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 2 MR. SZARPANSKI:  Good 
 3 evening everybody.  My name is 
 4 Harry Szarpanski, I'm the Assistant 
 5 Commissioner for the Bureau of Long 
 6 Term Export with the Department of 
 7 Sanitation.  I welcome the 
 8 opportunity to appear before you 
 9 tonight. 
 10  With me are also Sarah 
 11 Dolinar, Walter Czwartacky, Vaughan 
 12 Arnold and Brij Shrivastava from 
 13 the Department of Sanitation.  We 
 14 also have Joyce Mariani, Susan 
 15 Raila and Dan Harkins with the firm 
 16 of Henningson, Durham and 
 17 Richardson, HDR.  HDR is the firm 
 18 responsible for conducting the 
 19 environmental review. 
 20  We also have representatives 
 21 from the firm of Ecology and 
 22 Environment who helped us organize 
 23 this meeting tonight. 
 24  As you may know, in October 
 25 of 2004, the Department of 
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 2 Sanitation issued the New York City 
 3 comprehensive solid waste 
 4 management plan for the next 20 
 5 years.  As required, the new SWMP, 
 6 as we refer to it, has been 
 7 submitted as a draft to the City 
 8 Council.  The new SWMP is proposed 
 9 to replace the current SWMP and 
 10 must be approved by the City 
 11 Council before it can be submitted 
 12 to the New York State Department of 
 13 Environmental Conservation. 
 14  The new SWMP plans for the 
 15 management of all of the solid 
 16 waste generated in the City over 
 17 the next 20 years and is supported 
 18 by a draft environmental impact 
 19 statement or draft EIS on which we 
 20 will take comments this evening. 
 21  My comments tonight will be 
 22 brief.  I will make a short power 
 23 point presentation before the 
 24 public portion of the meeting 
 25 begins.  Copies of my statement and 
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 2 so that we can hear everyone who 
 3 wants to speak, we ask that you 
 4 keep your statements to three 
 5 minutes.  A digital display and 
 6 slides are provided to help you 
 7 keep track of the time. 
 8  If you do not wish to speak 
 9 but would like to provide us with 
 10 written comments, please complete a 
 11 comment card that has been provided 
 12 for you use.  Thank you for coming 
 13 and I'll now begin my short power 
 14 point presentation. 
 15  If there are empty seats 
 16 next to someone in the audience, 
 17 could you just raise your hand; 
 18 there are people standing in the 
 19 back (audience complies.) 
 20  Those who are standing, if 
 21 you'd like to find a seat, please 
 22 come down.  Okay, thank you. 
 23  (Showing slides) this is a 
 24 public hearing on the DEIS for the 
 25 draft comprehensive solid waste 
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 2 the presentation will be available 
 3 as you leave. 
 4  Because the real focus of 
 5 this public hearing will be your 
 6 comments, if you plan to make a 
 7 statement for the record, please 
 8 take a moment to fill out the 
 9 speaker sign up sheet and submit it 
 10 to the individuals sitting at the 
 11 front table.  You will be assigned 
 12 a number and I will call your name 
 13 when it is your turn to speak. 
 14  Spanish translation 
 15 assistance is available if you 
 16 require it.  Also note that elected 
 17 officials, who may be attending 
 18 many meetings on behalf of their 
 19 constituents on any given night, 
 20 will have an opportunity to speak 
 21 first. 
 22  We are interested to make a 
 23 complete record of your comments. 
 24 Please state your name clearly and 
 25 slowly for the stenographer.  And 
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 2 management plan.  Both the SWMP and 
 3 the DEIS were issued by the 
 4 Department of Sanitation. 
 5  The draft EIS also supports 
 6 the State solid waste, air and 
 7 marine permits that are required 
 8 for the construction and operation 
 9 of the converted marine transfer 
 10 stations.  Both these documents are 
 11 available on the Department's 
 12 website and in six public 
 13 repositories in Manhattan.  The 
 14 State permit application for the 
 15 converted MTSs are also available 
 16 at these public repositories. 
 17  We understand that the City 
 18 Council plans to hold hearings on 
 19 the new SWMP, one in each of the 
 20 boroughs in January. 
 21  The draft new SWMP has three 
 22 major broad categories:  It covers 
 23 recycling, it covers 
 24 Department-managed waste and 
 25 commercial waste. 
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 2  With respect to the 
 3 recycling, the goals are to hold 
 4 down the cost of recycling and 
 5 expand barge transport of 
 6 recyclables; to meet a 25 percent 
 7 recycling goal for the Department 
 8 Curbside Program by 2007 and by 
 9 that same date, meet a 35 percent 
 10 recycling goal for all 
 11 Department-managed waste. 
 12  The specific initiatives in 
 13 the area of recycling include 
 14 entering into a 20-year contract 
 15 for metal, glass and plastic 
 16 processing and marketing, and for a 
 17 new recycling processing facility 
 18 at the South Brooklyn Marine 
 19 Terminal; to enhance composting and 
 20 waste prevention programs; develop 
 21 an electronics recycling program; 
 22 establish a recycling education 
 23 center and recycling acceptance 
 24 facility at the Gansevoort 
 25 Peninsula or an alternative site in 
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 2 Southeast Brooklyn site and those 
 3 are the four. 
 4  Enter into a long term 
 5 contract for the disposal of a 
 6 portion of Manhattan's waste at the 
 7 Essex County Resource Recovery 
 8 Facility in Newark, New Jersey; use 
 9 private transfer stations for barge 
 10 and rail export of containerized 
 11 waste from the Bronx and for the 
 12 Brooklyn and Queens communities 
 13 once served by Greenpoint and the 
 14 South Bronx Marine Transfer 
 15 Stations. 
 16  And complete the 
 17 construction of the Staten Island 
 18 Transfer Station and begin export 
 19 of Staten Island waste by rail. 
 20  With respect to commercial 
 21 waste, we're looking to limit new 
 22 or expanded transfer stations in 
 23 communities where they are already 
 24 concentrated; establish new 
 25 operational regulations to reduce 

 
    Page  11 
 1 
 2 Manhattan. 
 3  The Gansevoort Peninsula is 
 4 on the West Side of Manhattan just 
 5 below 14th Street. 
 6  And in July of 2004, weekly 
 7 collection of metal, glass and 
 8 plastic and paper was restored 
 9 City-wide. 
 10  With respect to 
 11 Department-managed waste, our goals 
 12 are:  To end the use of long-haul 
 13 trucks for waste transport and 
 14 export more waste by barge or rail; 
 15 stabilize waste export cost; 
 16 distribute waste transfer 
 17 facilities throughout the City and 
 18 containerize waste to get more 
 19 transport and disposal options. 
 20  With respect to the long 
 21 term export program, we're 
 22 proposing to build four new marine 
 23 transfer stations at existing MTS 
 24 sites, the East 91st Street, North 
 25 Shore, Hamilton Avenue and the 
 

 
    Page  13 
 1 
 2 noise, odor and dust at private 
 3 waste transfer stations; study how 
 4 to lessen waste transport on truck 
 5 routes through residential areas; 
 6 expand barge and rail export of 
 7 commercial waste from 
 8 Department-contracted transfer 
 9 stations; export some commercial 
 10 waste through the converted marine 
 11 transfer stations and offer the 
 12 West 59th Street Marine Transfer 
 13 Station for export of commercial 
 14 waste. 
 15  The draft DEIS evaluates 
 16 environmental consequences of sites 
 17 and facilities that are or may be 
 18 part of the proposed new action. 
 19 It evaluates alternative sites and 
 20 facilities.  It identifies the 
 21 things that the City would do to 
 22 avoid potential significant 
 23 impacts, and meets City and State 
 24 environmental review and permit 
 25 requirements. 
