Source Annual Growth Assumption
Shared Assumptions
Tonnage 577 2011 observed Flat
Trips 16,340 2011 observed Flat
Cost Per Mile $1.39 2011 estimate, grown to 2016 2% a year
Relay Shift Cost $403.63 2011 estimate, grown to 2016 4% ayear
Dump-On-Shift Differential $7.63 2011 estimate, grown to 2016 A% a year
Interim Plan
Export Fee $76.91 Projected, inflated to 2016, based on 2% a year; 4% at renewal
Interstate Waste Services
Mileage 260,537 2011 estimate Flat
Tolls $475,770 2011 estimate, grown to 2016 2% ayear
Number of Relays 10,014 2011 estimate, assume 3 trips per worker Flat
Dump-on-Shift Trips 6,326 2011 estimate, 2 payments per trip Flat
East 91st MITS .
Export Fee $106.72 Projected, average of existing LT contracts,  2.5% ayear
at 90 pecent to reflect city operation of MTS
Mileage 54,925 2011 estimated Flat
Number of Relays 2,778 2011 projection, assume 4 trips per worker  Flat
Dump-on-Shift Trips 13,562 2011 estimate, 2 payments per trip Flat
Facility OM $9,355,091 2012 estimate, grown to 2016 3% a year
Facility Capital Cost $226,487,000 2013 Executive Capital Commitment Plan Flat
Facility Debt Service $13,031,141 Capital Cost {30-year bond at 4%} Flat
SOURCES: 1BQ; Department of Sanitation; NYC Office of Management and Budget

The most difficult component to model was the cost of the export fee. The East 91 MTS would
load containerized waste on barges at a city-operated facility. The existing long-term contracts are
for rail-based export and two of the three are at privately-owned transfer stations (the cost of
operating the facility is built into the contract). The absence of similar contracts for barge-based
export from city-operated facilities makes estimating export costs more difficult. With regards to
the interim plan option, the cost per ton of export has varied widely when the interim contracts
have been renewed.

Given the wide variation in export fees, IBO performed tests to gauge the sensitivity of the total
cost estimates to changes in export fees under both options. For example, if the five-year export
contracts in the interim option renew with an 8 percent increase, compared with the 4 percent
assumed in the baseline, the total cost of the interim option (in current dollars} would increase by
$17.8 million. Similarly, if the renewal increase is 20 percent {still below the increases the city saw
in the early years of the interim plan), total cost would increase by $79.7 million. If the [ong-term
export contract in the East 91% MTS option is 10 percent less than the baseline and increases at 2
percent a year, the total cost the East 91% MTS option would be $34.6 million lower. However, if
the contract is at $125 per ton and grows 3 percent a year, the total cost would be $57.1 million
more. Note, however, that given the additional cost to construct and operate the East 91% MTS,
total costs are higher for the East 91% MTS aption under each of the scenarios.



The city is currently negotiating a long-term, 20-year contract with the Port Authority to accept the
waste from the other community districts in Manhattan (about 1,680 tons per day) at the Essex
County Resource Recovery Facility in Newark, New Jersey. According to DSNY, the long-term
contract will preclude using the facility for waste planned to be processed at the East 915 MTS
because the tonnage will fully exhaust the existing available capacity of the Essex facility (exclusive
of other waste being processed at the facility from municipalities in New Jersey). Therefore, the
city would need to contract with other transfer stations that primarily landfill waste, making the
export fee under the interim option more uncertain.

IBO’s analysis assumed that the interim option would be a series of five-year contracts as has been
the case since the late 1950s. However, a 20-year contract is currently being negotiated for waste
in the rest of Manhattan, and it would be possible to do so for the East 917 MTS. Twenty-year
contracts may have a higher initial price than the current interim contracts but are likely to be less
volatile over time and the c¢ity might benefit from securing landfill capacity, especially if constraints
on the supply of landfill space drive up prices over the long-term. While IBO did not model that
variation, it is possible to consider the impact. For example, if export costs were the same under
the two options, then the East 91% MTS would cost $119 more per ton than continuing the interim
plan in the first year of operation, compared with a difference of $148 dollars under our baseline
assumptions.

The city considered many factors in addition to cost in preparing the comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Plan for the city, such as environmental impact of waste, fairness among the
boroughs, and long-term reliability and efficiency. Finally, it is important to note that continuation
of the interim plan instead of construction of the East 91 MTS would be considered a modification
of the Solid Waste Management Plan, The administration would need to prepare a revision of the
SWMP and the revised plan would require approval by the City Council and the NYS Department of
Environmental Conservation.

If you have any questions or would like more information, please feel free to contact me or Ana
Champeny (anac@ibo.nyc.ny.us or 212-442-1524) who conducted the analysis.

Sincerely,
Ronnie Lowenstein

enclosure

cc: John J, Doherty



NYC independent Budget Office
DATE: May 22, 2012

TO: Ronnie Lowenstein
George Sweeting

FROM: Ana Champeny

SUBJECT: Methodology, Assumptions, and Results of the Comparison of Waste Export Costs via
the East 91* Marine Transfer Station or the Interim Plan

Background

In 2006, the city’s 20-year Solid Waste Management Plan {SWMP) was approved by the City Council and
the NYS Department of Environmental Conservation. The 2006 SWMP seeks to balance environmental,
borough equity, infrastructure, and financial considerations.

The SWMP called for the city to enter into long-term waste export contracts for disposal of all
residential waste. There were two strategies. Under the first, waste would be handled by private
transfer stations that would either containerize the waste and transport it by rail or barge, or process it
at a waste-to-energy plant. Under the second, the city would reconstruct five city-owned transfer
stations to containerize waste for transport either by barge (four transfer stations) or rail {one transfer
station) and enter into long-term contracts for transport and disposal of the waste.

Residential waste in Manhattan would be handled by a combination of the two strategies. Waste for
community districts 5, 6, 8, and 11 (the East 91% waste shed), about 720 tons per day, would be
containerized at the city-owned East 91* Marine Transfer Station and transported by barge to either an
ocean-going barge or rail connection. Then, the containerized waste would be transported to the
landfill (under a twenty-year contract). For the rest of Manhattan, about 1,680 tons per day, the city
would enter into a twenty-year contract with the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey to process
the waste at the Essex County Resource Recovery Facility in Newark, New Jersey with the city delivering
waste to the transfer station by garbage truck.

Currently, the city is negotiating the long-term contract with the Port Authority, applying for the
necessary permits for East 91% MTS, and seeking bids from contractors for the construction of the East
91* MTS. In the meantime, the city has been entering into a series of interim 3-year contracts (with an
option for two one-year extensions, at the city’s discretion) with local transfer stations to handle all
Manhattan waste. In 2011, an average of 1,164 tons per day were driven from Manhattan to the Essex
County Resource Recovery Facility, another 774 tons per day were driven to a transfer station operated
by Interstate Waste Services, and the remaining 26 tons per day were driven to other transfer stations,
including a Waste Management Transfer Station in Elizabeth NJ and a transfer station in Newark NJ.



{These tonnages are lower than those presented in the SWMP because they reflect actual tonnage
collected by DSNY and there has been a citywide decline in refuse tonnage in recent years}).

Methodology and Limitations

IBO was asked to conduct a fiscal estimate comparing construction and operation of the East 91% MTS
with continuation of the interim plan.

In order to determine the annual cost, we estimated the cost for the export fee, transportation to the
transfer station, and facility operations under each option, while collection costs within the district were
assumed to be the same under each option. Each cost component is adjusted annually at the rate
specified in the assumptions table; tonnage and truck runs are kept constant. Since construction at East
91% MTS has not begun, we assumed that the facility would be operational in 2016 and focused our
analysis on the twenty-year period that would be covered by the export contract at the East 91 MTS.
Finally, to compare the two estimates in 2016 dollars, we calculate the present value of the total costs
over the twenty-year period, using a 6 percent discount rate,

According to the Department of Sanitation, the twenty-year contract currently under negotiation with
the Port Authority to take all the non-East 91% Manhattan waste to the Essex County Resource Recovery
Facility, would preclude that facility from accepting any waste from the East 91" waste shed because of
insufficient capacity. While the facility is permitted for 2,800 tons per day, it also accepts waste from 22
municipalities in the surrounding area, including New York City, that take up the remaining capacity. The
average daily tonnage from the non-East 91% waste shed, expected to be 1,680 tons per day in the
SWMP (actual tonnage in 2011 was 1,393 tons per day and 1,457 tons per day over the past six years),
already exceeds the average tons per day that the city has delivered to the Essex County Resource
Recovery Facility under the interim contracts in any year since 2003. Additionally, since 1999 when the
city began using private transfer stations to handle Manhattan waste, there have been between three
and six different transfer stations under contract at any given time. Therefore, if the city continued
interim export contracts for the East 91% waste shed, the city would need to contract with transfer
stations other than the Essex County Resource Recovery Facility. Since the other transfer stations
landfill rather than incinerate waste, the export cost may be more volatile because it is affected by
supply and demand for landfill space.

The city considered many factors in addition to cost in preparing the comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Plan for the city, such as environmental impact of waste, fairness among the boroughs,
and long-term reliability and efficiency. It is also important to note that not constructing the East 91%
MTS would be a medification to the SWMP, affecting more than 5 percent of the city’s residential waste.
As such, it would require the administration to prepare a modification of the SWMP that would need to
be approved by the City Council and the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation.

Our analysis is limited to the city cost associated with exporting the waste in the East 91° waste shed.
We do not consider the economic or fiscal impact of either undertaking a large construction project in
Manhattan or keeping the waste processing in the city. For example, construction activity would



generate jobs, tax revenue, and economic activity in the area. We also did not consider the
environmental impact of the two aptions.

Data Sources and Assumptions

Data Sources. |1BO used DSNY data on each individual sanitation truck run to estimate tonnage, number
of truck runs, and number of relay runs (where a truck is driven to offload on a later shift by a different
sanitation worker). Data on annual contract costs was compiled from information provided by DSNY,
DSNY also provided information on miles per gallon for garbage trucks and per gallon cost of fuel. The
capital cost of the facility was based on the planned cost in the 2013 Executive Capital Commitment
Plan. DSNY provided IBO with an updated cost for operating the East 91° MTS based on recently
negotiated staffing patterns. The NYC Office of Management and Budget provided information on
current interest rates for 30-year tax exempt bonds.

Assumptions. The following table provides a summary of the assumptions that IBO made in order to
estimate the cost of the East 91°° MTS option and the Interim Plan option.

Assumptions in Cost Comparison of East 91st MTS versus Continuation of Interim Plan
Baseline Source Annual Growth Assumption
Shared Assumptions
Tonnage 577 2011 observed Flat
Trips 16,340 2011 observed Flat
Cost Per Mile $1.39 2011 estimate, grown to 2016 2% ayear
Relay Shift Cost $403.63 2011 estimate, grown to 2016 4% a year
Dump-On-Shift Differential $7.63 2011 estimate, grown to 2016 4% ayear
Interim Plan
Export Fee $76.91 Projected, inflated to 2016, based on 2% a year; 4% at renewal
Interstate Waste Services
Mileage 260,537 2011 estimate Flat
Tolls $475,770 2011 estimate, grown to 2016 2% ayear
Number of Relays 10,014 2011 estimate, assume 3 trips per worker Flat
Dump-on-Shift Trips 6,326 2011 estimate, 2 payments per trip Flat
East 81st MITS
Export Fee $106.72 Projected, average of existing LT contracts, 2.5% a year
at 90 pecent to reflect city operation of MTS
Mileage 54,925 2011 estimated Flat
Number of Relays 2,778 2011 projection, assume 4 trips per worker  Flat
Dump-on-Shift Trips 13,562 2011 estimate, 2 payments per trip Flat
Facility OM $9,355,091 2012 estimate, grown to 2016 3% ayear
Facility Capital Cost $226,487,000 2013 Executive Capital Commitment Plan Fiat
Facility Debt Service $13,031,141 Capital Cost {30-year bond at 4%) Flat
SOURCES: |1BO; Department of Sanitation; NYC Office of Managementand Budget

Assumptions Shared across the Options.|BO assumed that the tons per day (577) and number of truck
trips per year {16,340} would remain constant at the level observed in 2011 under both scenarios. The
2011 cost per mile was the cost of the gas ($1.15 per mile) plus an allotment for wear and tear ($0.10
per mile), assumed to grow 2 percent a year.



When sanitation workers drive the truck to the transfer station during their regular shift, they receive a
dump-on-shift payment. DSNY also relays collection trucks, which means that a different sanitation
worker {just one, rather than the two-person collection crew), drives the truck to offload on a separate
shift, usually at night when there is less traffic and tolls are less expensive. Generally, one worker will
relay between three and four trucks per shift. The cost of a relay shift and the dump-on shift payment
for 2011 were assumed to grow 4 percent a year, reflecting recent annual growth in personnel costs.

interim Export Option Assumptions. For the interim plan option, the export fee was based on the
current fee for the [nterstate Waste Services contract for Manhattan waste. Interim plan contracts have
a standard increase of 2 percent a year during the term of the contract. Based on a review of the
percentage change in contract cost at renewal, IBO assumed that the interim plan contract increased 4
percent at each renewal. The contracts have a three-year term, with the ¢ity having the option to
extend for two additional years, so IBO assumed renewal every five years. Based on the time when gach
load was offloaded, 1BO was able to estimate the cost of tolls (using the cost for a three-axle truck at
either the peak, off-peak or overnight rate). Toll costs were assumed to grow 2 percent a year.

IBO assumed that the number of truck runs that were relayed and the number that were offloaded by
the collection crew would stay the same as observed in 2011, with 61 percent of truck runs needing
relay. Given the further distance to the transfer stations, IBO assumed that a worker would relay three
trucks on one shift. IBO estimated the mileage associated with driving the trucks to the transfer station.
For trucks that are relayed, IBO estimated the distance from the center of the district to the district
garage and then from the garage to the transfer station. For trucks that were not relayed, IBO
estimated the distance from the center of the district to the transfer station. In both instances, the route
with the shortest mileage on Google maps was used.

