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N.YC.

Pursuant to subdivision (e) of Section 197-d of the New York City Charter, [
hereby disapprove Resolution Number 1023 disapproving the decision of the City
Planning Commission on ULURP No. C 050175 PSK (L.U. No. 469), a site selection of
property located at 1824 Shore Parkway (Block 6943, part of Lot 30), Brooklyn, for use
as a Marine Transfer Station.

Nearly 50,000 tons of waste and recyclables are collected in New York City each
day. The system necessary to handle this volume of waste is vast and complex, involving
a network of garages, specialized vehicles, private haulers, transfer stations and disposal
companics

For too many years, this complex network converged at the Fresh Kills Landfill in
Staten Island - the final resting place for all 3.7 million tons of the City’s residential
garbage collected yearly. The closure of the landfill in 2001 was intended to address this
inequity. Unfortunately, the result has been a new, predominantly truck based system that
relies on a combination of land based private transfer stations concentrated in a small
number of low-income communities where the City’s waste transfer station siting
regulations and industrial zoning permits their existence. While this system met the
immediate disposal needs of the City, the negative side effects are numerous and the
costs — both environmental and economic are too much to bear.
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October 15, 2004 establishes the basis for a cost-effective, reliable and environmentally
sound system for managing the City’s waste for the next 20 years.

The Plan is the result of years of work by the Department of Sanitation and other
experts and includes significant input from many who are affected by, or interested in, the
disposal of the City’s solid waste. The Department of Sanitation listened carefully to
these communities as well as other organizations at numerous public hearings attended by
agency staff, starting with the public scoping hearings on June 16, 2004, almost a year to
the day of this message. Input from the general public and involvement of and support
from a broad coalition of interests such as the Natural Resources Defense Council, the
New York League of Conservation Voters, the Organization of Waterfront
Neighbothoods, the American Cancer Society, the American Heart Association, the
American Lung Association as well as numerous elected officials, make this an
unprecedented joint effort by government, environmental advocates and health advocates
1o propose a vision for groundbreaking changes to the manner in which the City disposes
of its solid waste.

This Plan addresses all components of the City’s waste, significantly reorganizing
and transforming the city’s residential, recycling and commercial waste disposal
programs. By recognizing the current limitations in these operations, we have committed
{o innovations that will change the future of waste disposal in this City. We have
proposed a forward thinking system in which waste is containerized and moved by barge
o wail thus reducing tractor-trailer and DSNY truck traffic by approximately 5.7 million
miles a year — a move supported by environmental, community and public health
organizations like the American Lung Association for its anticipated positive impact on
air quality.

The future of recycling in the City will be seoured by our planned long term
contract with Hugo Neu Corporation. This contract will make recycling more cost
effective and affirms this Administration’s commitment to the motto “Reduce, Reuse,
Recycle.”

Additionally, we have recognized that changes in the City’s commercial waste
policy are a necessity in order to appropriately plan for the next 20 years. The Plan takes
three major steps toward addressing the negative impacts of commercial waste -
improving conditions in and around the transfer stations, promoting and encouraging the
commercial waste industry’s transition to a system that relies on exporting waste by -
barge and rail, and developing a sound approach to redistributing private transfer station
capacity now located in a small number of low-income communities that are burdened
with the majority of the City’s waste facilities. By using sound business practices such as
commercial competition, long term contracts and containerization technology to control
costs and leverage private investments, we have ensured efficiency for the system as a
whole.
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not based on its position on the above. The items before the Council on Wednesday, June 8,
were Uniform Land Use Review Procedure applications. The Council’s vote was about the
siting of three Marine Transfer Stations, not the Solid Waste Management Plan (the Plan),
previously submitted to the City Council on October 15, 2004, as a whole.

There are some misconceptions about the Plan that I would like to address. First,
the approval of the ULURP applications would simply mean that the door to further
discussion about the Solid Waste Management Plan remains open. Without the MTS’s,
we cannot containerize the waste to move it out of the City. Disapproval of the three
ULURP applications will leave the Department with the existing legacy of trucking
garbage through residential neighborhoods throughout the City, particularly in certain
Tow-income communities of color. Plus, 1 find it particularly puzzling that the Council
voted down the two Brooklyn sites - sites that the Council as a body has not raised any
objections to.

Second, the accusation that the Department of Sanitation utilized a process that
was anything but fully disclosed to the public and the Council is false. Since June of
2004, the Department of Sanitation has attended over 40 public hearings ranging from
Community Board meetings, City Council hearings and City Planning Commission
hearings. Additionally, the Administration, the Department of Sanitation and the
Economic Development Corporation have conducted countless meetings with individual
Council Member and their staff. Input from community groups, environmental and health
advocates, as well as any elected officials has been welcomed and obtained at every step
of this comprehensive planning process.

Third, there is a clear basis and explanation for the submission of the ULURP
applications at this time. It is common Kknowledge that the ULURP process takes 7-8
months to complete. This administration would be irresponsible if we waited to submit
the ULURP applications until a final Solid Wastc Management Plan was approved, thus
prolonging the process unnecessarily. Under continued pressure from the Council and
advocates, the Administration has long recognized the importance of moving quickly to
develop a more permanent system of solid waste management, including the
infrastructure required for export, not only to address the rising costs of nearby landfill
capacity disposal but also to address the environmental impact on the communities most
burdened by the current truck based system. We had anticipated and looked forward to
having a new Solid Waste Management Plan in place by now and timed the submission
of the ULURP applications accordingly.

Additionally, concerns about the cost of this plan are unfounded. Allowing the
City to enter into stable, long term export contracts could potentially save the City
hundreds of millions of dollars, a fact recently confirmed by a report issued by the
Independent Budget Office.

Another crucial misconception of the Council is that once the ULURP
applications are approved, that the Council would not be able to negotiate with the
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order to obtain State approval of the City’s Draft Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Plan, the City will first obtain the approval of the City Council for
submission of the Plan to the State. In each of the years in which the City has obtained
State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) approval of a solid waste
management plan or modification, the process leading to DEC approval has included the
adoption of a Local Law authorizing such submission to DEC. Further, the City’s
Corporation Counsel had confirmed in writing that the Council will have an opportunity
to approve submission of the Plan to the State.

Finally, the Council’s action prevents the fostering of greater equity and fairmess
among boroughs in shouldering the responsibility for the handling and transferring of
colid waste -  goal that this Administration has made a top priority, as it once was in
2001 with the closing of the Fresh Kills Landfill in Staten Island.

The Plan submitted to the Council over 8 months ago is a comprehensive,
environmentally sound, economically sound and environmentally just plan. This Plan
will ensure that the City’s disposal of its commercial and residential waste will no longer
be dependant upon a geographically biased land and truck based transfer and disposal
network. We owe it to the residents of our City to build a system around barge and rail
export that will eliminate many of the current system’s negative health and environmental
impacts upon the most vulnerable communities and populations in our City. We also
have a responsibility to all New Yorkers to develop and to operate a system that, as
landfill capacity in neighboring states dwindles, will ensure reduction in transportation
costs and better long term planning and economics for the disposal of the City’s solid
waste. Finally, we need to deliver a sound plan that can be implemented on an expedited
and achievabie timetable. Without the approval of the ULURP applications for the siting
of the Marine Transfer Stations, none of the aforementioned can or will occur. For all of
{he foregoing reasons, Resolution Number 1023 is hereby disapproved

Sincerely,

Michael

loomberg