 



 

 
    Page  14 
 1 
 2  This is a map showing 
 3 various wastesheds throughout the 
 4 City.  It shows the locations of 
 5 the four proposed converted marine 
 6 transfer stations and those private 
 7 sites where we're proposing to 
 8 contract with private companies. 
 9  Specifically for the 
 10 wasteshed formerly served by the 
 11 East 91st Street MTS, we're looking 
 12 to develop a City-owned marine 
 13 transfer station on the same site 
 14 where waste will be placed into 
 15 containers and exported by barge. 
 16  The expected average daily 
 17 throughput is about 720 tons per 
 18 day of Department-managed waste, 
 19 and potentially 781 tons of 
 20 commercial waste. 
 21  Now, with respect to truck 
 22 queuing, the facility would 
 23 accommodate six collection vehicles 
 24 inside, and up to 19 on the ramp. 
 25 And based on the estimated peak 
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 2 review, there will be no 
 3 significant adverse on-site noise, 
 4 traffic or air quality impacts. 
 5  This is a map showing the 
 6 various wastesheds in Manhattan. 
 7 The area in gold is the East 91st 
 8 Street converted MTS wasteshed. 
 9  The summary of the findings 
 10 of the draft EIS with respect to 
 11 traffic show no significant adverse 
 12 traffic impacts with traffic signal 
 13 changes. 
 14  With respect to air quality, 
 15 no significant adverse on-site or 
 16 off-sight impacts.  The 
 17 environmental review also showed no 
 18 significant adverse odor impacts. 
 19  With respect to noise, the 
 20 facility will not exceed the noise 
 21 code at the property boundary and 
 22 the Department will limit the 
 23 number of commercial waste trucks 
 24 accepted to 14 during the three 
 25 a.m. to four a.m. hour to avoid 
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 2 hour arrival rates, the space in 
 3 the facility and on the ramp is 
 4 more than adequate. 
 5  On-street queuing will not 
 6 be needed and will not be allowed. 
 7 If necessary, collection vehicles 
 8 will be diverted to the garage. 
 9 And a Department employee will be 
 10 stationed at the ramp entrance to 
 11 ensure pedestrian safety. 
 12  With respect to commercial 
 13 waste at this facility, it will 
 14 only be accepted during the 
 15 nighttime hours between 8:00 p.m. 
 16 and 8:00 a.m. 
 17  Only putrescible commercial 
 18 waste will be accepted, not 
 19 construction and demolition debris 
 20 or film material, and no more than 
 21 about 780 tons of commercial waste 
 22 will be delivered during the 
 23 nighttime to avoid adverse noise 
 24 impacts. 
 25  Based on the environmental 
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 2 noise impacts. 
 3  With respect to permits and 
 4 approvals, the converted MTS will 
 5 require State, Federal and Local 
 6 permits and approvals.  It's 
 7 subject to the Uniform Land Use 
 8 Review Procedure ULURP, as a site 
 9 selection for a capital project. 
 10  The converted MTS ULURP 
 11 application was certified on 
 12 November 15th and the ULURP process 
 13 is ongoing.  Manhattan 
 14 Community Board 8 is expected to 
 15 hold a meeting or hearing to 
 16 consider and vote on the ULURP 
 17 application. 
 18  The converted MTS State 
 19 Environmental Permit Application 
 20 including solid waste, air and 
 21 marine permits was submitted in November to 
 22 the New York State DEC.  DEC will 
 23 hold a hearing and establish a 
 24 public comment period on the 
 25 converted MTS permit application as 
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 2 part of its permit review process. 
 3  And if you want to submit 
 4 comments you can provide them 
 5 verbally tonight or fill out a 
 6 comment sheet; submit a written 
 7 statement or mail comments to me at 
 8 the address above or to our 
 9 consultant.  And we ask that we 
 10 receive comments no later than 
 11 January 24, '05. 
 12  We'll now call upon 
 13 speakers, and we'll ask elected 
 14 officials to speak first. 
 15  Our first speaker is Liz 
 16 Krueger. 
 17  MS. LIZ KRUEGER:  Good 
 18 evening.  Thank you, good evening, 
 19 ladies and gentleman.  (Adjusting 
 20 mic) thank you very much. 
 21  Well, you heard some of the 
 22 response from my community already. 
 23  What garage?  I have to ask, 
 24 what kind of garage are we talking 
 25 about?  Are we building a garage to 
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 2 questions that were originally 
 3 posed remain inadequately addressed 
 4 or ignored today.  And while I do 
 5 support incorporating marine 
 6 transfer stations into the City's 
 7 waste disposal solution and believe 
 8 that we must be responsible for our 
 9 own garbage, placing an MTS at the 
 10 proposed site still seems 
 11 irresponsible and myopic. 
 12  There must be (applause) -- 
 13 thanks.  I only have three minutes. 
 14  There has to be a better 
 15 site for this facility and yet this 
 16 community keeps asking what kind of 
 17 analysis has been done about 
 18 alternative sites or what measures 
 19 were used to determine why this 
 20 sight is better than the other 
 21 nondisclosed sites. 
 22  The residential character of 
 23 the surrounding neighborhood and 
 24 the presence of Asphalt Green-- a 
 25 unique city resource-- adjacent to 
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 2 put the trucks in?  I suppose this 
 3 is not an open question and answer, 
 4 but it wasn't part of my testimony 
 5 but it becomes it when I don't 
 6 understand what garage we might put 
 7 surplus trucks into. 
 8  My name is Liz Krueger, I'm 
 9 the State Senator for the 26th 
 10 District consisting of Midtown 
 11 Manhattan and the East Side.  And 
 12 I'd like to thank you for holding 
 13 this hearing.  And frankly, we'll 
 14 need more of them. 
 15  I was alarmed when initially 
 16 notified of DSNY's intention to 
 17 resume operations at the 91st 
 18 Street Marine Transfer Station and 
 19 I testified in June in this room to 
 20 express my dismay. 
 21  The draft DEIS does not 
 22 appear to have regarded my concern 
 23 or that of many community leaders 
 24 and residents as legitimate, 
 25 because many of the reasonable 
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 2 the MTS makes 91st Street an 
 3 inappropriate location. 
 4 Furthermore, the DEIS sets 
 5 inadequate parameters for an 
 6 environmental impact statement 
 7 that, as of now, will neglect both 
 8 the full capacity of the MTS site 
 9 and subsequently, a comprehensive 
 10 examination of the impact and 
 11 required mitigation for the 
 12 community.  To be blunt, an MTS 
 13 located at 91st Street will 
 14 absolutely have deleterious effects 
 15 on area traffic, odor, noise, air 
 16 quality, public health, the 
 17 character of the neighborhood and 
 18 the vitality of Asphalt Green and 
 19 the surrounding park area. 
 20  This DEIS severely neglects 
 21 the maximum operational capacity of 
 22 the converted MTS as forecasted. 
 23  Again, the frustration you 
 24 heard from the community when you 
 25 submitted your slides, reflects the 
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 2 fact that people like myself don't 
 3 understand how you can claim that 
 4 you'll only be using the site for 
 5 1,700 tons of trash per day despite 
 6 having the capacity to accommodate 
 7 4,290 tons. 