East 91% MITS Option Assumptions. The export contract for the East 91 MTS would be a twenty-year
contract, in accordance with the Solid Waste Management Plan. To date, the city has awarded three
long-term contracts, all for rail-based export, with two at privately-operated transfer stations.
Conversely, waste at the East 91% MTS, a city-operated transfer station, would be transported by barge
to either ocean-going barge or rail, The three long-term contracts currently in effect have a service fee
that is set monthly by summing a series of cost components, such as fees for transporting the waste to
the landfill, the tipping fee at the landfill, cost of operating the transfer facility, a fuel surcharge, and the
cost of the cantainers and railcars. The contracts also specify how each component is adjusted during
the contract period. 1BO assumed the East 91% MTS contract would start at 90 percent of the average
per ton cost of the three current contracts; we assume costs would be lower because East 91% would be
operated by city personnel, unlike Waste Management's contracts at Harlem River Yards and Varick
Street. Based on the last three years, the long-term contract fee has grown about 2.5 percent a year,
which is the annual increase in our estimate.

With the East 91% waste shed community districts closer to the East 91° MTS than to the New Jersey
transfer stations, IBO assumed that fewer trucks would need to be relayed. DSNY confirmed that they
expect over 80 percent of the truck trips in the four community districts to be offloaded by the
collection crew. IBO also looked at the share of trucks being relayed in 2010 and 2011 in certain



community districts that have nearby transfer stations (the Bronx, Northern Brooklyn, and Staten Island)
and found that 83 percent of trucks were offloaded by the collection crew. In the analysis, we assume
that 17 percent of the truck trips to East 91 will be relayed and 83 percent will be dumped on shift.
Since the transfer station is closer, we assume that each worker would relay four trucks per shift. There
are no tolls associated with the East 91% MTS option. The same methodology is used to determine truck
mileage as with the interim option.

The East 91 MTS option includes costs for constructing and operating the transfer station. The capital
cost of the MTS was based on the 2013 Executive Capital Commitment Plan. The annual debt service
cost was based on 30-year bonds offered at 4 percent interest, just 30 basis points above the rate the
city would currently expect for that bond term. Debt service costs are flat; no refunding or change in
terms is assumed. DSNY provided operating costs for the MTS based on staffing negotiated with the
union. In addition to salaries and differentials, the operating cost includes fringe costs and other than
personal service costs of the facility. Given that the transfer station has both personnel costs and other
costs, IBO assumes the operating costs will grow at 3 percent a year (midway between the 4 percent we
use for relay shifts and 2 percent for gas and tolls).

Results

IBO found that over twenty years, the cost in present value terms of continuing the interim plan would
total $218.9 million, compared with $554.3 million for the East 91 MTS. The first year cost is $15.7
million or $30 per ton for the interim plan, compared with $41.5 million or $238 per ton for the East 91%
MTS. The Interim Plan option cost grows at 2.5 percent a year on average, while the East 91% MTS
option grows an average of 2 percent a year.



Preliminary Results, Interim versus East 91st MTS
Interim Plan East 91st MTS
Cost Per Cost Per

Total Cost Ton Total Cost Ton
2016 515,683,658 $90.00 541,546,606 $238.43
2017 $16,027,095 591.98 542,313,317 $242.83
2018 $16,378,261 $93.99|  $43,100,849  $247.34
2019 $16,737,251 $96.05 $43,509,778 $251.99
2020 $17,294,101 599,25 $44,740,693 $256.76
2021 $17,770,111  $101.98|  $45,594,203  $261.65
2022 $18,160,160  $104.22 $46,470,931  $266.69
2023 $18,560,199 $106.51 547, 371,518 $271.85
2024 $18,968,604 $108.86 548,296,624 5277.16
2025 515,599,827 $112.48 $49,246,927 $282.62
2026 $20,140,338 $115.58 550,223,124 $288.22
2027 $20,585,040 $118.13 §51,225,932 $293.97
2028 $21,040,363 5120.75 $52,256,088 $299.88
2029 $21,507,313  $123.43|  $53,314,898  $305.96
2030 $22,227,385 $127.56 554,402,592 $312.20
2031 $22,845,256 $131.10 $55,519,972 $318.62
2032 $23,355,855 $134.03 456,667,859 $325.20
2033 523,876,099 $137.02 $57,847,102 $331.97
2034 $24,409,644 $140.08 $59,058,570 $338.92
2035 $25,228,504 5144.78 560,303,159 $346.06
Present Value 5218,870,863 $554,295,085
SOURCE: 1BO
NOTE: Present Value uses 6 percent discount rate.

IBO also looked separately at the cost for export, transportation, and facility operations (all on a per ton
basis). The export cost is about 39 percent higher under the East 91% MTS option. This results stems
from the fact that the projected export cost is based on existing long-term and interim contracts, and
long-term contracts are currently more costly. The export costs are the most difficult to measure
accurately and forecast over the twenty-year horizon, because of volatility and uncertainty, and we
conduct a sensitivity analysis to see how changing our assumpiions about contract costs affects the
results.



Preliminary Results, Interim versus East 91st MTS
Interim Plan East 91st MTS
Export Transport Facility Export  Transport Facility
Per Ton Per Ton PerTon PerTon PerTon Per Ton
2016 $76.91 $13.09 $0.00 $106.72 $3.23 §128.47
2017 $78.45 $13.53 $0.00 $109.39 $3.36 $130.08
2018 $80.02 $13.97 $0.00 $112.13 $3.48 $131.74
2019 $81.62 $14.43 $0.00 5114.93 $3.61 $133.45
2020 $84.34 514.91 $0.00 5117.80 $3.75 $135.21
2021 $86.58 $15.40 $0.00 $120.75 $3.89 5137.02
2022 $88.31 $15.91 $0.00 $123.77 $4.03 $138.89
2023 $90.08 $16.43 $0.00 $126.86 $4.18 $140.81
2024 $91.88 $16.98 $0.00 $130.03 54.34 $142.79
2025 $94.94 $17.54 $0.00 5133.28 $4.50 $144.83
2026 $97.46 $18.12 $0.00 $136.61 $4.67 $146.93
2027 $99.41 $18.72 $0.00 $140.03 $4.85 $149.10
2028 $101.40 $19.35 $0.00 $143.53 $5.03 $151.33
2029 $103.42 $20.01 $0.00 $147.12 $5.22 $153.62
2030 $106.87 $20.69 $0.00 $150.80 $5.42 $155.99
2031 $109.71 $21.39 $0.00 $154.57 $5.63 $158.42
2032 $111.91 $22.12 $0.00 $158.43 $5.84 $160.93
2033 $114.14 $22.88 $0.00 $162.39 $6.06 $163.52
2034 $116.42 $23.66 $0.00 5166.45 $6.29 $166.18
2035 5120.31 $24.47 $0.00 $170.61 $6.53 $168.92
SOURCE: IBO

The export cost per ton is the majority of the cost of the interim plan, with only about 15 percent of the
first year cost attributable to the cost of transporting the waste from the community districts to transfer
stations in New Jersey. The transport cost under the East 91° MTS option is about 75 percent lower
than the interim plan because the transfer station is located closer to the community districts {about
one-fifth of the mileage estimated under the interim option), there are no tolls, and there is less relaying
of trucks.

The East 91 MTS option includes an additional cost not present in the interim plan option, the cost of
constructing and operating the facility, which 1BO estimates to be about $128 per ton in the first year.
The facility costs are largely fixed and a slight increase or decrease in tonnage would not change the
total cost for the facility, but it would go up or down on a per ton basis. The estimates for export fee and
transportation are more stable on a per ton basis, so that more tonnage would increase the total cost
but not the per ton cost.

Sensitivity to Changes in Assumptions. As noted, the most difficult component to estimate was the
export fee with either the interim five-year contracts or the twenty-year contract for export at the East



91% MTS. IBO considered the sensitivity of the estimate to these assumptions by running the analysis
with different assumptions for contract costs.

The price per ton at renewal for the interim contracts is especially volatile and we estimate the total
cost for the interim plan if the renewal saw increases of 8, 14, or 20 percent, rather than the 4 percent
in the baseline assumption. Conversely, the city has not yet entered into a long-term contract for
containerization at a city-owned marine transfer station. So, we modeled the cost if the long-term
export cost was initially lower or higher, or grew either more quickly or more slowly than our baseline,

The results of our sensitivity analysis show that the cost can vary greatly based on the assumptions. For
example, if the five-year contracts renewed with an 8 percent increase, compared to the 4 percent in
the baseline, the total cost in current dollars would increase by $17.8 million. However, if the renewal
increase were 20 percent {still less than what the city saw in the early years of the interim plan), the cost
would increase by $79.7 million. If the East 91° MTS long-term export contract were 10 percent less
than the baseline and increased at 2 percent a year, the total cost would be $34.6 million lower.
However, If the contract were at $125 per taon and 3 percent a year growth, the total cost would be
$57.1 million more.

Cumulative Cost (Present Value) Under Different Contract Cost Assumptions
Dollars in millions -
Cumulative
Cost (Present  Change from
Value) Baseline
Interim Plan Option, Renewal Increase Adjustment
Baseline Model, renewal at 4 percent $218.9
Renewal at 8 percent 5236.7 517.8
Renewai at 14 percent $266.0 $47.1
Renewal at 20 percent 5298.6 $79.7
East 91st MITS Option, Baseline and Annnual Increase
Adjustments
Baseline Model, $107 perton/2.5 percent a year 5554.3
$96 per ton/2 percent a year $519.7 {$34.6)
$125 per ton/2 percent a year 5586.7 $32.4
$125 perton/3 percentavyear $611.4 $57.1
SOURCE: 1BO
NOTE: Present Value over 20-year period, 6 percent discount rate.
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ge I Protect?

34,000 children come to Asphalt Green every year, 52% raceive programs for free.

ledge 2 Protect is a growing coalition of diverse
citizens of New York City who are working togeth-
er to protect the health and safety of New Yorkers
by raising awareness of the fiscal, environmental and
community impacts of the City's current solid waste
management system and plan. Although Pledge 2
Protect was initially founded to alert the City's elected
officials about the risks of building the East 91% Street
Marine Transfer Station, our purpose and mission have
expanded, We have always said thattransfer stations do
not belong in residential neighborhoods—anywhere.
Many communities have borne disproportionate loads
in handling New York City's waste, and the goal should
be to reduce those impacts acress the board, not shift
them. New Yorkers deserve a plan driven by modern
solid waste solutions that are more sustainable and
cost-effective for the long run.

GOALS:

# Protect all New Yorkers from the harmful health
and safety impacts of waste stations, especially
children and seniors, who are the most vulnerable
populations to the air pollution created by diesel
trucks and tugs, and the low-income communities
and communities of color that have traditionally
borne a significant load of the City's solid waste
management,

2 Talidng Trash: A Modern Approach That Protects Communities, Increases Recyeling And Reduees Costs

& Protect the City's financial and natural resources
by educating New Yorkers about the need to reduce
garbage at its scurce, {o reuse, o recycle and to take
advantage of safe and sustainable energy-recovery
technologies,

# Protect the fiscal health of the City by removing un-
necessary and avoidable waste management costs.

& Protect the rights of all to clean air and water by
supporting appropriate measures and guidelines
that controt toxic emissions, unsafe noise levels and
pesticide use.

# Protect the waterways, residents and businesses
located in low-lying areas susceptible to flooding
and the other potential environmental impacts of
major storms that are more and more likely to hit
the City in the future,

Our firstinitiative has been to educate New Yorkers about
the mushrooming costs and significant environmental
and community impacts of the proposed East 917 Street
MTS. With the knowledge we have acquired through
this process, we have expanded our efforts o also raise
awareness and propose selutions to the broader short-
comings of the 2006 Solid Waste Management Plan.

wrw plpnye.org
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ver the past decade, cities around the world
have competed over the latest ideas in business,
e INNovation and sustainability, New York City has
frequently set the global standard in these endeavors—
but has fallen behind in its handling of solid waste.

Managing garbage in New York City (NYC) is the huge,
complex task. Every single minute, residents, tourists,
commuters and businesses produce more than 25 tons
of waste, This adds up to 14 million tons of trash each
year! As the City expands and develops further, the
amount of waste generated in the City will only increase,

In 2006, the City finalized a Selid Waste Management
Plan (SWMP), The SWMP's main objective was to es-
tablish a “cost-effective, reliable, and environmentally
sound system for managing the City's waste over the
next 20 years”? The SWMP had a number of laudable
principles, including recognizing the environmental
issies surrounding waste and treating each borough
fairly, thereby reducing the harm to those communities
who have borne the significant load of handling waste.
Unfortunately however, the SWMP fundamentally did
not place sufficient emphasis on reducing the amount
of waste packaging being processed by the system {via
reduction in packaging, increased recycling, and other
waste reduction strategies) and placed most emphasis
on the export of waste by building costly infrastructure
in the form of transfer stations to transport waste out of
the City. All communities would benefit from an aggres-
sive recycling program and efforts to reduce the City's
volume of garbage at the source. tn addition, the imple-
mentation of the SWMP and other changed conditions
since 2006 have resulted in many of the original goals
net being achieved, This failure has occurred despite
snormous increased cost to the City both in capital
dollars and operating expenses.