 8  I know that the City -- 
 9 (applause) thank you.  I know that 
 10 the City is currently grappling 
 11 with a financial shortfall as is 
 12 the State, and therefore, I have to 
 13 assume that the City would not 
 14 waste its money by erecting a 
 15 facility it didn't -- that it -- 
 16 excuse me, I have to assume the 
 17 City would not waste money by 
 18 erecting a facility that it intends 
 19 to underutilize.  We have to assume 
 20 that if you're building a facility 
 21 of 4300 tons, that you expect to 
 22 use it for 4300 tons which gives 
 23 rise to this community's 
 24 assumption, and I think it's a 
 25 reasonable one, that the numbers 
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 2 unload its contents into nonspill 
 3 containers, turn around, and then 
 4 exit, each truck would require more 
 5 than three-and-one-half-minutes 
 6 average that the current plan would 
 7 allow for. 
 8  Reconfiguring a few 
 9 intersections or altering some 
 10 traffic light patterns seem like 
 11 hopeless remedies for this 
 12 potential plague on the community. 
 13  As trucks take longer to 
 14 unload their cargo, those that 
 15 arrive later will begin to line up 
 16 along the delivery routes, the 
 17 narrow streets running east and 
 18 west and on congested York Avenue, 
 19 a thoroughfare that already barely 
 20 accommodates two bus routes, the 
 21 FDR Drive access and a high volume 
 22 of cars. 
 23  While idling, waiting to 
 24 unload the waste that they carry, 
 25 the trucks would be sitting with 
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 2 that you were siting in your charts 
 3 are not valid (applause.) 
 4  Now, when you talk -- thank 
 5 you, I know I'm going to go over 
 6 three minutes so I'm going to ask 
 7 people not to applaud just so I can 
 8 get this done and everybody else 
 9 can have a chance to speak. 
 10  4300 tons of trash from four 
 11 community boards would operate six 
 12 days a week and receive trucks 
 13 throughout the day and night.  And 
 14 on peak collection days, under a 
 15 4300-ton scenario, the MTS would 
 16 receive 469 vehicles, not the 130 
 17 projected. 
 18  On off-peak days, the site 
 19 would still need to accommodate, 
 20 given a conservative assumption of 
 21 a 15 percent less traffic pattern, 
 22 398 trucks or 17 per hour. 
 23  All trucks would be driving 
 24 straight through Asphalt Green.  In 
 25 order to go through the site, 
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 2 their motors running, releasing 
 3 carbon, nitrogen and sulfur-based 
 4 pollutants, emitting pungent odors 
 5 and creating a din. 
 6  This situation would cause 
 7 problems for which there is no 
 8 adequate mitigation plan.  And if 
 9 you think that driving on York 
 10 Avenue is already frustrating, wait 
 11 until there are standing trucks 
 12 constantly clogging the road.  And 
 13 if you currently enjoy a restful 
 14 evening of sleep, remember it 
 15 fondly as diesel engines roar 
 16 throughout the night. 
 17  Beyond the environmental and 
 18 quality of life problems that the 
 19 MTS would cause at this location, 
 20 there would also be a significant 
 21 health risk to public health.  With 
 22 dozens of schools sending thousands 
 23 of children to Asphalt Green 
 24 everyday, permitting heavy 
 25 polluters like diesel fuel trucks 
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 2 to constantly idle near the site and 
 3 imperil a population particularly 
 4 susceptible to respiratory aliments 
 5 is not only unsafe, but negligent. 
 6  Unfortunately, this DEIS 
 7 neglects the realistic scenario, 
 8 instead relying upon a series of 
 9 complex measurements to justify a 
 10 plan that seems to have been chosen 
 11 long before the impact statement 
 12 study was even undertaken. 
 13  If the City of New York is 
 14 serious about its need to reduce 
 15 waste and find better ways to 
 16 accommodate it, there are a number 
 17 of alternatives that should be 
 18 included in the solid waste 
 19 management plan. 
 20  It could start by supporting 
 21 State-level efforts like my "bottle 
 22 bill," that was carried by Peter 
 23 Grannis in the Assembly to expand 
 24 recycling programs, increase bottle 
 25 deposits and cover more types of 
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 2  There are more options to 
 3 explore, both in decreasing our 
 4 waste stream which we all know we 
 5 want to support and I know that the 
 6 City does as well.  And also 
 7 reevaluating the decisions that 
 8 were made to get us here tonight 
 9 where the only option you're 
 10 looking at at the East Side of 
 11 Manhattan, which is 91st Street 
 12 which is never going to be an 
 13 acceptable site for this plan. 
 14  Thank you very much for your 
 15 time (applause.) 
 16  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 17  Our next speaker is 
 18 Assemblyman Jonathan Bing 
 19 (applause.) 
 20  MR. JONATHAN BING:  Good 
 21 evening.  I'm Assemblyman Jonathan 
 22 Bing and I'm here today to speak on 
 23 behalf of the residents of Holmes 
 24 Towers-Stanley Isaacs Housing 
 25 Development located in my district 
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 2 beverage containers. 
 3  This would create a 
 4 dedicated revenue stream that could 
 5 preserve and promote City 
 6 recycling, insulating it from the 
 7 often senseless budgeting process. 
 8  New York could also work to 
 9 decrease its waste stream by 
 10 cutting back on the distribution of 
 11 unwanted direct mail and 
 12 catalogues, often known as junk 
 13 mail.  Managing bulk waste would 
 14 also behoove the City in 
 15 implementing a system to 
 16 redistribute items likes computers, 
 17 bicycles and furniture could 
 18 potentially result in a 15 percent 
 19 reduction in the waste stream. 
 20  We can also talk about City 
 21 agencies adopting a waste 
 22 prevention incentive program 
 23 because these arms of government 
 24 and other major institutions get 
 25 free collection services. 
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 2 near the site of the East 91st 
 3 Street Marine Transfer Station. 
 4  Although I am not the 
 5 representative for the WTS, I 
 6 believe that the residents of the 
 7 Holmes and Isaacs Development will 
 8 be directly and negatively impacted 
 9 by the activation of the waste 
 10 transfer station and I urge the 
 11 Department of Sanitation to 
 12 thoroughly and exhaustively examine 
 13 alternate sites. 
 14  Bordering on the 
 15 neighborhoods of Yorkville and East 
 16 Harlem, the Holmes-Isaacs complex 
 17 is home to a diverse population 
 18 that truly reflects the many walks 
 19 of life found in New York City. 
 20  Approximately 2,278 people 
 21 live in the Holmes-Isaacs complex 
 22 in five residential towers located 
 23 between First Avenue and the East 
 24 River, from 92nd street to 96th 
 25 Street. 
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 2  Senior citizens and children 
 3 make up the majority of the 
 4 population of Homes-Isaacs with 
 5 approximately 40 percent of the 
 6 population over the age of 60 and 
 7 approximately 25 percent under the 
 8 age of 18. 
 9  I'm extremely concerned 
 10 about the City's plan to reactivate 
 11 the 91st Street waste transfer 
 12 station and its effect on 
 13 Holmes-Isaacs.  This residential 
 14 complex is located within the 
 15 primary study area for the City's 
 16 DEIS.  By situating a huge garbage 
 17 dump less than one block away from 
 18 so many children and senior 
 19 residents, I believe that the 
 20 proposed location is a danger to 
 21 the health and safety of my 
 22 constituents at Holmes-Isaacs and 
 23 it will negatively (applause) 
 24 impact the community facilities and 
 25 services, pedestrian traffic, open 
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 2 grounds of the complex and could 
 3 discourage people from traveling to 
 4 take part in services altogether. 
 5  The southern boundary of the 
 6 complex is 92nd Street, an 
 7 eastbound street that will serve as 
 8 an access route for the huge 
 9 garbage trucks carting refuse to 
 10 the station via York Avenue.  These 
 11 huge trucks will rumble their way 
 12 directly past the open space of the 
 13 Holmes-Isaacs complex on its 
 14 southern side, posing a safety 
 15 hazard to pedestrians. 
 16  The traffic congestion along 
 17 92nd Street between First and York 
 18 Avenues is already a risk to 
 19 pedestrians, particularly using a 
 20 much utilized bus stop at 92nd and 
 21 York Avenue.  Introducing hundreds 
 22 of truck trips per day to the 
 23 neighborhood, will deteriorate the 
 24 situation further to the point of 
 25 being extremely dangerous.  How can 
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 2 space, health and aesthetic value 
 3 of this vibrant community. 
 4  Further, the Holmes-Isaacs 
 5 Development is home to a number of 
 6 social programs serving the 
 7 residents of the complex and the 
 8 surrounding communities of 
 9 Yorkville and East Harlem. 
 10  The Stanley Isaacs 
 11 Neighborhood Center, located on the 
 12 grounds of the complex, is the 
 13 administrator of these programs and 
 14 it's a neighborhood center in its 
 15 truest sense.  The center serves 
 16 roughly 6,000 community residents 
 17 per year. 
 18  I'm concerned that the 
 19 reactivation of the 91st Street 
 20 transfer station will negatively 
 21 impact the operation of programs at 
 22 the Isaacs Center.  The increased 
 23 traffic, noise and odor will 
 24 discourage participants from using 
 25 the open space available on the 
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 2 the City expect to introduce a 
 3 traffic increase of this magnitude 
 4 along a residential street and not 
 5 foresee tragic accidents in the 
 6 making?  (Applause.) 
 7  The residential towers of 
 8 the complex are surrounded by 
 9 significant open space along 92nd 
 10 Street.  Currently residents 
 11 frequently enjoy the open space by 
 12 walking, playing games and 
 13 congregating on the green grass of 
 14 the complex grounds.  Benches allow 
 15 residents to rest and enjoy leisure 
 16 time activities. 
 17  If the 91st Street site is 
 18 reactivated, the pungent odors, the 
 19 noise and the ugly sight of the 
 20 trash trucks will certainly make 
 21 for an unpleasant stroll along the 
 22 grounds of Holmes-Isaacs.  This is 
 23 not merely conjecture based on the 
 24 guess about the future, because the 
 25 residents of the complex remember 
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 2 the last time the 91st Street site 
 3 was operational (applause.)  They 
 4 remember the trucks hauling traffic 
 5 past their homes.  They remember 
 6 the rats, the noise, the smell, 
 7 particularly in the warm summer 
 8 months.  This time, if the site is 
 9 reactivated, all of these factors 
 10 will be worse, due to the increased 
 11 capacity of the station, as all the 
 12 signs back here says, "This plan 
 13 stinks.”  (applause). 
 14  The City must also 
 15 anticipate increased health dangers 
 16 from the reactivation of this site. 
 17 Increased emissions will lead to 
 18 decreased air quality and an 
 19 increased risk of asthma for more 
 20 than 500 children living at 
 21 Holmes-Isaacs. 
 22  In conclusion, I strongly 
 23 urge the City to reexamine the need 
 24 for the reactivation of the 91st 
 25 Street waste transfer station. 
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 2 project on the West Side called 
 3 "the stadium" so we're going to 
 4 need you too. 
 5  But we're here today, but 
 6 I'm here today because I believe 
 7 that siting such a facility is a 
 8 process ripe with difficulty. 
 9  While we acknowledge the 
 10 need for such a station, no one 
 11 desires a waste transfer station in 
 12 their backyard.  They're right, it 
 13 does not belong in this backyard 
 14 but it also doesn't belong in 
 15 anyone's backyard.  Be it Harlem, 
 16 the Upper East Side, in residential 
 17 neighborhoods, (applause) in 
 18 residential neighborhoods. 
 19  We can all agree on one 
 20 thing, waste transfer stations do 
 21 not belong and they don't belong 
 22 for a litany of reasons.  They do 
 23 not belong in residential 
 24 neighborhoods for health reasons. 
 25 The Melman School of Public Health 
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 2 The mixture of heavy trash trucks 
 3 plus a dense population of children 
 4 and seniors is a dangerous and 
 5 unacceptable equation.  Thank you 
 6 (applause.) 
 7  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 8  Our next speaker is Assembly 
 9 member Scott Stringer. 
 10  MR. SCOTT STRINGER:  Good 
 11 evening.  I serve in the State 
 12 Assembly and I represent the West 
 13 Side and Clinton community on the 
 14 other side of town and I'm here to 
 15 speak to you because my community 
 16 recognizes how important it is for 
 17 neighborhoods to build coalitions 
 18 when other communities are 
 19 threatened; their air, their life, 
 20 their quality of life and their 
 21 health.  So on behalf of my 
 22 constituents, we're here 
 23 (applause.) 
 24  And I thank all of you 
 25 because we're dealing with a small 
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 2 at Columbia found a link between 
 3 diesel exhaust and asthma rates. 
 4 Higher rates of diesel fumes were 
 5 emitted from large trucks found at 
 6 bus stations and waste transfer 
 7 stations. 
 8  Adjacent to the proposed 
 9 site on 91st Street is Asphalt 
 10 Green Park, a recreational space 
 11 used for swimming, basketball, 
 12 soccer and other sports by more 
 13 than 42 schools and 12,000 children 
 14 each year.  Why would we put at 
 15 risk 12,000 children?  It's not 
 16 worth it and we shouldn't do it 
 17 (applause.) 
 18  Now, these facilities don't 
 19 belong in the neighborhood, in 
 20 local neighborhoods for traffic 
 21 reasons.  Residents who live here 
 22 when the station was opened, 
 23 Assembly Bing says we'll tell you 
 24 about the long line of trucks 
 25 outside the facility, he'll tell 
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 2 you about the havoc the trucks 
 3 cause on the roads in and around 
 4 the neighborhood.  They will tell 
 5 you that there is far less heavy 
 6 traffic in the neighborhood today 
 7 because the station is in the past. 
 8 And we're here today to ensure that 
 9 the station stays that way, in the 
 10 past. 
 11  The Department of Sanitation 
 12 and the Mayor must reverse course 
 13 and furthermore, the proposed 
 14 station should go to a commercially 
 15 zoned location. 
 16  Now, I would urge you to 
 17 come up with a real master plan, 
 18 not just for this community, but 
 19 for the entire City.  We're 
 20 frustrated as neighborhood people 
 21 because we think that the resources 
 22 that the City brings to bear in 
 23 terms of planning and development 
 24 is about a patch of land on the 
 25 West Side, it's about a stadium 
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 2 speaker is Assembly member Pete 
 3 Grannis. 
 4  MR. PETE GRANNIS:  Good 
 5 evening Commissioner, I have a 
 6 longer statement which I've 
 7 submitted and ask that you include 
 8 in the record and I just want to 
 9 highlight a few points that I make 
 10 in my statement and I won't read it 
 11 to you. 
 12  We've obviously looked at 
 13 the generic impact statement very 
 14 carefully and I've come up with a 
 15 number of conclusions which I set 
 16 out in my statement that I think 
 17 that there are major deficiencies. 
 18  I've been in office a long 
 19 time, as many people in this room 
 20 may know and I've seen a number of 
 21 projects in which there have been 
 22 these very rosy statements about no 
 23 significant impact.  In fact, the 
 24 draft impact statement here claims 
 25 that this project will have no 
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 2 that shouldn't belong and if we 
 3 took our energy and resources and 
 4 worked with communities like this 
 5 and the local elected officials to 
 6 come up with a way to dispose of 
 7 our waste, we would all be 
 8 healthier, we would all be safer, 
 9 and we would be a better City 
 10 because of it. 