Sadly, several studies discussed in this report show that
the implementation of the SWMP fails to effectively
recuce the harm to overburdened communities, impos-
25 unnecessary new burdens on other communities,
excesds all initial budgets both in capital and operating
costs and fails to reduce the amount of waste NYC gen-
erates through source reduction, reuse and recycling
efforts. Specifically:

& The SWMP does not help the Brooklyn, Queens and
Bronx communities thot currently bear a significant
portion of today’s waste dispesal. Manhatten’s
residential waste does not get tipped in any New York
City borough. It goes to disposal sites in New Jersey
or Yonkers. As for commercial waste, Manhattan's
commercial waste is transported to New Jersey
{roughly 509%), the Bronx (259, and Brooklyn and

4 Talking Trash: A Modern Approach That Protects Commurdties, Inereases Recycling And Reduces Cosis

Gueens {25% combined). A key feature of the SWMP
was to divert a portion of that commercial waste
to the proposed East 917 Strest MTS. However, at
its maximum permitted capacity, only 1.6% of the
City's cormnmercial garbage-—and only 1.3% of the
in-City truck miles—will be diverted to the East 91°
Street MTS. This is not enough to significantiy relieve
waste-related traffic or pollution in the communities
that currently house many of the private transfer
stations that handle commercial waste. Thus, a
new maring transfer station (M7S$) to be built at East
g1% Street in Manhattan will provide no relief to the
averburdenad communities in Brooklyn, Queens, or
the Bronx. In addition, unlike the NYC Department of
Sanitation {DSNY] trucks that use the [atest poliution
control technologies, 90% of the private trucks that
carry commoercial waste do not use this equipment,
which is why they account for 93% of the pollution
from waste collection and export,

# The SWMP is antiguated ond focuses merely on
waste transport rather than on reducing and recy-
cling waoste. Reducing tonnage will reduce the need
for transfer stations. Mew York City tags behind other
major United State cities in recycling rates. In the
2006 SWMP, the City committed “to achieving a 25%
diversion of recyclables through its curbside program
by 2007."% Since then, a Local Law was adopted that
increased the long-term recyeling goal for residential
waste o 33%. In 2012, BlalNYC set an interim goal to
double the DSNY-managed waste diversion rate from
159%to 30% by 2017, further enhancing the priorvear’s
local laws. Nevertheless, MYC's recycling rate for res-
idential and municipal solid waste is still just 1597

According to the Green City Index, Mew York Cityranks
16 out of 27 V.5, and Canadian cities in recycling
practice, teaving significant roor for improvement.*
indead, the national average municipal solid waste
recycling rate is 359% and Los Angeles boasts a 45%
rate from its curbside recycling program.® Rates in
Europe are even higher - Austria and Germany both
recycle maore than 0% of their solid waste * If MYC
recycled at the same rate as Los Angeles, it would
save at least 893 million annually in disposal costs
and create new jobs in an important green industry.
Increasing the City’s recycling rate to that of Los
Angeles would create 1,000 new recycling jobs.®
Thus, not only does NYC have the opportusity o
save money and lighten the environmentat burden of
waste management, but it can also create jobs in the
process,

¥ By adding the East 91% Street MTS, the SWMP hurts
a new community of low-income New Yorkers and

wwrrplpnye.ong



Executive Summary

tens of thousands of children and seniors. The East
§1% Street MTS in Manhattan has been promoted as
a key step toward giving much-neaded relief to com-
munities in Brooklyn, Queens and the Bromx that
have borne disproportionate portions of the City's
current system of solid waste disposal. in reality,
this MTS will not meaningfully reduce congestion
or pollution in those overburdened communities.
Additionally, it will exacerbate existing air-quality
issues in East Harlem and Yorkville, communities
already fraught with childhood asthma,

The new East 91 Street MTS site would be located
directly next to the not-for-profit sports and recre-
ation facility, Asphalt Green, where tens of thou-
sands of children and seniors from around the City
benefit from free life-saving and other physicat edu-
cation programs. In fact, the truck ramp to the MT3
waould cut Asphalt Green in haif, with trucks running
within 11 feet of the facility’s playground, soccer
field and front door. The MTS site also neighbors
the Stanley Isaacs Houses, the John Haynes Holmes
Towers and the Washington Houses, three New
York City Housing Authority (NYCHA) developments
that house 5,700 low-income residents, including
approximately 1,580 children and 2,010 seniors.”?

As aresult, the East 917 Street MTS will instead harm
a new and vulnerable set of New Yorkers in signif-
icant ways, 1t is the health of these populations
that will be maost at risk if the East 91% Street MTS
is built and aperated. A revised, truly modern waste
managemeant plan would protect ALL comnwunities,
inciuding vulnerable ones like East Harlem and
Yorkville, and would also ensure that people who
are most sensitive to air pollution, such as children

and seniors, are adequately protected no matter
where they live,

Unifertunately though, the East 81% Street MTS has
become a symbolic touchstone in a political debate
that ignores the cost and the very real community
and environmental implications of building a large
MTS in a densely inhabited neighborhood.

@& Costs for implementation of the SWMP have

bollooned far beyond the original estimuates,
According to the Independent Budget Office (180},
the construction and operation costs of the East
91% Street MTS are now projected to exceed more

Capital cost of the four MTSs has
increased an astounding 265%
and still growing.

than 51 billion over the next two decades, which is
more than 5600 million above the cost to manage
the same waste using the current system (referred
to by DSNY as the "interim plan”}.** Recent con-
struction delays, permits and zoning issues, and
necessary retrofitting to protect the facility from
future Sandy-like superstorms will only increase
cost estimates even further,

As Table 1 shows, the projected capital costs for
the MTSs have grown dramatically since the SWMP
was adopted in 2006. For example, the original
projection of the capital construction costs to build
the East 1% Street MTS was $43.9 million. In 2009,
that amount was revised to $121.8 million. Teday,

East 91% Street §43.99 §121.8 §181.6%
(Manhattan}

Hamilton Avenue 546.07 $116.5 §171.0%
{Brooklyn}

Morth Shore (Queens) $ 58,4 $112.2 §191.9%

Southwest Brooklyn 546.0% $116.5 $163.8%

TABLE 1: Estimiated Capital Costs of the SWMP™s Marine Transtor Siations.
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Executive Summary

the City’s contracts show that it will cost 51816
million and counting, In 2006, the capital budget
for the four MTSs was $194 miilion. That number
has grown dramatically to 3708 million, according
to the most recent DSNY budget - an astounding
265% increase. Also, thisis a conservative estimate,
as project delays continue and contracts still need
to be finalized. This estimate also does not include
any future costs for debt service or contingencies.

In addition to these capital costs, each facility must main-
tain operating and debt service costs. The iBO estimated
that the £ast 917 Street MTS annual bitl would exceed
$22 miltion in pperating costs and debt service. As this
is a burden carried at each facility, we can reasonably

assume that the City would pay nearly 550 million every
year {in current dollars) to merely keep the lights on at
the four MTSs, More importantly, this adds a new cost to
the City's budget, as the MTSs are not yet in operation,

Costs of the MTSs have increased
significantly, even though the
number of MTSsg has decreased

from 8 to 4.

Every ton of garbage that is transporied through the
East 91 Street MTS will increase the City's solid waste
disposal costs beyond the current tevels. According to

The East 91 Street MTS will harm the thousands of public school chifdren that come fo Asphalt Green for physical education and after
school programs.

4 Talldng Trasiv A Modern Approach That Profects Communities, Increases Recyeling And Reduces Costs
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the 1BO, in its first fiscal yvear (scheduled to be 2016), the
cost to the City of operating this MTS will increase from
$15.7 million to $41.5 million, equating to nearly 524
million more than to continue to transport the trash out
of the City the same way it is now. Over four years, this
will be an extra $106 mitlion in taxpayer dollars® Pre-
sumably, the extra costs at this facility will be mirrored
at the similarly designed (and delayed) Southwest
Brookiyn MTS and in other SWMP components that
have not yet been studied by the 180,

& [ncreasing the throughput ot the East 91% Street MTS
will only make an expensive project even more costly
to our City’s residents. If the 91* Street MTS is operat-
ed at its permitted residential refuse capacity of 720
tong per day rather than the 577 tons per day modeled
in the IBO memo, projected first year costs of operat
ing the MTS would increase by another $1 million. This
would bring the total to nearly 527 million to operate
compared to the current interim plan #

8y suspending this project now and maintatning the in-
terim plan while a more progressive and sustainable al-
ternative is produced, the City would free up substantial,
critically needed operating budget dollars immediately.

Simply stated, building the East 91* Street MTS will not
significantly relieve truck congestion or pollution in the
communities that are impacted by commercial waste
carting now, but it will burden a densely inhabited neigh-
borhoed with vulnerable populations with increased  Specific next steps to move this vision forward are:
pollution and traffic—and will cost the City hundreds of

millions of dollars that would be better spent elsewhere, E Create o new Igng-fgrm solid waste plan that re-
At a time of serious fiscal concern, the Clty should be duces the tonnage ofthe C;ty’g waste, incregses the
investing in the most cost-effective solid waste strategies amount of recycling and composting, and takes ad-
lixe reducing tonnage and recycling waste. vantage of emerging, sustainable waste-to-enet-
gy projects. The current SWMP actually furthers the
A Better Selution City’s reliance on trucking - in fact, more than 90%
Our approach will propel New York City to become a of the City's solid waste-related truck miles are un-
national and global leader in sustainable waste man- altered by the current SWME.™ A modernized new,
agement. Mayor Bill de Blasio can make our City a pro- sustainable solid waste plan should account for the
gressive model for other major urban centers worldwide needs of over-burdened communities and sensitive
to emulate for generations to come. populations like children and seniors. It would also
review the City's current commercial truck routes
New data summarized in this report will show that and suggest alternatives that reduce the impacts of
NYC can and should take necessary steps to dramati- the City’s trucking on residential communities.
cally reduce waste tonnage needed for disposal. This
would decrease pollution created by the solid waste & The City should lead by example, and lounch an ag-
management processes that depend on a private gressive recycling and composting program for all
fleet of heavily polluting diesel trucks and tugboats. City schools and public agencies, With its pioneering

*Hased on the B0 mamo’s costs for the interim plin and 519 Street MTS option. This coleulation assurmes thattolal annual facility costs remain fixed and egual 1o te 1otal
fazility cosis in 20106 under tha 577 tons per day sconario, Also, the export and transport fees were assumad to be constant an a par-ton b Thus, the additinnal costs of
adrding throughput are ~820 per ton, At 143 tons per day and 307 days per year, this works out o an additional 806,000 annually. Adding this 1o the sforemantioned §24
rndltion in incremantal costs alove e intorhm plan bascline vislds an incromental cost of 327 mullion,
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Executive Summary

e rerts

Carol Tweedy, Executive Diractor of Asphalt Green, and Kelly Nimmo-Guenther, President of Pladge 2 Protect show former Council
Hember, Robert Jackson, where thousands of kids will cross the entrance ramp to the proposed £, 917 Street MTS.

@ Suspend the plan to build the East 91% Street MTS5. By

use of recycled paper and purchases of natural gas
and hybrid-electric sanitation trucks, the City has used
its own purchasing power and resources to kick-start
broader changes in the sustainability of solid waste
management in the past. As a first step towards reduc-
ing the amount of solid waste that the City needs to
transport to distant landfills, the City should commit to
an aggressive recycling and compasting program for
all City schools and public agencies.

# Review and re-evaluate the plans to build the pro-
posed Southwest Brooklyn MTS, Although the IBO
has not studied cost escalations at locations oth-
er than the East 91 Street MTS, we are concerned
that the other MYS projects may face similar cost
@scalations, since they are based on similar de-
signs. In particular, the de Blasio administration
and/or the 1BO should review the current cost im-
pacts of the Southwest Brooklyn MTS project be-
fore proceeding further,

& Talking Trash: A Medern Approach That Protects Communities, Increases Recycling And Reduces Costs

suspending this project now and maintaining the in-
terim plan while developing a more sustainable solid
waste plan, the City would free up critically needed
operating budget dollars immediately, According to
the 1BO, doing so would save $26 million i the first
fiscal year, 5106 million over the first four fiscal years
of operation, and more than $600 million over 20
years (now a projected cumulative cost of over $1 bil-
lionk.™ In the process, it also would avoid subjecting
one of the City's most densely populated communities
and the diverse users of one of the City's most valued
sports and recreational facilities to significant negative
anvironmental, safety and health impacts.

& {se the savings from the East 1% Street MTS and po-

tentially other SWMP amendments to provide effec-
tive and timely solutions to communities in need of
relief from pollution from the current waste munage-
ment system, For example the City should consider

WL pApnye. oy



investinng some of the savings into incentives that will
help private carters retrofit or replace their trucks to
ensure they comply with the new Local Law 145, Gther
cities and port authorities have had great success with
programs that gither subsidize or provide low-cost fi-
nancing for the purchase of diesel particulate filters
to accelerate their use, including the Port Authority of
New York and New Jersey and a city program at the
Hunts Point market, Successfully implementing this
new law will reduce citywide particulate emissions
from solid waste removal by 70% and will bring far
greater air pollution reliel to communities with truck
garages, transfer stations, and truck routes than the
current MTS strategy—-or anything etse in the SWMP!®

8 Allocate portions of the savings toward critical hous-
ing, social services, educational and other programs.
These could range from creating new after-school pro-
grams to improving, preserving or creating afferdable
housing for poor and working-class residents, to pre-
serving and expanding open space like parks and play-
grounds, and to expanding NYC's police force.

& Give waterfront access for East Harlem and Yorkville
residents, expanding the services offered to NYC for

W pEpnyc.ony

Executive Sumimary

physical activity, Other than the small strip of pare
land between the FDR Drive and the East River, these
densely populated, residential neighborhoods have
no open space or access to the waterfront, Over the
past decade, formerly industrial waterfronts through-
ouif the City have been reclaimed for park and open
space, and have created jobs, economic apportuni-
ties and revitalized neighborhoods in every borough.
ft’s time to consider improvements to this overleoked
stretch of waterfront.

Our vision provides a more modern approach that
wauld be far better for the City than moving forward
with The 2006 SWMP, as currently amended by the prior
administration,

We call on Mayor de Blasio to hit the pauss button on
implementing the 2006 SWMP and conduct an audit
assessing the overall cost and the SWMP’s progress to
date~inciuding goals not met and the new and changed
conditions that affect its ability to achieve its intended
objectives, We belleve this will necessitale a revised
SWHMP that addresses the City's burgeoning waste man-
agement needs in a way that also respects and protects
the health and wellbeing of our City's residents.

Taiking Trash: A Modern Approach That Protects Communities, Increases Regyveling And Reduces Costg ©



ledge 2 Protect strongly supports Mayor de
Blasio’s policy goal of zero waste in New York,®
Mew York City can and should develop a truly
world-class solid waste plan. Such a plan should be
buift around the four-part hierarchy® as shown below
in Figure 1, and should utilize various strategies used
by progressive cities to handle their solid waste. Fol-
lowing this hierarchy would make NYC a global leader
in solid waste management. Unfortunately, the 2006
SWiP flips the hierarchy and keeps NYC on a path that
is the exact opposite of how a sustainable, long-term
solid waste plan should operate.