 11  So on behalf of the West 
 12 Side, we come here today to ask you 
 13 to change your mind, do the right 
 14 thing and we're going to work with 
 15 this community and other 
 16 communities Uptown and Downtown to 
 17 have a reasonable, sane policy as 
 18 regards to our waste.  Thank you 
 19 all very much (applause.) 
 20  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 21  THE AUDIENCE: Do the right 
 22 thing. 
 23  THE AUDIENCE: He doesn't 
 24 know how. 
 25  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Our next 
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 2 significant adverse impact on the 
 3 community. 
 4  I find that very troubling, 
 5 because my experience over the last 
 6 30 years has been those rosy 
 7 projections inevitably turn out to 
 8 be wrong when the project is 
 9 finally in place. 
 10  Whether it was converting 
 11 the 31 bus line to go all the way 
 12 across town because we were going 
 13 to take care of all the traffic, it 
 14 was going to be faster and easier, 
 15 or any of the projects, that 
 16 projections tend to be far more 
 17 optimistic on paper then they turn 
 18 out to be and the impacts tend to 
 19 be far worse. 
 20  The number of MTSs, marine 
 21 transfer stations as originally 
 22 planned to be converted was eight 
 23 and now we're down to four and I 
 24 suspect that a number of those 
 25 others, that they're no longer on 
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 2 the list, were kept put off the 
 3 list because of their proximity to 
 4 residential communities.  And I 
 5 think that that clearly is the case 
 6 here. 
 7  We are not going to sit by 
 8 and allow this residential 
 9 community that has no buffer zone, 
 10 no commercial buffer zone around 
 11 this project to serve as, to let 
 12 the Asphalt Green, DeKovats Park, 
 13 Stanley-Isaacs and the Holmes 
 14 Towers and the 15 or 20,000 people 
 15 who live in this community, the 
 16 immediate impact study area or 
 17 along York Avenue where these buses 
 18 and trucks are lined up to serve as 
 19 the human impacts for this project. 
 20 And that's just a prediction of 
 21 where we're going. 
 22  We certainly understand the 
 23 need for taking care of the garbage 
 24 and that no one community should 
 25 have to take everybody else's 
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 2 the amount of garbage that has to 
 3 be picked up. 
 4  Nowhere is that on this 
 5 Mayor's agenda and it hasn't been 
 6 on the prior Mayor's agenda either, 
 7 but I think it ought to be 
 8 certainly a factor in the 
 9 environmental impact statement. 
 10  Garbage disposal:  These 
 11 garbage grinders, long time banned 
 12 in the City, now no longer banned, 
 13 as you've upgraded the sewer 
 14 treatment plants.  It seems to me 
 15 there ought to be a much more 
 16 aggressive effort to try to bring 
 17 about the use of garbage grinders 
 18 to cut down on solid waste. 
 19  My family (applause) -- my 
 20 family grew up, I lived and grew up 
 21 in the Mid West and we had a 
 22 garbage grinder early on and I just 
 23 noticed that huge reduction in 
 24 garbage that comes about because of 
 25 the availability of these 
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 2 garbage, it's a tremendous problem 
 3 and I think we recognize that we 
 4 have an obligation; we generate 
 5 probably more garbage than almost 
 6 anybody else in the world.  And it 
 7 has to be taken care of and it's 
 8 not an easy task, that's why you're 
 9 paid the big bucks to come up with 
 10 the plans and we can come and give 
 11 you the free suggestions. 
 12  Unfortunately in this case, 
 13 as my colleagues have mentioned, we 
 14 don't have an easy suggestion.  But 
 15 I am troubled by the impact 
 16 statements failure to address waste 
 17 reduction strategies. 
 18  Liz Krueger mentioned 
 19 several.  There was support for an 
 20 expanded bottle bill, support for 
 21 doing away with excess packaging, 
 22 an issue that has been around. 
 23 It's a much an issue in Germany and 
 24 Europe where they do away with 
 25 excess packaging and cut down on 
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 2 predictions, these gadgets. 
 3  But finally, I just want to 
 4 mention again, the idea of having 
 5 these trucks line up, there is no 
 6 way in the world that I can accept 
 7 or not, I think the DEIS does not 
 8 properly reflect the fact that 
 9 these trucks are not going to be 
 10 accommodated in this new facility 
 11 or on the ramp, whether you've 
 12 covered it or not, which I think is 
 13 particularly a bad idea just for 
 14 the aesthetics of the community to 
 15 cover over the ramp, which I gather 
 16 is one proposal, but the idea that 
 17 these trucks are not going to end 
 18 up lining up along York Avenue 
 19 cutting off the sidewalks, cutting 
 20 off the views, taking up a lane of 
 21 traffic during rush hour where it's 
 22 already a traffic jam both leaving 
 23 the City, people getting on the FDR 
 24 Drive and coming in on the evening; 
 25 there are four bus routes that go 
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 2 along the York Avenue part of this 
 3 drive.  They terminate at 90th 
 4 Street and 91st Street and 92nd 
 5 Street, that's a turn-around.  It 
 6 is already a traffic jam and to add 
 7 hundreds of hundreds of trucks per 
 8 day during rush hour, during school 
 9 hours, during the work hours and 
 10 even on the weekend on Saturdays I 
 11 think is unacceptable and I really 
 12 sincerely doubt that the 
 13 environmental impact statement 
 14 review properly took that into 
 15 account. 
 16  So we call on you obviously 
 17 to look at other alternatives.  We 
 18 pledge to work with you; it's easy 
 19 for us to say don't do it here, we 
 20 understand that but I think each 
 21 one of us stands with you in trying 
 22 to be available and work with you 
 23 to try and find an alterative site. 
 24 This is not the site for a marine 
 25 transfer station. 
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 2 in terms of waste reduction have 
 3 not been fully studied and examined 
 4 and to sort of parachute this 
 5 marine transfer station into this 
 6 densely-packed neighborhood, is a 
 7 very, very, poor idea and I just 
 8 want to thank everyone who has come 
 9 out tonight, this is a very, very 
 10 important battle and I know all of 
 11 you have very, very busy lives, but 
 12 it's important to fight this fight 
 13 because this a bad idea. 
 14  And I would just say that 
 15 I'm beginning to feel, I got in 
 16 office five and a half years ago 
 17 and every time I see a draft 
 18 environmental impact study, it is 
 19 always a rather inadequate 
 20 document. 
 21  This document does not, it's 
 22 almost as if (applause) the -- it's 
 23 almost as if this is a sort of 
 24 constitutionally or structurally a 
 25 document which doesn't take into 
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 2  Thank you (applause.) 
 3  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 4  Our next speaker is Council 
 5 Member Eva Moskowitz (applause.) 
 6  MS. EVA MOSKOWITZ:  Good 
 7 evening and thank you for this 
 8 opportunity to testify.  I'll be 
 9 very brief. 
 10  This is a bad idea.  My 
 11 colleagues have enumerated all of 
 12 the reasons, health, safety, noise, 
 13 I can go on but I won't.  I think 
 14 it's very, very clear to those of 
 15 us who represent and live in this 
 16 neighborhood that this is the wrong 
 17 location. 
 18  And as my colleague Pete 
 19 Grannis said, we understand that 
 20 garbage is a City-wide problem and 
 21 that we have not -- that we need to 
 22 find collective solution to the 
 23 problem of disposing of waste. 
 24  But as my colleagues have 
 25 also mentioned, many alternatives 
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 2 account what everybody knows to be 
 3 the basic reality of neighborhood 
 4 life.  And I've seen so many of 
 5 these that you almost feel like 
 6 you're being set up. 
 7  I would urge you to go back 
 8 and recount the amount of garbage 
 9 that you're anticipating, the 
 10 number of trucks, the amount of 
 11 pollution; I didn't see very much 
 12 in here that I can agree with as an 
 13 accurate description.  It seems 
 14 awfully rosy and disingenuous. 
 15  I thank you for your time 
 16 and consideration (applause.) 
 17  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 18  Our next speaker is Jessica 
 19 Lappin representing Speaker Gifford 
 20 Miller. 
 21  MS. JESSICA MILLER:  "Good 
 22 evening.  And I'm submitting this 
 23 testimony tonight delivered by my 
 24 District Chief of Staff, Ms. 
 25 Jessica Lappin, to reiterate my 
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 2 opposition to reopening the East 
 3 91st Street Marine Transfer Station 
 4 and to address the draft 
 5 environmental impact statement for 
 6 the solid waste management plan. 
 7  As I have stated in the 
 8 past, I am a proponent of using 
 9 marine transfer stations for waste 
 10 removal in New York City.  In 
 11 general, I believe that the City 
 12 should be moving away from 
 13 land-based transfer stations. 
 14 However, I also believe that zoning 
 15 in the City should matter, and that 
 16 the residential character of a 
 17 proposed neighborhood should 
 18 matter.  As a result, I am opposed 
 19 to the Mayor's plan to reopen any 
 20 marine transfer station in the 
 21 heart of a densely populated 
 22 residential neighborhood. 
 23  I was opposed to reopening 
 24 the facility at 135th Street for 
 25 that reason, which is no longer 
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 2 usage and running the facility 24 
 3 hours a day, six days a week 
 4 creates no adverse environmental 
 5 impact?  It's ridiculous, it's 
 6 incomprehensible and it's 
 7 unacceptable. 
 8  In addition (applause) the 
 9 resulting impact on traffic caused 
 10 by nearly 800 truck trips to the 
 11 neighborhood a day, all day and all 
 12 night apparently, will not only 
 13 make York Avenue impassable and 
 14 potentially unsafe, but contribute 
 15 to a significant increase in noise 
 16 and air pollution in the area.  No 
 17 realistic and enforceable solution 
 18 is discussed or presented in the 
 19 draft EIS. 
 20  The DEIS also fails to 
 21 address the negative impact this 
 22 facility will have on our local 
 23 parks.  Carl Schurz Park and 
 24 Asphalt Green, as they were in the 
 25 scoping document, are getting 
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 2 part of the plan and I remain 
 3 opposed to the Mayor's plan to 
 4 reopen the 91st Street MTS and 
 5 wreak environmental and economic 
 6 havoc on our community. 
 7  In terms of the DEIS, I 
 8 would like to raise the following 
 9 points.  When the marine transfer 
 10 station at 91st Street was 
 11 previously in operation, it 
 12 received approximately 900 tons per 
 13 day of residential trash during 
 14 peak times.  This meant that it was 
 15 only in operation from 8 a.m. to 8 
 16 p.m.  This new facility is expected 
 17 to accommodate both residential and 
 18 commercial waste and receive at 
 19 least twice the tonnage it 
 20 previously did, if not four times 
 21 as much.  According to the DEIS, 
 22 that means the facility will 
 23 operate from 8 a.m. to 8 a.m. 
 24  How can the Department of 
 25 Sanitation argue that doubling the 
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 2 cursory mention and are practically 
 3 ignored.  As I have mentioned 
 4 before, Asphalt Green employees 250 
 5 people, sees 675,000 visits a year 
 6 and donates free services to 12,000 
 7 individuals a year and many of them 
 8 are children from 47 different 
 9 public schools throughout the City. 
 10  Carl Schurz is the largest 
 11 park exclusively located on the 
 12 Upper East Side.  And obviously 
 13 odors, air pollution, truck 
 14 traffic, these are all going to 
 15 impact upon these heavily used 
 16 public spaces. 
 17  In closing, I believe that 
 18 spending a hundred million dollars 
 19 to build an MTS at 91st Street is 
 20 bad policy, and that more 
 21 appropriate and sensible 
 22 alternatives exist to deal with 
 23 Manhattan's trash. 
 24  I appreciate the opportunity 
 25 to submit this testimony and 
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 2 respectfully request that the 
 3 content of these comments be 
 4 reflected in the final EIS. 
 5  Thank you (applause.) 
 6  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 7  Our next speaker is Micah 
 8 Kellner speaking on behalf of 
 9 Congresswoman Carolyn Maloney 
 10 (applause.) 
 11  MR. MICAH KELLNER:  I'm here 
 12 on behalf of Congresswoman Carolyn 
 13 Maloney who represents -- 
 14  THE AUDIENCE: Can't hear 
 15 you, speak into the mic. 
 16  MR. MICAH KELLNER: Hi, I'm 
 17 here on behalf of Congresswoman 
 18 Carolyn Maloney who represents New 
 19 York's 14th Congressional District 
 20 which is the proposed site of the 
 21 East 91st Street marine transfer 
 22 station. 
 23  This is the only MTS planned 
 24 for a heavily residential 
 25 neighborhood.  Not only will the 
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 2 examined in cursory detail, if at 
 3 all. 
 4  Consider the site is located 
 5 within blocks of Community Board 11 
 6 where the rates of asthma and other 
 7 respiratory ailments are among the 
 8 very highest of any neighborhood 
 9 anywhere in the United States. 
 10  These impacts must be 
 11 studied extensively before such a 
 12 massive and I’m assuming permanent 
 13 facility is located at this site 
 14 (applause.) 
 15  When the original marine 
 16 transfer station located at the 
 17 site was first built in 1940, the 
 18 neighborhood was very different. 
 19 This was still a manufacturing 
 20 district.  Since that time, the 
 21 residential population has 
 22 increased exponentially, 
 23 manufacturing ended and Asphalt 
 24 Green has become a park. 
 25  Indeed, under the current 
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 2 stench foul the air of this 
 3 community, but we're located near a 
 4 park that serves tens of thousands 
 5 of children from around the City. 
 6  The Congresswoman holds 
 7 severe reservations about the draft 
 8 environmental impact statement on 
 9 the proposed East 91st Street 
 10 marine transfer station which she 
 11 believes contains significant flaws 
 12 that reflect the quote, both heavy 
 13 deference to political, rather than 
 14 policy concerns (applause.) 
 15  First, the DEIS clearly does 
 16 not reflect the realities of 
 17 operating a marine transfer station 
 18 in a densely populated residential 
 19 community such as the Gracie Square 
 20 and Yorkville neighborhoods. 
 21 Specifically the impact of the 
 22 proposed site on the local air 
 23 quality, traffic patterns, 
 24 pediatric health, neighborhood open 
 25 space and public health, are 
 

 
    Page  57 
 1 
 2 Department of Sanitation siting 
 3 rules, a private transfer station 
 4 would not be permitted within 400 
 5 feet of a park.  It is wrong to set 
 6 aside those rules to allow a 
 7 massive public marine transfer 
 8 station at the East 91st Street 
 9 location adjacent to the Asphalt 
 10 Green building, the Asphalt Green 
 11 building and playing fields. 
 12  Reopening the MTS at the 
 13 East 91st Street site is not a 
 14 question of merely flipping a 
 15 switch or starting up the previous 
 16 MTS or even simply retrofitting, 
 17 the City wants to completely 
 18 demolish the current MTS and create 
 19 a new facility that would handle 
 20 more than four times the solid 
 21 waste that can be managed by the 
 22 station's current capacity. 
 23  The Department of Sanitation 
 24 has given no justification for why 
 25 the site is suitable for a massive 
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 2 brand new marine transfer station. 
 3 And if the City proceeds with the 
 4 new MTS, it should make every 
 5 concerted effort to examine 
 6 exhaustively, the possibility of 
 7 retrofitting at waterfront sites in 
 8 nonresidential neighborhoods 
 9 (applause.) 