Not only does the current path not achieve the goals of
the SWHP, it also:

® Locks us into outmoded technologies and prac-
tices, rather than provide the flexibility to shift to
more sustainable approaches as they emerge;

B Keeps us reliant on transfer stations, trucks and
other modes of transport to handle the City’s solid
waste removal for decades to come;

# Continues to burden low-income communities and
communities of color with dirty trucks and transfer
stations; and

# Forces the City to waste billions of dollars in the
[HOCESS.

WASTE MANAGEMENT HIERARCHY

New York City Deserves a2 Smarter, Cleaner, More Cost-Effective,
Sustainable Solid Waste Plan for the Future

Source Haduction and Reuse

Source reduction and reuse are the most proactive and
oreferred strategies of the Waste Management Hierar-
chy. Source reduction, also known as waste prevention,
means reducing waste at the source and can include
reusing or donating items, buying in bulk, reducing
packaging, redesigning products, and reducing toxicity.
Itis also important in manufacturing, as it involves the
reduction of waste in the design, manufacture, pur
chase, or use of materials.”

Many major retailers have undertaken inftiatives to
focus on reducing packaging waste, which help mini-
mize wasted space and maximize cost-effectiveness in
transport.® Reusing goods and materials reduces the
need for landfill space and the environmental impacts
associated with a landfili-hbased disposal system. In
many cases, reuse supports local community and social
programs while providing donating businesses with tax
benefits and reduced disposal fees, ™

Recycling and Composting

New York City should be a national and global leader in
recycling. In the 2006 SWMP, New York City committed
“to achieving a 25% diversion of recyclables through its
curbside program by 2007 Since then, the City has
taken several additional steps to modernize and im-
prove its solid waste disposal. In 2010, the New York Chy
Council passed 11 Local Laws 1o update the New York
City Recycling Law, which had only received marginal

NYC WASTE MANAGEMENT HIERARCHY

FIGURE 1: Comparizon of the Preferrad Waste Mansgement Hierarchy (shown on left) versus P2P's reprasentiation of NYOs Waste

Management Hizrarehy,
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Current Recycling Rate 15% 35% 45%
DSNY - Managed Recycling 17981 4017 4 5 1652
{tons per day) A ALt ’
DSNY - Managed Waste 97501 7 460.8 63130
{tons per day) 2 A9 313
Annual Cost of Waste $265 Million §203 Hiltion 5172 Million

Management?®

TABLE 2: M5W Recyeling Rates Comparisan betweern Mew York, U5, National Averaze, and Los Angeles

revisions since it was originally enacted in 1989.*

Of these updates, Local Law 35 of 2010 requires DSNY to
designate all rigid olastic containers as recyclable ma-
terials and to provide for their collection, which shouid
increase overall recycling rates, especially now that the
Sims recycling facility has opened at the South Brooklyn
Marine Terminal® In addition, Local Law 40 of 2010
updated the City's recycling goals, setting a 2020 goal
of 33% recycling rate for DSNY-managed solid waste. In
2011, then-Mayor Michael Bloomberg updated the solid
waste provisions of PlaNYC, the City's sustainability plan.
In the 2011 revision, PlaNY(C set an interim goal to double
the DSNY-manapged waste diversion rate from 15 fo 30%
by 2017, further enhancing the prior year's local laws.

Despite these ambitious goals, NYC's recycling rate §G$‘
residential and municipal solid waste is still just 15%.*
The national average MSW recycling rate in American
cities is 35%, and Los Angeles recycles nearly 45% of
their MSW.2* That’s why New York City ranks 16 out
of 27 in targe US and Canadian cities in recycling. Even
more, New York City’s recycling rate pales in comparison
to that of European leaders like Austria, Germany, and
Belgium as Table 3 shows.

The potential cost savings of a higher recycling rate
could be substantial, As Table 2 above demonstrates,
if the City were to improve its recycling rate to the na-
tional average or to match the 45% rate reported by Los
Angeles, it could save up to $93 million peryear,

There is even more potential to increasing recycling in

www.plpnyc.oxg

Mew York City: adding more recycling bins on City streets
and offering more composting locations would help
increase recycling rates. While these are worthwhile first
steps, the City can and should do much more to increase
its recycling rates up to the nation’s average rate at a
minimum, and should strive for the higher rates to be
one of the nation’s leaders.

Recycling also is smart job policy, According to the EPA, ev-
ery 10,000 tons of solid waste sent to a landfill creates one
job. However, that same waste diverted from landfills can
create 10 recycling jobs or 75 materials reuse jobs.® Thus,
increasing the City's recycling rate to that of Los Angeles

Austria 63%
Germany 62%
Belgium 58%
Seattle, WA 56%
Los Angeles, CA 45%
United States 35%
New York, NY 15%

TABLE 3: Comparing Global Hational Leaders in M3W
Recyeling RataghhHdss
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Mew York City Deserves a Smarter, Cleaner, Mors Cost-Effective,
Sustainable Solid Waste Plan for the Future =~~~

would create nearly 1,000 new recycling jobs. NYC has the
opportunity to save money, lighten the environmental
burden of waste management and increase jobs.

Composting is another way that the City can reduce
its waste stream, save money, and contribute to a
more sustainable, more progressive future. While
PlaNYC committed the City to delivering 50% of its
food waste from landfills, that commitment remains
unfulfitled.® Portland, San Francisco, Seattde and
Boulderall have impressive curbside compost pickup
programs that should be considered for adaptation
to NYC, During his campaign, Mayor de Blasio called
for the creation of similarly successful programs in
the City within five years.”

Energy Recovary

“Waste-to-energy” is the term used for energy recovery
processes that convert trash into consumable energy
via combustion, digestion, fermentation or hydrolysis.®
The output of the conversion process is the dramatic
reduction in the amount of waste destined for landfill.
It also generates electricity, steam, or biogas thatcan be
used to further reduce the overall energy profile of the
original waste stream.

Currently, the City diverts less than 10% of its residential
and governmental garbage to waste-to-energy facilities.™
In response, former Mayor Bloomberg announced in
March 2012 a redoubled effort to focus on energy recov-
ery, specifically targeting waste-to-energy technologies.
The City has conducted a three-phased study to cutline
potential technologies, establish priority locations for
construction, and develop a list of recommended pro-
viders. 5 Although combustion {incineration) is the
most widely used method, both in the W.S. and Europe,
it is alse fraught with the most environmental concerns
due to emissions. As such, New York City mandated that
combustion-based technologies would not be funded®
The City then evaluated several different new and emerg-
ing waste-to-energy technologies, identifying those most
likely to succeed for the City.

The City has yet to deliver any plans to take advantage
of the safest, most sustainable waste-to-energy tech-
notogies. This delay is limiting the City from reaping
the benefits of this technology. Benefits would include:
reducing the costs of exporting waste, creating jobs in
the envirormental sector and creating a truly sustain-
able solid waste management system, as detailed in
the CBC’s recently published recommendations.™ We
encourage Mayor de Blasio to continue the process of
finding new proven waste-to-energy technaologies that
support his zero waste policy goal.

12 TPalking Trash: & Modern Approach That Pretects Commaunities, Increases Recoyoling And Reduses Costs

Clsaning Up Cormimercial Trucks

Much has changed in the air pollution world since the
SWHP was approved in 2006, Most significantly, new
federal rules have come into effect that reguire new
truck engines to emit 30% less particulate matter (PM)
than pre-2007 engines. Today, highly effective diesel
particulate filters (DPFs} that enable diesel engines to
meet this goal are standard equipment on new truck
engings. A New York City local law accelerated the
adoption of this technology in the BSNY fleet, but notin
the fleet of private trucks that collect and transport the
City’s commercial waste.

An immediate and key short-term obiective that the de
Blasio administration must take is the cleanup of the
private trucks that carry commercial waste, Unlike the
47% of DSNY trucks that are equipped with DPFs (the
other 3% operate on Compressed Natural Gas (CNG}H,®
the commercial garbage trucks are older and 90% of
them pre-date 2007, As a result, they are not equipped
with particulate filters™ and are subseguently respon-
sible for 93% of the overall pollution from solid waste
removal in NYC.*

At the end of 2013, the City adopted its first major re-
visions to its Air Code in a generation. Local Law 145 of
2013 requires these private trucks to reduce emissions
by using the best available emission-centrol technol-
ogies by 2020. This will require the use of particulate
filters or comparably effective technologies.” Pledge 2
Frotect testified in support of this law in the City Coun-
cil to the effect that implementing this requirement will
reduce pollution in every neighborhood that produces
or receives commercial waste in the City, induding
the low-income communities and communities of
color that house many of the transfer stations today.
Eurther, this approach will provide greater, faster and
more cost-effective air pollution relief than anything
proposed in the SWME, including the current plans to
build and operate the MTSs,

Implementing Local Law

145 will reduce overall truck
particulate emissions by 70%;
far surpassing any truck mileage
reduction benefits outlined in the
2006 SWMP.

As a New York City Council Member, Mayor de Blasio
introduced legislation that targets sanitation truck
idling.”* We believe that NYC should go even further
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FIGURE 2: Comparing today's DSNY and cornmercial trueks with a future fleet of clean DENY and commerdal trucks,

and eliminate emissions at their source. Local Law 145
is an important victory for cleaner air in the City. Based
on a DSNY estimate,™ at a cost of §20,000 per truck, the
overall cost of retrofitting the older, dirtier trucks with
DEFs would be §77.4 million, This is roughly equiva-
lent to 13% of the potential 5600 million total in cost
savings if the £ast 91% Street MTS project does not go
forward. Providing low-cost financing {rather than a di-
rect subsidy} is another lower-cost way to accomplish
the same goal. In fact, this approach was successfully
used by the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey
to accelerate the cleanup of dirty trucks at the Ports of
Newark and Elizabeth, and is currently being used by
the City at the Hunts Point market.

Some truck owners might choose to replace their
trucks with newer models that also provide greater
fuel economy, improved reliability, lower noise and
other positive features. Doing so would increase the
costs, but #lso provide greater benefits to the trucking
fleets and to the City. A recent analysis suggested that
replacing alf of the private trucks carting commerciat
waste would cost $571 million.® in reality, the true cost
is likely to be somewhere in the range of $77.4 million
to $571 million, Some firms would choose to simply
retrofit their existing trucks with filters and others
would choose to retire their older trucks and replace
them with newer modets.

The emissions benefits of this step will be dramatic. As

v pApnyo.org

shown in Figure 2 above, if Local Law 145isimplemented
as written, fleetwide particulate emissions will drop by
T0%, compared to today’s baseline of dirty trucks * This
will provide far greater emission reductions to the com-
munities overburdenad by the current system than any
small reduction in truck miles associated with building
all of the MTSs combined,

Unfortunately, cleaning up private trucks that carry
commercial waste will not eliminate the concerns of
communities that live with trucks rumbling through
their neighborhoods, Unlike the City's system of
residential waste removal, New York's commercial
waste removal is an uncocrdinated array of carting
companies and routes, where a single block with five
restaurants could have five different haulers, each with
its owt truck, picking up waste nightly and taking it to
five different transfer stations. Te minimize the impact
of collecting the City's commercial waste, truck routes
through residential neighborhoods shotld be limited
and streamiined.

By implementing the strategies outlined in this section,
NYC will reduce its overall solid waste tonnage, thereby
reducing the need to build extra MT3s to process waste,
These strategies will provide benefits to all New Yorkers;
especially the communities that currently house the
City's transfer stations and truck routes. In addition,
NYC will see a reduction in the overall cost of removing
garbage that should not exist in the first place,
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Managing Two Waste Streams:

Besidential and Commercial Waste

“rom its earliest days, New York City has struggled to
effectively manage and dispose of its solid waste.
i Mostrecently, after the closing of Fresh Kills in Stat-
en lsland in 2001, City officials and advocates struggled
to create a long-term approach to solid waste disposal
that would replace the City’s truchk-based system for re-
moving residential and commercial trash. (See, Figure
3: Types of City Waste, below.}

The City maintains two approaches to handle its putres-
cible waste (i.e., decaying waste}, First, the DSNY collects
3.8 million tons of putrescible waste generated by gov-
ernment agencias, residential buildings and non-profit
organizations located on tax-exempt fand annually (this
is referred to as “residential” or “municipal” solid waste
and is abbreviated as “MSW”). Second, a network of
more than 200 private waste-carting companies pick up
3.9 million tons of putrescible waste from office build-
ings, restaurants, grocery stores and other businesses
annually {this i typically referred to as “commercial
waste”).5 Al of this waste—whether diverted for recy-
cting or destined for landfills—is transferred at one of
17 residential or one of the dozens of commerciat waste
transfer stations in place throughout New Jjersey, the

34%
229% ce0 eyl 6.6
Residential Refuse .
10,568 tons per day

Goals

Brony, Brooklyn and Queens %

Comercial waste and the companies that cari it are
regutated by The Business Integrity Commission {BIC},
which was created to regulate and set price caps for
commercial waste removal. These private carters own
or operate roughly 4,300 trucks that travel throughout
the City to collect this commercial waste and deliver it
to private transfer stations, Generally, these trucks are
housed near the transfer stations they use, because it
lowers operating costs for the carters {le, gasoline
time and maintenancel. This has created a network of
transfer stations and garages that are primarily located
in industrial or former industrial neighborhoods in New
Jersey, Brooklyn, Queens and the Bronx. These private
businesses compete on the basis of price, resulting in
a “race to the bottom” to attract and keep business,
which has led to serious concerns about labor and envi-
ronmental standards in the industry @

Separately, the BIC also regulates the nearly 700 private
waste carters that own or operate an additional 4,085
highly polluting trucks that handle the 6.5 mitlion tons
of non-putrescible waste generated in the construction
and demolition of buildings and other infrastructure
{typically referred 1o as C & D).