 10  This DEIS fails to examine 
 11 many factors that would have a 
 12 major impact on the surrounding 
 13 community and most significantly, 
 14 the proposed facility would be 
 15 built to process 4000 tons of 
 16 garbage per day.  The DEIS however, 
 17 only considers the environmental 
 18 impact of 17 to 18 tons of garbage 
 19 per day, therefore violating the 
 20 State Environmental Quality Review 
 21 Act which mandates analyses at full 
 22 capacity. 
 23  It strains credibility to 
 24 assume that City Hall (applause) -- 
 25 it strains credibility to assume 
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 2 River Esplanade, all of which abut 
 3 the proposed site. 
 4  The DEIS presents only vague 
 5 descriptions of the dimensions and 
 6 appearance of the new MTS and goes 
 7 so far to suggest that it is said 
 8 to be twice the height of its 
 9 predecessor facility and it will 
 10 serve no visual impact on the 
 11 community.  The blank ignorance of 
 12 these factors lend itself to the 
 13 conclusion that the DEIS was 
 14 drafted to fit a preordained 
 15 conclusion in a manner reminiscent 
 16 of the trial court in Alice in 
 17 Wonderland (applause.) 
 18  The Congresswoman 
 19 understands that New York City 
 20 faces unique problems in dealing 
 21 with the problems of waste 
 22 management disposal.  We live in 
 23 one of the largest and most highly 
 24 developed regions in the country, 
 25 yet somehow we must find a way to 
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 2 that City Hall will really use less 
 3 then all of its capacity. 
 4  The DEIS also ignores the 
 5 possible negative impacts on air 
 6 quality and vehicular traffic 
 7 caused by the proposed demolition 
 8 and construction of the current 
 9 MTS.  Similarly, it fails to 
 10 address specifically how the siting 
 11 of this massive new facility would 
 12 affect the public uses of Asphalt 
 13 Green recreational facilities.  To 
 14 say that there will be no effect on 
 15 activities taking place at Asphalt 
 16 Green while construction is under 
 17 way is disingenuous or naive 
 18 (applause.) 
 19  In addition, the DEIS fails 
 20 to analyze the possible odor 
 21 pollution inflicted by the proposed 
 22 MTS on recreational faculties and 
 23 vital open spaces such as Asphalt 
 24 Green, Carl Schurz Park and the 
 25 John Jay Finley Walk on the East 
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 2 dispose of thousands of tons of 
 3 waste generated each day by New 
 4 York's residents, institutions and 
 5 businesses. 
 6  Given the current situation, 
 7 I'm glad this Mayor is taking on 
 8 the task of devising a solid waste 
 9 management plan for the entire 
 10 City, but in striving for fairness 
 11 by having a marine transfer station 
 12 in each borough, he's created a 
 13 nightmare for this residential 
 14 community and as a result, this is 
 15 distinctly unfair. 
 16  Thank you (applause.) 
 17  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 18  Our next speaker is Rick 
 19 Muller representing Manhattan 
 20 Borough President C. Virginia 
 21 Fields. 
 22  MR. RICK MULLER:  "Good 
 23 evening officials of the Department 
 24 of Sanitation, ladies and 
 25 gentlemen. 
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 2  I'm Rick Muller, and I'm 
 3 pleased to deliver the comments of 
 4 Manhattan Borough President C. 
 5 Virginia Fields on the draft 
 6 environmental impact statement of 
 7 the new solid waste management plan 
 8 of New York City. 
 9  While comments on all 
 10 aspects of the SWMP DEIS have been 
 11 solicited, the obvious focus of 
 12 this meeting is the evaluation of 
 13 impacts from the proposed 
 14 demolition, rebuilding and 
 15 operation of a new expanded marine 
 16 transfer station at 91st Street on 
 17 the East River. 
 18  While Borough President 
 19 Fields has supported the use of 
 20 barge and rail as environmentally 
 21 responsible ways of transporting 
 22 our City's solid waste, she opposed 
 23 the expansion of this and the other 
 24 facilities when the administration 
 25 released its plan because of 
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 2 proportionally attributed 
 3 residential and commercial waste 
 4 should be performed to comply with 
 5 the reasonable worst-case 
 6 requirement.  Absent this analysis, 
 7 it is impossible to judge the 
 8 acceptability of a facility that 
 9 will operate day and night, six 
 10 days of every week. 
 11  Borough President Fields has 
 12 consistently objected to the fact 
 13 that access to the MTS cuts through 
 14 Asphalt Green and the DEIS does not 
 15 address that issue beyond the 
 16 assertion that there will be some 
 17 form of noise barriers erected. 
 18 Moreover, there are no drawings, 
 19 illustrations or simulations that 
 20 would allow a reader to get an idea 
 21 of what the actual visual impact of 
 22 the MTS will be on users of Asphalt 
 23 Green, not to mention on residents 
 24 in nearby buildings. 
 25  Whether or not it will be 
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 2 concerns about local impacts. 
 3  The DEIS does not allay these 
 4 concerns and Borough President 
 5 Fields remains opposed to the 
 6 reopening of this facility based on 
 7 the densely residential character 
 8 of this neighborhood and the access 
 9 ramp that cuts through Asphalt 
 10 Green. 
 11  Though the 91st Street 
 12 marine transfer station is proposed 
 13 to be built with a capacity of 
 14 4,290 tons per day, the DEIS bases 
 15 its analysis on less than half of 
 16 that at 1700 to 1800 tpd.  If this 
 17 is the maximum amount proposed to 
 18 be processed at this location, why 
 19 is such a large facility necessary? 
 20 It is hard to avoid the conclusion, 
 21 in spite of assertions to the 
 22 contrary, that capacity in excess 
 23 of the residential stream will be 
 24 taken up by commercial waste.  The 
 25 analysis of processing 4290 tpd of 
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 2 possible to actually avoid queuing 
 3 of trucks on the nearby streets, it 
 4 is also a matter of great concern 
 5 to Borough President Fields that 
 6 private commercial waste hauler 
 7 trucks are incredibly polluting, so 
 8 that is it of crucial importance to 
 9 analyze the air quality and noise 
 10 impacts of these vehicles on the 
 11 surrounding neighborhood in a 
 12 reasonably worst-case scenario. 
 13  With regard to alternatives, 
 14 the DEIS should disclose precisely 
 15 the technical, legal and other 
 16 parameters that have lead the 
 17 Department of Sanitation to plan on 
 18 using East 91st Street and not West 
 19 135th Street.  In addition, the 
 20 Manhattan Citizens' Solid Waste 
 21 Advisory Board has used Department 
 22 of Sanitation criteria to identify 
 23 potential sites over and above the 
 24 sites already evaluated.  It 
 25 appears the Department has 
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 2 determined that none of the four 
 3 additional sites evaluated in the 
 4 commercial waste study are suitable 
 5 for export.  However, the existing 
 6 MTSs would also not be suitable 
 7 were Department of Sanitation to 
 8 apply the same criteria used to 
 9 disqualify the other four. 
 10  The DEIS should include an 
 11 analysis of the feasibility of 
 12 using the sites identified by the 
 13 Manhattan SWAB as well as a more 
 14 complete investigation of the four 
 15 in the commercial waste study.  The 
 16 DEIS should have disclosed the 
 17 technical, legal and other 
 18 obstacles to their use in order for 
 19 the public to be able to fully 
 20 evaluate the various alternatives. 