Key Components of the 2006 Solid Waste
Management Plan

In 2006, the City adopted the SWMP, which aimed to es-
tablish a “cost-effective, reliable, and environmentally
sound system for managing the City’s waste over the
next 20 years.”™ The SWMP had a number of laudabile
priorities, including the recognition of the environmen-
tal concerns and the need for continued innovation.
As such, the SWMP established the following list of
principles:®

5%
Residential # Recognize the environmental issues surrounding
Recycling waste
2,487 tons
per day # Treat each borough fairly
2 Rely on sound businass principles {o increase effi-
10%" ciency and reduce cost
(6
;:frg;;ir??é # Be realistic and be able to be implemented quickly
tons per day . ] ) ]
12% 8 Look forward, allowing for future innovation
17% C&D Refuse 5,453 R
Commercial Recycling tons per day % Be reliable
8,135 tons per day

# Be built collaboratively

FIGURE 3: Comparing Recyeled and Honerecyeled Residential,

Comimercial, and C & D Bafuse in New York City, # Maintain service standards
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not significantly even help the Brooklys, Queens, and
Bronx neighborhoods, which the Bloomberg adminis-
tration claimed to be helping.

The SWMP had the correct concept of a five-borough
plan asit tried to address ow the management of NYU's
waste disproportionately harmed different communi-
ties. However, through its oft-delayed impiementation
and the City's fallure to recognize changed conditions
{discussed below), the City finds itself in a situation to-
day where many of the original goals of the SWHMP have
not been met, despite enormous increased cost to the
City both in capital dollars and operating expenses,

City regulations would prohibit a private operator from locating an
HTS this close to public park or school.

Unfortunately, in terms of the fair treatment of all
boroughs, the plan was woefully insufficient on an
ageressive reduce, reuse, recycling effort which would
have significantly decreased tonnage and helped aff
communities citywide. Even though the SWMP includ-
ed a number of studies ardd other measures to begin
to understand and address commercial waste issues,
it did not include sufficient steps to fundamentally
resolve the longstanding issue of the City’s commercial
waste removal, leaving neighborhoods in Brooklyn,
Queens, and the Bronx without a real solution to their
concerns about this waste,”™

The SWMP instead focused on building upon the
City's existing solid waste infrastructure through the
increased use of marine transfer stations and other
infrastructure, rather than implementing a truly mod-
ern, sustainable vision. With the SWiMP's emphasis on
marine transfer stations (a concept that originated in
the Giuliani administration, when the discussion to
replace the Fresh Kills landfill with a series of MTSs first
began), the East 91* Street MTS has taken on symbolic
value, as discussed further in the report. it incorrectly
symbuolizes "Rich £ast Siders” sharing the burden with
the rest of us, Unfortunately, it is a false symbol of all
boroughs sharing the pain. That misrepresentation
lacks any further vision of sustainability—and it will
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) 2006 SWMP Boes Not Mest Stated Goals

The Principles of the SWMP Have Not Been Met
Since the SWMP was passed in 2006, many of its principles have not been met—and will not be met if the SWPR is imple-
mented as currently planned. Examples of how the SWMP is not on track to mest its goals are shown in the chart below.

Recognize the environmental
issues surrounding waste,

In fact, the SWMP exacerbates environmental issues, It keeps trucks rumbling
through neighborhoods of Brooklyn, the Bronx and Queens and it will increase
the pollution severity of an already existing hotspot in Yorkville and East Harlem,
especially at Asphalt Green where 34,000 children from around the City play.

Treat each borough fairly.

Despite the symbolic placement of an MTS at East 917 Street in Manhattan,
implementing the SWMP will not fundamentally improve borough fairness—
and it will not significantly shift the commercial waste transport from the
status quo. First, evenif the MTS strategy is fully implemented, the SWMP does not
require the private trucks that carry commercial waste to shift from their current
transfer stations {o the new MTSs, Second, even if the East 917 Street 475 is built
in Manhattan, its permitted capacity will only enable the diversion of 1.3% of the
truck miles associated with commercial waste—not enough to alter fruck traffic
or pollution in the neighborhoods overburdened with commercial waste, Third,
the SWHP does not alter commercial truck routes, so neighborhoods with heavy
truck traffic will continue to carry this burden. Fourth, as Manhattan's residential
waste does not go to any other borough, there will be no reliefto the overburdened
communities in Brooklyn, Queens or Bronx. Manhattan’s residential waste goes to
disposal sites in New Jersey or Yonkers,

Rely on sound business
principles to increase efficiency
and reduce costs.

Costs have ballooned far beyond anticipated levels. For example, the East
53% Street MTS will cost taxpayers an additional 5§26 million in the first fiscal
year of operation and 5106 million over the first four fiscal years of operation,”™
This will eventually add up to over $600 million more than the status quo on an
outdated and expensive approach to solid waste, siphoning finite resources
from higher priorities in the City budget. The City should review potential
cost escalations at the SW Brooklyn MTS before procesding further with that
proposed project, as it is Hikely facing similar cost increases.

Be realistic and
implemented quickly.

The SWMP as initially planned and approved has already fallen apart, Eight
years after its adoption, critical assumptions about cost, availability of tandfiils,
and recycling rates have been shown to be wrong, and major components of
the SWMP, such as the MTS at Gansevoort and the MTS at West 5% Street, have
been scrapped or delayed.

Look forward, allowing
for future innovation.

The SWMP fails to implement sufficient strategies for future sustainability,
including source reduction, recyeling and composting and waste-to-energy
technology.

Be reliable and maintain
service standards.

it increases the number of facilities in flood-prone areas that have proven
to be at high risk of another Sandy-like super storm, including the East 1#
Street MTS,

Be built collaboratively and
address the concarns of
the communities near

the transfer stations.

There was no collaboration with the surrounding communities of the East
91 Street MTS to address the real impacts and concerns of & garbage transfer
station being located next to public housing and Asphalt Green where 34,000
children play orin a densely populated community,

TABLE 4: Goals of the SWMP and How They are Not Mat
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2006 SWMP Does Not Meet Stated Goals *)

e

Ray Economic Conditions of the SWMP Have Not Proven Trug
Since the SWMP was first adopted in 2006, key economic assumptions underlying the plan have changed significantly,
resulting In dramatically increased costs for the proposed East 91% Street MTS and other {acets of the plan. Recent
events like Superstorm Sandy (as discussed below) should spur the City to conduct an audit of the SWHP in order to

truly meet its originat goats.

Transport by barge and rail will be
more cost-effective than tractor-trailer,

tandfitls with on-site rail connections
are more than 400 miles away.™ Barge
transport will increase costs further.

Because of incorrect cost assumptions
and changed conditions, the costs

will be much larger than predicted.
Disposing waste at the East 917 MT3

Is expected to cost 5238 per ton. The
interim plan iz projectad o cost $90 per
ton at the time of operating in 2016 to
micve the same waste, ™

In 2007, the City estimated a cost of $545
million for the SWMP's required overall
waste disposal infrastructure, with the
first facilities operational by 2010,

The SWMP's infrastructure consists of
the marine transfer stations, proposed
recycling facifities, truck garages, and
other brick-and-mortar expenses.

Key components of the SWP
infrastructure are years behind
schedule, resulting in much higher
costs, The Southwest Brooklyn and
East 91% Street MTS projects have not
been constructed.” The Gansavoort
WMTS is rescheduled and projected

to be operation in FY2017 (without
any final sign-off or designs) and
using West 59 Street for £ & D waste
will not open until Gansevoortis
operational.”

Costs for overall SWMP infrastructure
were atready 78% - or $426 million

- over budget as of May 2012,
according to the CBC.Y This is certainly
a consarvative estimate, as project
delays continue, contracts still need to

be finalized, and this estimate doas not
inchide any future costs for debt servica.

Landfill capacity Is dwindling,
requiring that waste be shipped longer
distances.

Assumptions aboul landfil capacity
constraints have not been realized,

Because capacity constraints have not
occurved, landfill costs are lower than
expected. Local landfills in Mew Jersey
are accepting waste at sub-570 per ton
tipping fees, significantly cheaper than
rail export fees that average $110 per
ton.™

The East 21 Street MTS will recaive
720 tons per day from Manhattan
Community District 5,6, 8, and 1.

The IBO has estimated that the Y
2011 observed collections for the four
cormimunity districts was only 577
tong. ¥

Because the the previous
administration misestimated the
amount of waste being collected,
savings will not be realized. Receiving
{ess than expected tonnage results in
wasted capacity and higher per-ton
operating costs.

The City will achieve 25% diversion
of recyclables through its curbside
program by 2007

As of July 2013, the City is only
recycling 15% of its residential waste,

NYC's recycling rate remains pitifully
tow compared to other U.S, cities and
Europe. Recyclables cost $69 perton
for metat glass and plastic and generate
revenue of $12 perton for paper and
cardhoard.” If recyclables are not
diverted, they will be processed in the
waste stream at costs of belween 565
and $140 per ton.

TABLE 5: DSNY Agsuriiptions, Errors, and Impacts on Costs

WHW.PIDNYC.orY
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The SWME Does Mot Meet Equity Goals

The 2006 called for the “responsibility for the City's
waste management system [to] be allocated equitably
throughout the City, In each of the five boroughs” a goal
often referred to as “borough eqguity.”

Unfortunately, with the way the SWMP is currently beaing
implemented, it will fail to reach this goal- and it will ac-
tually cause harm 1o yet more vulnerable populations.
This is because:

# The East 91% Street MTS will not provide meaning-
ful relief to communities in Brooklyn, Queens or
the Bronx. In fact, this facility has the potential of
diverting a maximum of only 1.6% of the commer-
cial garbage as compared to the total waste stream,
which might pass through Brooklyn, Queens or the
Bronx—and nothing guarantees that any of this
commercial waste will actually be diverted.

g Marine transport, which uses tugboat-driven barg-
as, does not meaningfully reduce long-haul truck

3,500 7

2,970 3,022

3,000
2,500 -
2,000 -
1,500 - 1,349

1,000

500

Does Not Meet Stated Goals

miles {& paltry .3% reduction), and the planned di-
version of only a small portion of the City's putrasci-
bie commercial waste stream to the East 91% Street
MTS would eliminate only 1.3% of the in-City truck
miles of the solid waste system.® The Impact to any
ovarburdened community in Brooklyn, Queens or
Bronx will be imperceptible.

g The companies that cart commercial waste will not be
sufficiently incentivized to bring waste to the East 91
Street MTS, which is out of the way and not located
close to their garages. Simply put, it will be cheaper
for them to continue current practices, unfortunately
changing nothing for boroughs outside Manhattan,

2 Two major components of the SWMP-~the MTS at
Gansevoort’ and the MTS at West 59% Street"—have
been delayed, which impacts the City's ability to in-
crease the amount of waste that is diverted for recy-
cling, as well as the City’s handling of construction
and demolition debris, As these facilities are meant
to function interdependently, the integrity of the

¥ Commercial Tons Per Day
& Residential Tons Per Day

2,610

Manhattan

Brooklyn

Brorix Queens

FIGURE 4: Commercial vs, Residential Putrescible Wazie Cenerstion by Borough

view ol thes SWMP and repurted on progress implementation, desige and enw
would follow, and the TS would be scheduled o bogin aporating in FY2017.

sought 8 two-phased approach o using the site. Fiest, the IacHily would transfer both conimercial waste ard recyelabile pas
sovoort TS was sparating, In the second phase, the West 599 Suset TS would rransferan 2 3]
g both €& O and rocslabile paper at the same infoas
€ & D waste hag boen deferred untit the pager operations can be mioved 19 Gansavoon,

minod that space Hmitations and dust from tie € & D would make traeslon
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SWHP has already been compromised.

& Toxic emissions from the tugboats used to push the
garbage barges up and down the East River between
the £ast 91* Street MTS and Staten Island will actu-
ally increase nitrogen oxides emissions throughout
the City. This will help exacerbate chronic summer-
time smog levels through the City and the region, as
discussed in detail later,

# The East 91% Street MTS will increase the poliution
exposure for a large number of children and se-
niors, populations that are particularly sensitive to
its health impacts, without providing any material
relief to the communities who have long needed it

Managing the City's waste is a citywide issue and each bor-
ough should be treated fairly. In achieving that goal, one
must take into account the unigue nature of how - and by
whom - Manhattan’s commercial waste is generated. On

2006 SWMP Does %%}g%‘?{%@ g% rted Goals g

a typical day, as shown in Figure 4, Manhattan generates
41% of the City's commercial putrescible garbage ~ al-
most 3,000 tons out of roughly 7,200 tons. However, 52%
of Manhattan’s population on a typical day is comprised
of non-Manhattan residents, including commuters imany
from other boroughs), visitors and fourists, who generate
a large portion of Manhattan’s commercial trash.

More specifically, every business day, Manhattan’s net
population increases by roughly 1.63 million people;
1.61 miliion commuting workers, 464,000 hospital pa-
tients, and 70,000 commuting students. As Figure 5
demonstrates, this total influx of people adds to the
solid waste tonnape of Manhattan while other boroughs
{ose hundreds of thousands of residents who commute
into Manhattan every morning.® As a resuit of this huge
movement of people every day, more commercial waste
is generated in Manhattan than in other boroughs; in
short, much of Manhattan'’s commercial waste is not
created by Manhattan residents.

sManhattan -132,000 +1.63
OQueens ) -614,000 Millions
iﬁrookEYh - -5293099 +232’000 )
268.000 % Population Outflow

Hassau ’ +197,000 # population Inflow
Bergen -130,000 +186,000
Wastchester = '1693600 - 155,000
Hudson “ _1632000 . "{‘"}.29;0&0

. -291,000 |
Bronx ’ 1 +129,000

: ] -114,000

Rland ’ +26,000

-1,000 500 0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000

NUMBER OF COMMUTERS

FIGURE 5: Weeliday Commuting Flows by County/Berough 2009
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ating SIWMP Costs Will Burden the Cit

The Estimated Costs of the East 93 Street MTS
Have Ballooned to Cver 31 Billian

*he costs of building and operating the East 91%
Street MTS have ballooned since itwas approved in
2008, which will take precious financial resources
away from othar needed social services and burden
the City for decades. Key contributing factors include:
construction delays; incorrect assumptions regarding
the local availability of landfiils; overestimations of res-
idential waste generated in Manhattan Community Dis-
tricts 5, 6, § and 11; missed goals for citywide recycling
rates; increased financing costs for the waste disposal
contracts with Covanta {which has a 20-year contract
to accept waste from the East 91% Street MTS); and in-
creased transport and tipping costs per ton of garbage,

The capital costs of constructing the facility have
increased nearly fourfold since the original estimate of
$43.9 million in 2002--to more than 5181 million as of
2012, ¥ This presents a new cost to the City’s budget,
as there is no current need to pay for the MTS’ operating
costs. Moreover, in May 2012, the IBO estimated that the
East 91 Street MTS would cumulatively cost in excess of
$1 hillion over 20 years.® This is more than $600 million

Fast 91 Street MTS will cost in
excess of $1 billion over 20 years;
$600 million more than current
gyster,

more than the status quo to export waste from just four
of twelve Manhattan Community Districts, The 180 aiso
concluded that in the first year of the East 91% Street
MTS’s operation, the cost of exporting garbage would be
§238/ton compared to $80/ton by maintaining the City's
interim plan, as shown in Figure 6 below,

These costs will have immediate budget impacts. in-
deed, by maintaining the interim plan for the next four
years while the City implements a more sustainable sol-
id waste plan, the City would save §26 million in the first
fiscal year that the East 91 Street MTS would have been
in operation {projected to be 2016) and $106 million
over the first four fiscal years of operation.™ in addition,
the City would save about 520 million on construction
costs during FY 2614 %

Furthermore, these extra costs are solely to dispose
of the waste from ust four districts of Manhattan. The
remaining eight districts will continue with interim plan
of waste disposal indefinitely. If these cost escalations
were also discovered at the Southwest Brooklyn MTS, as
described below, the overall extra costs to the City bud-
get would be far higher. The de 8lasio administration
should assess and review the latest cost estimates for
both facilities and for the entire SWMP belore proceed-
ing any further,

Additionat construction delays, retrofitting needed to
protect the facility from future Superstorm Sandy-like
storms and the likely need to financially incentivize
commercial carters to bring waste to East 91% Street

$400.000
i
$300,000 . 1!
B Facility/Ton % § %
= Transport/Ton | 1
B Export/Ton . %
$200.000 < § | §
$100,000
2016 2020 2014 2028 2032 2016 2024 2024 iyt 2032

FIGURE 6: Comparing the annusl costs for removing waste from CDs 5, 6, § and 11, under the Interim plan and the MTS plan,
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Escalating SWMP Costs Will

Asphialt Green has ‘waterproofed’ over 30,000 public school children by teaching them water safety and how to swim

(see below) will continue to increase overall costs.
Given all of the other factors that have changed since
the SWMP’s approval—and that have compromised
the plan’s ability to achieve its objectives—this is an
investment that requires an audit, a new cost-benefit
analysis and updoted figures to be submitted to the
NYC Council and the NYS Department of Environmentol
Conservation as a part of o SWMP modification.

Southwest Brooklyn Costs and Benefits

Need to be Assessed and Analyzed

The proposed Southwest Brooklyn MTS would transfer
waste from four Brooklyn districts that is currently
driven to the IESI-50% Street MTS in the South Brocklyn
Marine Terminal near Sunset Park, (two districts), to
Jersey City (one district), and to the Whi-Varick facility in
East Williamsburg, Brooklyn {one district}.

The Southwest Brooklyn MTS would be adjacent to a com-
mercial marina and would require the installation of a king
pHe wall to protect the maring from tugboat wakes. The

WWW.pAPRYye.org Talldng Trash: A Modern Approach That Protects Communities, increases Recyeling And Reduces Costs 21
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Escalating SWMP Costs W

Rasidenis of Holmes and Stantey lsascs say MO to the MTS,

facility is also close to a children's amusement park, and
neighborhood advocates have voiced concerns about im-
pacts to the neighborhood and maring environment from
the dredging, construction and operation of the facility.

Urfortunately, an official review or independent budget
analysis of the cost to building and operate the South-
west Brooklyn MTS has not been conducted. Ballooning

urden the City for Decades

costs at the Cast 91% Street MTS raise the question
of costs at the Scuthwest Brooklyn MTS, since they
are similar designs and on similar timetables, Before
procesding further with this project, the City or the 18O
should review this project fully, including providing new
estimates of the cost and timetable for construction and
the expected costs of operation, debt service, and any
other foreseeable capital and operating costs,

subsidizing or providing financial
ncentives to private haulers to
use East 91% Street MTS would
make an expensive project even
more expensive.

Using the East 005t Street MTS Will Increase Costs
for Fleets that Collect Commercial Waste

Shifting from transfer stations in Brooklyn, Queens or
the Bronx to the East 917 Street MTS will increase the
costs for the fleets that choose to use it. As described
In Table 6, the projected tipping cost at the East 91¢
Street MTS is projected to be 5159.87. In contrast, the
average cost of removing waste citywide is projected
to be roughly 595 per ton. Thus, tipping commercial
waste at the East 91 Straet MTS may cost trucking
firms $64.87 more per ton than the average citywide
disposal cost, In addition, the out-of-the-way location
of the East 91 Street MTS will increase driving time for
the drivers, which will result in still higher costs for the
trucking firms.

Citywide

Builtinto Total Tipping Fee / Ton

$95.00%

TABLE 6: lllustrating the difference in tipping fees between Manhattan and Brooklyn,
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East 915 Streat MTS Harn
that the SWMP was Designed to P

7 stanteylssbes
Playground d 0

East Harlem and Yorkviile Is Not

the Stereotypical Upper East Side

ontrary to conventional wisdom, the proposed
East 91* Street MTS site is not a neighborhood of
townhouses, limousines and wealthy residents. As
shown in Figure 7, the reality is that the East 91" MTS will
be located on the border of East Harlem and Yorkville,
directly next to Asphalt Green, a public sports and fitness
facility with over two million visits per year, and adjacent
to two New York City Housing Authority {NYCHA) develop-
ments—~the Stanley saacs Houses and the John Haynes
Holmes Towers which house thousands of low-income
residents. A few blocks further away is the Washington
NYCHA development. Altogether, 5700 residents live in
public housing close to the Bast 914 MTS site,

According to the City's zoning maps, this MTS site is in one
of the most densely populated residential communities
in all five boroughs. As Table 7, which compares the de-
mographics of all the planned MTSs in the SWMP, shows,
there are 62% rmore people of color and public housing
residents that live within a quarter mile of the £ast 931*#
Street proposed location than all other planned MTS loca-
tions combined. in addition, 14% more children are living
within a quarter mile of the East 91* Street MTS site than
alt other sites combined. The children of bordering East
Harlem, 18% of whom were reported to have asthma in
2003, will be particularly vulnerable to the increased diesel

emissions if this MTS is buitt,* FIGURE T: ¥ap of MTS neighborhood

S.csuth\.;uest Brookiyn 2,778 148 1,432 | 2 3 2 ’2.i§3 0
North Shore Queens 661 38 417 1 G 2 0.16 0
Hamiliton Avenue, Brooklyn 2,312 86 1,408 0 1 3 1.92 0
Gansevoort, Chelsea 4,677 176 828 1 ) 1 3.88 0
West 59th Street, Manhattan 6,873 335 4,164 3 0 1 523 33

Review Avenue, Brooklyn 360 17 297 O v} 0 0.00 ]

SOURCE: United States Censas - 2010; New York City PLUTO (The Primary Land Use Tax Lot Ouiput] Bata Files - 2032

TABLE I: Socio-Demographic and Land-Use Data in the 1/4 - Mile Cirle around the Marine Transer Facilities in Naw vork City
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East 915 Street MTS Harms the Very People
that the SWMP was Design

Asphalt Green’s Services to the City's

Most Vulnerable Will be Compromised

Asphalt Green is one of the City's sports and recreation
jewels, This nen-profit organization is a public-private
partnership with the NYC Department of Parks and Rec-
reation, and it provides opportunities to economically
disadvantaged children te engage in a wide array of
programs and te learn skilis that can be applied to creat-
ing healthier lifestyles and improving academic perfor-
mance. Today, 34,000 children use the playground, pool
and soceer field and participate in a wide range of sport
activities at Asphalt Green every year,

More than 529% of the people served by Asphalt Green
are from low-income families of color who use its
programs and facilities without paying any fees—the
vast majority of them live in East Harlem and other
neighborhoods that lack alternative sports and
swimming facilities.® Opening the Fast 91 Street
MTS would impact their health and place an addition-
al barrier for thousands of East Harlem and public
schoot children to sccessing programs and services
that are currently a vital part of their learning, health
and sense of community.

The building and the operation of the East 91 Street
MTS will lead to a reduction of program enrollment for
fee-paying members who would be rightly concerned
about the negative impact of increased diesel pollution
and traffic, This would result in reduced revenue to fund
the free programs offered to fow-income children from
East Harlem, Harlem and the South Bronx, Table 8is a

Waterproofing Offers free swim instruction Confronts childhood obesity 30,000 low income students
Program and a water safety programto  and drowning, now have fife-saving and
New York City public school swimming skills
students.
Recess Makes recess a fun and Targets schools where a Program includes 60 public
Enhancement cooperative time, in which majority of students receive elementary schools in low-
Program students can engage in free or reduced price meals, income neighborhoods,
physical activity. Seeks to make physical
activity an educationat tool for
students.
Community Makes recess a fun and Teaches leadership, teamwork 625 Harlem students from
Sports cooperative time, in which and buitds self-esteerm. 12 public schools enrollad
Leagues stutlents can engage in this year.

physical activity.

TABLE 8: Asphalt Green Programs
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East 915 Street MTS Harms the Yery ?%g:@ &4
that the SWMP was Designed to P

description of these programs and the amazing results
achieved in positively impacting these children in need.

Asphalt Green also serves 2 large population of seniors
who are more vulnerable to digse! pollution than other
adults. Almost 1,000 senior ¢itizens are regutar users of
the facility and about 250 senjors are a part of free ser-
vices provided by Asphalt Green's outreach programs.

New York City has been a strong partner in building
Asphalt Green to what it is today. It has invested over
$20 million in capital improvements to Asphalt Green
and the facllity has raised more than $30 million from
foundations, corporations and individuals to ensure that
it continues to provide services to New Yorkers of every
demographic. As shown in Figure 8 balow, opening an
MTS right next to this campus - and with an entrance
ramp just a mere 11 feet from the toddler playground and
one of the city's busiest soccer fields where hundreds of
trucks per day will line up and idle to dump their waste -
it will Bterally cut Asphalt Green in half, This will harm all
children including the low-income families and children
of every color who currently benefit from Asphalt Green's
free programs,

The East 91% Street MTS Will Not Relieve
Overburdened Communities

The East 91 Street MTS has become an expensive
and inaccurate symbol of the concerns about traffic in
nefghborhoods of Brooklyn, Queens and the Bronx that
are overly burdened by waste-hauling trucks en route
to nearby transfer stations. Pledge 2 Protect agrees that
these concerns must be addressed, and the City needs

e

’%}%
e

rotect

to take steps to reduce or eliminate the pollution these
communities face.” Unfortunately, even if it is built, the
East 917 Street MTS will not provide any substantial relief
for these neighborhoods, because it will not divert sig-
nificant amounts of trafiic or air pollution from any one
private transfer station for several reasons:

FIGURE B: Truck Ramp Cotting Through Asphalt Green.
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East 91% Street MTS Harms the Very People
 that the SWMP was Designed to Protect

Contracts for Export
of MSW from Boreugh
of Manhattan 2012

- ;a:ih%
e
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©  District Centroids
{77 M Districy

FIGURE 9: Current Rusidentisl Garbage Truck Routes

1. Mone of Manhattan’s Rasidential Garbage
Goes to Other Boroughs
All of Manhattan’s residential garbage is trucked directly
. out of Manhattan to New Jersey with a small portion
{less than 19%) traveling along the Major Deegan High-
way to Yonkers.® It dees not travel on City streets in the
neighborhoods of Brooklyn, Queens and the Bronx that
have rightly advocated for relief. If the East 917 Street
MTS is built, this will not change. If the East 917 Street
MTS is huilt, disposing of Manhattan's residential gar-
bage from four Manhattan districts will shift from trucks
to dirty tugboat-driven barges traveling along the East
River to Staten Island. Manhattan’s eight other districts
will continue with the current truck-based system that
isin place today.

2. Permitted Commaercial Garbage Will Not Reduce
Truck Traffic in Other Communities

The communities in Brooklyn, Queens and the Bronx
will still not see relief, as the negative impacts of
trucks traveling through their neighborhoods are
not from the City's current residential waste disposal
system, but from its commercial waste disposal sys-
tem. If it attracts its maximum permitted amount of
commaercial waste, the East 91% Street MTS will divert
only 1.6% of the total waste stream’s garbage that
would have otherwise gone to New Jersey, Brooklyn,
Queens or the Bronx, as shown in Figure 107" The

26 Talking Trash: A Modern Approach That Protects Communities, Increases Recyeling And Reduces Costs

data shown in this chart is based on the tons per day
of waste generated in NYC, presented by the CBC, and
includes both refuse and recyciables from cach of the
three waste streams.

As highlighted previcusly, it is unlikely that that com-
mercial carters will choose to route their commercial
waste to the East 91% Street MTS for four reasons:

# |t is an out-of-the way location,

@ It will have strict operating capacity {total tons per
day or tpd) permit limits;

# Itis a single location without another close by in the
event that capacity has been reached; and

& |twill need high tipping fees to coverits high costs of
construction and operation

All of this makes it highly unlikely that private trucks
carting commercial waste will find the East 917 Street
MTS to be an efficient, cost-eflective destination. Plus,
those trucks that do tip at the MTS will still need to return
to their home garages, which will continue to be located
in the same Brony, Brooklyn and Queens communities as
they are in today,

1.6%
Commercial Refuse
Processed at East
1% St MTS 780

tons per day .

1.5%
Residential Refuse
, Processed at East
9l 5t MT5 720
tons per day

FIGURE 10: Distribution of NYC solid waste
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East 915 Street MTS Harms the Very People
that the SWMP was %@gagéﬂ%{é @; ﬁg‘%ﬁ%

More specifically, the East 317 Strest MTS will not sig-
nificantly alter the trucking patterns in non-Manhattan
communities for the foliowing reasons:

# Commercial garbage sent to East 91° Street will
not benefit any one neighborhood in Brooklyn,
Queens or the Brom Because the East 91 Strest
MTS is anly permitted for 780 tons per day of com-
mercial waste, it will eliminate only 1.3% of the
in-City truck miles of the sclid waste system.” As a
result, transferring these truck-miles will not shift
enough trucks to significantly benefit any single
neighborhood that currently receives commercial
waste.” Moreover, roughly 506% of Manhattan
commercial waste is handled by trucks based in
Mew Jersey, 25% is handled by trucks based in the
Bronx, and the remaining 25% is divided among
trucks based in Brooklyn or Queens. This will further
decrease the likely benefits Lo any single neighbor-
hood in Brooklyr, Queens or the Bronx because any
reduction in truck miles will be spread across the
entire region instead of concentrated in particutar
neighborhoods,

# Marine transport {tugboats) does not meaning-
fully reduce long-haul truck miles: Replacing

s
£
-4

fe
L
%‘ZZ

long-haul trucking with marine transport will not
actually meet projections to displace truck miles
in the solid waste program, which invoives almost
73 million miles per year. Long-haul trucking
constitutes only 3.5% of the in-City truck mileage
associated with the City's solid waste removal ™
In fact, building the East 91* Street MTS would
eliminate only 220,000 long-haul miles per year,
less than 9.3% of the total long-haul miles within
the City,'**

As shown in Table 3, when comparing miles and
emissions with and without the SWMP in place, it is
apparent that the net impact of the SWMP will be that
it will not significantly reduce reduce mileage or emis-
sions. Thus, spending billions of doflars achieves only
marginal gains with imperceptible impact on any one
community, [t will not help the City address the real is-
sues and concerns, about traffic and pollution in many
communities and will be a poor return on investment.
New Yorkers need a solid waste management plan
that will truly relieve the burden felt by many people
in communities throughout the City, that reduces the
impacts of truck-based transport, that is cost-effective
and that builds a sustainable solution for the future
generations.

DSNY Trucks 17,083,638 55.3 0,58 16,727,669 54,2 0.57
Commarcial Trucks 51,372,000 1,162.1 58.1 51,201,610 1,188.3 518
Long Haul Trucks 3,977,809 73.1 3.5 1,822,729 335 16
Tug Boats o 0.0 0.0 108,360 316 0.8
“ ;e.l.cilﬁy Operations 0 0.0 0.0 ¢ 1.2 - 03

*Please note that the net effect of the SWHP daes not helg the City significantly reduce miloage or emissions,

TABLE 8: Comparing Mileage and Emissions under lnterim Plan and E35t 917 Strest MTS Scenarios,
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 East 91 Street MTS Exacerbates Cit

lution Concern

% ontrary to the goals of the SWMP, the East 91%
Street MTS will not help reduce pollution, but

S rather will increase some forms of it citywide, The
City has a long history of chronically poor air quality and
is classified as a “severe” nonattainment area for ozone
or “smog” ¥ This means that NYC is a region where air
pollution levels persistently exceed the national ambient
air quality standards. Moreover, NYC has never met the
EPA's particulate matier air quality standards. Diesel
trucks and other diesel engines have been a significant
source of this problem for decades.

biessl Engine Pollution is a Persistent Health

issue in New York City

Afr poliution comes in many forms, and has been linked
to many serious health impacts, including heart and fung
problems, cancer and premature death. In fact, in June
of 2012, the World Health Organization classified diesel
enging exhaust as a carcinogenic.’™ Some of the more
important diesel pollutants that impact communities are
described below:

# Particulate Matter: [PM) exposure has been
linked with many serious health impacts, including
increased asthma emergencies, bronchitis, cancer,
emphysema, birth impacts and premature death,
According to a recent Massachusetts institute of
Technology study, PM emissions from vehicles
cause nearly 60,000 premature deaths in the
United States every year™ PM is regulated by size:
P, refers to particles that are smaller than 2.5
micrens ire diameter, and PMy, refers to particles
that are smaller than 10 microns in diameter. Many
public health experts believe that smaller parti-
cles are more dangerous, because they are small
enough to evade respiratory defenses and lodge in
the deepest parts of our lungs.

E Nickel: Prolonged and continuous exposure to
nickel produces both acute and chronic respira-
tory and gastrointestinal distress, skin conditions
and impaired kidney function. Nickel is a compo-
nent of PM, .

# Oxides of nitrogen (NO,): NO, is linked to numerous
respiratory and other health impacts and is a precur-
sor to ozone, a major companent of smog.

2 Sulfur Dioxide (50.): Prolonged exposure to SO,
impairs the respiratory system.

A large body of research has found that diesel exhaust
is especially harmful to sensitive populations such as
children and senfors. Studies pubtished since 2009 have
found the following:
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& Diesel particulate matter is linked to childhood de-
velopment of asthma, especially in homes near high
densities of truck routes, 5%

# Exposure shortly after birth to ambient particles
from diesel emissions is associated with respiratory
symptoms in young inner-city children #7368

In 2012, the World Health
Organization’s cancer research
arm classified diesel exhausta
human carcinogern.

# Prenatal exposure to polycyclic aromatic hydro-
carbons {PAHs), which are a byproduct of diesel
combustion, may lead to behavioral problems
amonyg children, including anxiety, depression and
attention problems, 110118282

# There is also evidence to show that prenatal ox
posure to PAHs can also lead to higher childhood
obesity rates, as studied among children in the
Bronx and Northern Manhattan, and a host of other
serious conditions, including pulmonary and car-
diac dysfunction, V& ne

# Prenatal exposure o diesel exhaust can lead {o pre-
term births, '

& Children exposed to higher PAH levels scored lower
on I1Q and standardized tests than less-exposed
children, #1534

Children are at greater risk for adverse health effects
from air pollution than most adults. This heightened
risk exists because children have lungs that are not
yet fully developed; they breathe faster than adults,
taking in more air, and they generally spend more time
outdaocrs, This is, of course, critically important to the
guestion of whether a major new source of diesel PM
ermissions should be introduced immediately next to
Asphalt Green. Many of these children already face a
disproportionately high risk of asthma, especially the
chitdren from nearby East Harlem,

In addition, thousands of children who attend one
of the 11 day care centers or one of the 16 schoals
located within a half-mile of the MTS site will also face
much greater exposure to harmful diesel exhaust frem
the trucks approaching or leaving the MTS, further
increasing their risk of health impacts. The children
living in the three NYCHA buildings near the East 91*
Street MTS will also be at risk. In fact, roughly 28% of
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those buildings’ residents are children—an estimated
1,600 children.#

Seniors are also an at-risk population as they are es-
pecially susceptible to ozone and particulate matter
inhalation. These emissions can cause or exacerbate
asthma, respiratory illnesses and aggravated heart
conditions amoeng an aging population. Of the approx-
imately 5,700 residents in the three NYCHA facilities
near the East 91% Street MTS, 35% are over the age of
62,1 Thus, nearly 2,000 seniors and the aforemen-
tioned 1,600 chifdren are already living in low-income
facilities that could be exposed to harmful tevels of air
poliution from the East 91* Street MTS' waste manage-
ment operations.

East Harlem and Yorkville Is One of Four Remaining
Sulfur Dioxide Hotspots in the City

The neighborhood surrounding the East 914 Street MTS
is in one of the four remaining of the four remaining
sulfur dioxide pollution hotspots that exist in the City.

in recent years, thanks to the City's Clean Heating Oil
orogram and the implementation of federal EPA emis-
sions standards for diesel trucks and buses, 50, and
nickel concentrations have dropped dramatically city-

wide. Despite improvements, 50, and nicke! hotspots

stifl exist in the East Harlem and Yorkville neighbor-
hoods, hame to the proposed East 91% Street MTS, as
Figure 11 shows.’® None of the City's other existing or
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FIGURE 11: 8YC CAS emissions data during the wintars of
2008-0% and 2012-13 {white stars - sites of 4 475 facilities

propesed in the SWHP)
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FIGURE 12: Comparing FM emlssions betwean permitted
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planned MTS locations are in such hotspots. Adding
hundreds of diesel trucks, waste-handling equipment,
and high-poliuting tugboats to the East Harlem and
Yorkvilie neighborhoods will only exacerbate one of
the City’s most enduring pollution problems.

East 915 Street MTS Emissions Quadrunle
Compared to 2008 Full Capacity Estimates

As shown in Figure 12, when the facility operates at {ull
design capacity, PM;; and PM;; emissions at Asphalt
Green are projected to be 1.9 and 4.1 times greater
respectively than a typical day.’®* Most of the growth
in Py, emissions will come from the trucks that will
be lining up o drop their trash on those days when the
plantis operating at full design capacity, Given that the
operating permit allows the City to accept waste up to
the full design capacity when a snow storm or other
event creates an Upset or Emergency Condition in the
solid waste system (something that happens roughly
10 times annually, on average), emissions at full design
capacity are the appropriate benchmark for estimating
the maxdmum pollution impacts at the site and in the
neighborhood. '

in addition, given that the operating permit will expire
in 2014, there is no guarantee that the current tonnage
limits will be extended into the next permit.

Trading Trucks for Tugs increases NOx
Pollution Citywide
Reducing truck miles by shifting waste to fugs and
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barges was a central objective of the SWMP in 2006, The
DSNY asserted that there would be significant reduc-
tions in annual miles travelled by trucks if the East 91%
Street MTS were bullt. However, this analysis neglected
the impact of adding substantial new tugboat activity
and the resulting overall incraase of NGx emissions in
the City - a major oversight.

To answer the question of whether trading trucks for
tugs was a good idea from the perspective of the City’s
air quality, the annual emissions of PMzs and NOx from
the East 91% Street MTS were modeled. ™ As shown in
Figure 13, shifting to marine transport will increase
emissions of NOx related to the waste handled hy the
East 91% Street MTS by 25% and decrease PM;, by 26%,
respectively.

In contrast, continuing the current truck-based system
in Manhattan, but also retrofitting the private trucks
carting commerciol waste will reduce citywide PM, ;
emissions from solid waste removal by 70%.'* This
will provide far greater emission reductions to the
communities overburdened by the current solid waste
manogement system than building any MTS or any-
thing else in the SWMP.

Further, as shown in Figure 14, if the East 91 Street MTS
is built, it will quickly adversely affect other boroughs.
Tug boats spewing toxic emissions will travel up and

Howland Hook
Teangfor $inlion

FIGURE 14: Proposod Tug Route and Prevailing Winds™®

down the East River to Staten Island, increasing poliu-
tion levels across the waterfront communities of Queens
and Brooklyn as prevailing westerly winds blow the tug
emissions to the east.
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FIGURE 13: Comparison of Emissions Between Baseline, Likely MTS Operation, and Clean Commercial Trucks Scenarios
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East 91 Strect MTS Will Pose Serious Ad

esides the air poliution issues that have been
the main environmental focus of the SWMp
debate, building an MTS aear thousands of
children raises additional guestions about the use of
pesticides at the facility, potential safety risks from
the trucks entering and leaving the truck ramp, noise
impacts during construction and operation, and the
emergency procedures if hazardous materials are
found on any of the trucks.

Pesticides Impact Brains of Children;

New Research Raises Concerns

Pesticides are the primary resource to control the presence
of radents and other pests near garbage facilities. However,
since 2006, there has been significant new evidence to
substantiate the claims that pesticides have a destructive
effect on developing chifdren as early as the fetal stage. Most
recently, an article in the August 2013 issue of Sclence'™
summarizes a study that tracked the long-term consequenc-
es of pesticide exposure on the developing brain during
pregnancy and the early years of life, finding effects such as
1€} deficits, ADHD-tike behavioral problems, and interference
with the normal sexual developmaent of the brain,

By the age of three, children with high exposures of pesti-
cide test up o six points lower on motor skills and three
points lower on cognitive functioning, In discussing the
link to 1, researchers at Mt. Sinai stated an average drop
of five 1Q points could lead fo a 57% increase in the num-
ber of children with intellectual disability. In the United
States this would be a shift from 6 mitlion to 9.4 million
children. In addition, the number of gifted children would
decrease from & million to 2.4 million.**

Howaever, the City has not disclosed its plan for the use
of pesticides at the East 91% Street MTS, which raises
important questions:

& Which chemicals will be used, in what quantities and
how frequently?

# Will pesticides be sprayed around the facility on
the outside near the Esplanade where people enjoy
recreational activities?

2 Will they be sprayed along the ramp near the Asphalt
Green playing field?

# What is known about the impact on children of the
chemicals that they plan to use?

There is no evidence that the City has taken steps to in-
corporate the latest understanding of the health impacts
of childhood exposure to pesticides that may be used at
the East 91* Street MTS.

WYWLPADPIYC.OTY
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Moise Pollution Poses Additional Health Threats:
Hoise Code Amended

Neise levels are a serious concern, sspecially in cities
with chronically high noise levels like NYC. According to
ngoise expert Arline L. Bronzaft, Ph.D,, recent studies have
linked noise to cardiovascular and circulatory disorders,
Continuous noises have also been found to intrude on
sleep, which adds to the burden on health and quality of
fife."* In addition, there are strong associations between
noise and decreased academic performance, which is an
issue for the children in the 16 schools and 11 day-care
centers within one-half mile of the MTS. 838

In 2007, the City revised its Noise Code to proserve,
protect and promote the health, safety and welfare
of its inhabitants. The new Noise Code acknowladged
that every person is entitled to ambient sound levels
that are not detrimental to his or her life, health or
property. ! However, because the Environmental Im-
pact Statement (EIS) for the East 917 Street MTS was
written grior to the revised Noise Code, there is no
public information about the steps that the City will
take to adhere to the new regulations regarding con-
struction noise, or what steps will be taken to reduce
notse during MTS operations.
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Escalated Safety Risks with Trueks and Children

The potential for escalated safety risks for the children
near the truck ramp is ancther concern that needs to
be addressed. There is no other location in NYC where
one million visitors (accounting for over two million
visits per year)—who are overwhelmingly children~will
commingle with hundreds of garbage trucks daily. Atthe
corner of York Avenue and East 91 Street, pedestrians,
school buses and trucks will be navigating around each
other all day and night. Not anly is this bad policy, but
it is also our moral obligation to protect children from
such imminent danger. Before proceeding any further
with planning or construction, the City should review
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the safety measures in place, and should create a plan
to mitigate any potential safety risk, consistent with
Mayor de Blasio’s commitment to zero traffic fatalities
citywide as part of his “Vision Zero” palicy.

As seen in the photograph (Figure 15) below, the en-
france ramp to the East 91% St MTS cuts directly through
the sidewalk and pathway used by tens of thousands of
pedestrians and children entering Asphalt Green,

Mo Plan to Protect the People if Hazardous Material
is Retelved Into the East 81° Strest MTE

There are many aspects of the £ast 91* Street MTS that
are of greatconcern to the people who use Asphalt Green
and the residents of the surrounding communities that
need further investigation and answers from the City.
There is no plan to protect the people at Asphali Green
or in the cormmmunity if hazardous material is received at
the East 917 Street MTS, While the £ast 919 Street MTS

FIGURE 15: Asphalt Green at East 31 Strent andd York Avenue,
One million visitors cross the snteance to the MTS to accoss
Asphalt Green every year.

is not designed to handle hazardous waste, there is the
potential that trucks carrying this waste (e.g., medical
waste} witl arrive at the MTS. In fact, DSNY has groce-
dures for these occurrences, However, although the City
has made plans for the evacuation of all City employees
in case of a toxic and dangerous situation, it has not
created or disclosed any plan to secure the safety of
the children, seniors or adults at Asphalt Green or the
surrounding community if this were to happen,
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East 915 Straet MTS Conflicts With Public Policy, 7
Zoning and Land Use Repulation

Superstarm Sandy brings flood waters to surround the old MTE structure | over the FOH and into Asphalt Green,

Zoning Laws Would Not Allow a Private Transfer
Stattan MNear Children and Public Housing

"% ity regulations would actually forbid a facility
like the East 91° Street MTS from being built so
# close to parks, playgrounds, public housing and
schaois it it were privately owned and operated. Title
16 of the Rules of the City of New York states that "any
new transfer station shall be at least 400 feet from a
residential district, hospital, public park or school.”*
While the regulation does not cover a City-owned
facility {or a grandfathered nenconforming use, as
is the case with the East 91% Street MTS}, the City is
ignoring the spirit of the zoning rule, which is de-
signed to protect children.

Although many people belleve that the new East 913
Street MTS s just a conversion of an existing facility, this
is not actually the case. The City has torn down that old
structure, and is building a new structure that will be much
taller, wider, and larger than the prior facility—-imagine two
footbalt fields 10 stories high—and which will process far
more garbage and attract many maore trucks every day. In
every sense, the new East 91* Street MTS is a new facility,
not a “converted” facility, as erroneously labeled in City
documents and voted on by the City Council.

Specific ways that the East 91* Street MTS would viclate
the City's zoning law if it were a new, privately owned
transfer station:

& The MTS will be less thon 400 feet from Asphalt
Green, In fact, the ramp that the trucks will use to
enter and leave the MTS cuts Asphalt Green in half
and will be only 11 feet from Asphalt Green's main
entrarice.

¥ The East 91° Street MTS will be within 400 feet
of public housing and residential buildings. Res-
idents of two NYCHA public housing projects and
other apartment buildings will be within the 400

wwywplpnye.org

feet limitation of the MTS.

# The East 91° Street MTS will be located within 400
feet of a public park. In fact the MTS site is within
400 feet of three public parks: it abuts the Bobby
Wagner Walk, which is part of the Manhattan Water-
front Greenway; the DeKovats Park, located 11 feet
from the MTS ramp; and Carl Schurz Park just 300
feet South of the MTS.

The long-term damage that will be caused by truck traf-
fic adiacent to Asphalt Green and so close to so many
parks and residences cannot be disputed, because the
City has expressly prohibited the siting of private waste
transfer stations at similar locations due to their adverse
impacts.
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FIGURE 18: Approved East 91" Street MTS permil comparad to new proposed FEMA guidelines '™

Fogt-Superstorm Sandy Federal Guidelines ignorad
The East 91* Street MTS faces the potential of costly dam-
ages if a storm like Superstorm Sandy hits the City again.
According to the Bloomberg administration, estimated
flood levels at the East 91* Street MTS, if it had been al-
ready built, would have been up to six inches above pier
fevel ¥ A January 2013 report commissioned by the NYC
Department of Design and Construction {DDC) found that
Sandy would have caused substantial damages through-
outthe East 917 Street MTS if it had been built according to
its approved building permit. As flood levels crested above
the pier level, all equipment an the pier level could have
been damaged critically, if not lost completely.* Damaged
eguipment could have taken six months or more to be
replaced, and could have cost as much as $25 million.!#

Daspite this information, the City is proceeding without
raising the pier. As a result, the building will be built
almost six feet below new FEMA flood regulations, which
are expected to be finalized in early 2014, It is located in
Flood Zone AE, the highest FEMA flood risk designation

lronically, DSNY received its building permit for the East
91% Street MTS just five days before Sandy hit* The
approved buillding permit for the East 915 Street MTS was
based on the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s
(FEMA} then-existing Flood Insurance Rate Maps, which
had not been updated since 1983 for that area.

Since then, City and federal agencies have made significant
updates to flood and storm protection regulations. At the
East 91% Street MTS, FEMA's proposed new base flood ele-
vation {BFE) would raise the BFE from 9.9 feet to 15 feet, Be-
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cause NYC's Emergency Rule requires a one-foot freeboard
space above the BFE for the area surrounding the East 91
Street TS, it would have to meel a rinimum elevation
of 16 feet if it were to be proposed after the FEMA BFE was
finalized. This is more than five-and-half feet above the
currently proposed pier level 1 as shown in Figure 16,

Ratherthan ignore the new BFE, the City should redesign the
MTS to be above this minimum BFE so it can determine the
true cost of moving ahead. Current plans overlook the best
practices for flood protaction, as well as the latest science
and data about sea level rise and flood risk by keeping the
design as-is, with some additional “flood-proofing” around
the perimeter and critical rooms of the building. It is worth
noting the recently opened Sims recycling plant in Sunset
Park, Brookiyn was built four feet above the City's flood
requiremients, a design precaution taken years before Sandy
hit. In contrast to the East 91% Street MTS site, there was no
flooding at all at the Sims site during or after Sandy,

The piecemeal flood-proofing measures that have
been proposed for the East 91* Street MTS can be easily
rendered useless by a single breach in the system and
leqve the entire facility defenseless against o storm ag
powerful as Superstorm Sandy.

NYLC Vision 2020 Waterfront Access for Yorkville

and East Harlem lgnored

I March of 2011, the NYC Department of City Planning
(NYC DCP) released, “Vision 2020: New York City Comprehen-
sive Waterfront Access Plon'"* According to then-NYC DCP
Commissioner Amanda Burden, “The last Comprehensive
Waterfront Plan, published by City Planning in 1992, called
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East 91 Street MTS Conflicts With Public Pel
Zoning and Land Use Regulation
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The MTS ramp will bring hundreds of trucks per day within 11 {eet of DeKovatz Park, 2 childran's playground,

for the redevelopment of the water's edge, opening it up
for activity and enjoyment. Vision 2020 reconfirms the City's
commitment to improving the waterfront and takes the
next step—into the water itself 1t should be noted that
Vision 2020, calis for a strategy to link the entive East River
Greenway, but makes no mention of the neighborhoods
of Yorkville and East Harlem. Yet, Vision 2020 proposes
redevelopment of waterfront neighborhoods throughout
Manhattan and the other boroughs.

Why have these communities been ignored and what
accounts for this disconnect with the East River Gresnway
plan? On days with good weather, individuals can be
seen bicycling, fishing, running, and walking in the areas
adjacent to the proposed MTS site. Once the MTS is built,
between the truck poltution and adors from the site itself,
people from Yorkville and East Harlem will no longer have
a pleasurable nor safe location for their activities,

if the plan to build the East 1% Street MTS were sus-
pended, the savings from the capital dollars could be
used to develop the waterfrant in this location, and the
East Harlem and Yorkvilie communities could be part of
the revitalization of Manhattan’s waterfront. This would
dovetail nicely with the goals of Vision 2020 to “expand
public access to the waterfront and waterways on public
and private property for all New Yorkers and visitors
alike ¥ It also supports Mayor de Blasio’s proposal to re-
new our waterways, “the same way that the High Line has
transformed urban blight to a rich community space.” '™

The City should use the East 1% Street platform to
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create o pier and give waterfront access to the East
Harlem and Yorkville communities.
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Conclusion and Next Steps

ur vision reduces the solid waste burden for all
New Yorkers, Our approach makes New York a
leader in recycling and creates goals for a truly
progressive post-recession, post-Sandy solid waste plan,
if implemented, our vision would hetp ensure that chil-
dren and other New Yorkers in every neighborhood will
breathe less harmiul diesel pollution. The City will be
further along & path to a more sustainable solid waste
future and will have a more cost-effective and retiable
solid waste program that frees up funds that can be used
to meet the City's many pressing needs,

Specific next steps to move this vision forward are:

# Create a new long-term solid waste plan thot re-
duces the tonnage of the City's waste, increos-
gs the amount of recycling and composting,
and tokes advantage of emerging, sustainable
waste-to-energy projects. The current SWMP actu-
ally furthers the City's reliance an trucking - in fact,
more than 90% of the City’s solid waste-related
truck miles are unaltered by the current SWMP3#
A modernized new, sustainable solid waste plan
should account for the needs of over-burdened
communities and sensitive populations like chil-
dren and seniors. it would also review the City’s
current commercial truck routes and suggest alter
natives that reduce the impacts of the City’s truck-
ing on residential communities.

Almast 1,600 senlors are regular users of Asphalt Green and 350
seniors are part of free outreach programs

& The City should lead by example, and launch an
dggressive recycling and composting prograrn
for all City schools and public agencies, With ity
pioneering use of recycled paper and purchases of
natural gag and hybrid-electric sanitation trucks,
the City has used its own purchasing power and
resources to kick-start broader changes in the sus-
tainability of solid waste management in the past.
As a first step towards reducing the amount of sol-
id waste that the City neads to transport to distant
landfills, the City should commit to an aggressive
recycling end composting program for all City
schools and public agencies,

& Review and re-evaluate the plans to build the pro-
posed Southwest Brooklyn MTS, Although the (8O
has not studied cost escalationy at locations oth-
er than the East 917 Street MTS, we are concerned
that the other MTS projects may face similar cost
escalations, since they are based on similar de-
signs. In particular, the de Blasio administration
and/or the 1BO should review the current cost im-
pacts of the Southwest Brooklyn MTS project be-
fore proceeding further.

& Suspend the plan to build the East 91° Street MTS,
By suspending this project now and maintaining
the interim plan while developing a more sustain-
able solid waste plan, the City would free up criti-
cally needed operating budqget dollars immediate-
{y. According to the IBO, doing so would save 526
million in the first fiscal year, 5106 million over the
first four fiscal yvears of operation, and more than
$600 million over 20 years (now a projected cumu-
lative cost of over $1 billion).™ In the process, it
also would avoid subjecting one of the City's most
densely populated communities and the diverse us-
ers of one of the City’s most valued sports and recre-
ational facilities to significant negative environmen-
tal, safety and health impacts.

& Use the savings from the East 91 Street MTS and
potentially other SWMP amendments to provide
effective and timely solutions to communities in
need of relief from pollution from the current wuste
management system. For example the City should
consider investing some of the savings into incen-
tives that will help private carters retrofit or replace
their trucks to ensure they comply with the new Lo-
cal Law 145. Other cities and port authorities have
had great success with programs that either subsi-
dize or provide low-cost financing for the purchase
of diesel particulate filters to accelerate thelr use,
including the Port Authority of New York and New
Jersey and a city program at the Hunts Point mar-
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ket. Successfully implementing this new law will
reduce citywide particulate emissions from solid
waste removal by 70% and will bring far greater air
pollution relief to communities with truck garages,
transfer stations, and truck routes than the current
MTS strategy—or anything else in the SWMPJ®

& Allocate portions of the savings toward critical hous-
ing, social services, educational and other programs.
These could range from creating new after-school
programs to improving, preserving or creating afford-
able housing for poor and working-class residents, to
preserving and expanding open space like parks and
playgrounds, ard to expanding NYC's police force,

# Give waterfront access for East Harlem and Yorkville
residents, expanding the services offered to NYC for
physical activity, Other than the small strip of park-
tand between the FDR Drive and the East River, these
densely populated, residential neighborhoods have
no open space or access to the waterfront, Over the
past decade, formerly industrial waterfronts through-
out the City have been reclaimed for park and open
space, and have created jobs, economic opportunities
and revitalized neighborhoods in every borough. It's
time to consider improvements to this overlooked
stretch of waterfront,

While some may ¢laim that the SWMP must be imple-
mented as designed, a closer review reveals that the
SWMP is fraught with issues: increased costs, a lack
of a progressive vision and it actually perpetuates se-
rious health and safety risks in many communities. It
does not even reduce the burden of today's excessive
commercial waste stream, Instead, it merely attempts
to shift it from one set of neighborhouods to another—
including one that is more densely populated than any
other neighborhood that currently houses a transfer
station. Plus, it increases the cost of solid waste dis-
posal at a time when there are many other more criti-
cal fiscal demands on finite capital and operating bud-
get resources.

Despite recent reports that the de Blasio administration
inherited a balanced budget for fiscal year 2015, hang-
ing over the new administration de Blasio are expired
labor contracts with more than 150 municipal-worker
unions that the Bloomberg administration did not ac-
count forin its “balanced budget”* In addition, the sig-
nificant budget deficits projected in the “out years” of FY
2016, FY 2017 and FY 2018 will cause additional strains
on limited resources, Given the ballooning costs and
fiscal drain of the SWMP, it is unacceptable te continue
on this path, espcizally because it will not lead to a more
modern, sustainable solid waste future.

wew.pdpnye.ong

it’s time to “hit the pause button” on the 20086 Solid
Waste Management Plan, The City and its residents
should not have to inherit the outdated solid waste
management pian from the Bloomberg administra-
tion, which includes an MTS approach first advanced
in the Giuliani years, We call on the de Blasio admin-
istration to review and audit the excessive costs and
unanticipated impacts of the SWMP, and to use this
review period to create s more modern, truly pro-
grassive and sustainable plan for the City's garbage
that reduces the overall tonnage of waste, makes the
City a world class leader in recycling and composting,
takes advantage of emerging and cost-elective energy
recovery strategies and reduces the overall burden of
waste disposal from communities in all five boroughs
of our great City.
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