 21  Borough President Fields 
 22 believes that a more thorough and 
 23 accurate analysis of the potential 
 24 impacts of building an MTS for 
 25 containerization of residential and 
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 2  "Whereas, the City of New 
 3 York has presented the 
 4 comprehensive solid waste 
 5 management plan draft environmental 
 6 impact statement, and specifically 
 7 the draft environmental impact 
 8 statement for the reopening of the 
 9 marine transfer station at 91st 
 10 Street, be it resolved Community 
 11 Board 8 has the following comments 
 12 to make to the draft EIS:  The MTS 
 13 at 91st Street will be built with a 
 14 capacity of 4,290 tons per day of 
 15 waste.  Yet the DEIS only analyzes 
 16 the environmental impact of 1700 to 
 17 1800 tons per day.  Why would the 
 18 City build a bigger site than 
 19 necessary?  And if the expanded 
 20 site will be used to capacity, none 
 21 of the analysis in the DEIS will be 
 22 accurate.  All things studied, 
 23 traffic, noise, odor and health 
 24 will have a greater impact than 
 25 what is studied in the DEIS. 
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 2 commercial waste at East 91st 
 3 Street would lead to the conclusion 
 4 that there would be too many 
 5 unmitigatable impacts for its 
 6 construction to be considered 
 7 acceptable. 
 8  Thank you for the 
 9 opportunity to comment (applause.) 
 10  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 11  Our next speaker is Jackie 
 12 Ludorf, Community Board Eight 
 13 (applause.) 
 14  MS. JACKIE LUDORF:  I'm 
 15 Jackie Ludorf, Chair of the 
 16 Environmental and Sanitation 
 17 Committee of Community Board Eight, 
 18 and as such, I am delivering this 
 19 resolution as presented and as 
 20 proposed on the December 15, 2004 
 21 full board meeting of Community 
 22 Board Eight. 
 23  This resolution was adopted 
 24 by a vote of 25 in favor, zero 
 25 opposed and zero abstentions. 
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 2  There has never been a 
 3 sufficient alternative analysis. 
 4 The marine transfer station at 91st 
 5 Street is being reopened only 
 6 because it already exists.  Other 
 7 alternatives were denied because 
 8 they were sited close to a park 
 9 whereas, the 91st Street MTS cuts 
 10 through Asphalt Green, a park and 
 11 is near Carl Schurz Park 
 12 (applause.) 
 13  There does not seem to be a 
 14 comprehensive cost/benefit 
 15 analysis.  There is mention of our 
 16 fees being solicited to determine 
 17 cost and mention of revenues for 
 18 permitting fees, but there are no 
 19 revenue expense projections for the 
 20 whole project or the MTS at 91st 
 21 Street.  There is no mention of 
 22 construction cost, operating cost; 
 23 will the 60 people who work there 
 24 be new-hires?  None of these 
 25 questions are answered.  They're 
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 2 important questions to the 
 3 taxpayers of the City of New York. 
 4  Mention is made of traffic 
 5 studies done in a model using 2003 
 6 data.  Does this model consider the 
 7 construction of the Second Avenue 
 8 Subway?  The articulated buses 
 9 which often come two together and 
 10 take up a whole block?  What about 
 11 an actual simulation of Sanitation 
 12 trucks running during the three 
 13 peak periods rather than just a 
 14 model? 
 15  Several residents complained 
 16 about the length -- several 
 17 residents already complained about 
 18 the length of time it takes to 
 19 travel in our neighborhood on any 
 20 given day.  Surely the Sanitation 
 21 trucks will make it worse. 
 22  The draft EIS also mentions 
 23 that things in the Vinegar Factory 
 24 would not be impacted as many 
 25 customers walk.  What about 
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 2 than currently exists.  Even if the 
 3 noise falls within EPA guidelines, 
 4 that is not the issue.  The issue 
 5 is that this is one of the quietest 
 6 neighborhoods in the City and the 
 7 MTS with its cranes, front-end 
 8 loaders and waste delivery systems 
 9 will have to create more noise, 
 10 especially at night. 
 11  Noise mitigation measures 
 12 includes such things as noise 
 13 reduction at residential property 
 14 lines, the installation of 
 15 replacement windows and air 
 16 conditioning units.  The mere 
 17 suggestion of such things 
 18 guarantees noise much greater than 
 19 currently occurs. 
 20  The 20-page plan has been -- 
 21 the 20-year plan has been lauded by 
 22 some as taking diesel trucks off 
 23 the road and using waterways to 
 24 transport garage.  Does the 91st 
 25 Street MTS have to take the 
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 2 delivery trucks?  How will 
 3 Sanitation crates and trucks pass 
 4 them as they are making deliveries? 
 5  There is mention of the 
 6 potential for odor; Sanitation 
 7 trucks are not kept neat and don't 
 8 allow for spillage.  Is there a 
 9 clean Sanitation truck in 
 10 operation?  They all will smell, 
 11 all 800 of them.  A DEIS should say 
 12 if garbage trucks are kept clean 
 13 and neat, there will be no odor. 
 14  There have been several 
 15 discussions of fair share and why 
 16 this concept demands a marine 
 17 transfer station at 91st Street. 
 18 In terms of commercial waste, what 
 19 about the restaurants and places of 
 20 businesses and entertainment that 
 21 are used by people from all over 
 22 the City and the world?  Yes, the 
 23 garbage is in the CB8 area, but not 
 24 all created by us. 
 25  There will be more noise 
 

 
    Page  73 
 1 
 2 residential waste and commercial 
 3 waste from CDs 5, 6, 8 and 11, will 
 4 we not have just as many diesel 
 5 garbage trucks transporting garbage 
 6 to Lower Manhattan up to 91st 
 7 Street?  Thank you (applause.) 
 8  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 9  Our next speaker is Philip 
 10 Opher. 
 11  MR. PHILIP OPHER:  Good 
 12 evening, I'm Philip Opher. 
 13  MR. SZARPANSKI: Wait, we'll 
 14 fix your microphone. 
 15  MR. PHILIP OPHER: I'm Philip 
 16 Opher.  PHD in Economics and 
 17 retired vice president, vice 
 18 president in the Parsons 
 19 Engineering concern, working 
 20 internationally and for the City of New 
 21 York. 
 22  First of all, I would like 
 23 to wish you happy holiday because 
 24 this hearing on the 20th of December 
 25 is organized six days before 
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 2 Christmas.  In the former hearing 
 3 on the 28th of June, was organized 
 4 six days before 4th of July 
 5 (applause.) 
 6  As they say, "once by 
 7 chance, twice by design." 
 8  The thing that most of the 
 9 matters I wanted to speak was well 
 10 covered by other speakers up to 
 11 now, makes me to just pinpoint 
 12 several items that I am concerned 
 13 about. 
 14  One of the items is the new 
 15 siting rules issued by the 
 16 Department of Sanitation which are 
 17 approved or are not approved yet, 
 18 you cannot understand from the text 
 19 that you received, we received from 
 20 Sanitation. 
 21  The items in this siting 
 22 regulations that notify me, are 
 23 first a change of the definition of 
 24 the 400 feet buffer zone between 
 25 the station and residential school, 
 

 
    Page  76 
 1 
 2 Now, in the new documents I see 
 3 something very unclearly expressed 
 4 that we are expected to abide by 
 5 the zoning regulations of the build 
 6 year; the build year being 2006. 
 7  It is true, is it a fantasy, 
 8 I don't know.  How can you build on 
 9 the basis of a zoning resolution of 
 10 the future?  (applause.) 
 11  In general, the attention 
 12 that the Sanitation Department give 
 13 to the testimonies of the public 
 14 was very poor.  At the meeting on 
 15 June 28th, 240 people either spoke 
 16 or presented letters to the 
 17 Department.  The Department -- out 
 18 of this 240, there are over 20 
 19 positions and over ten lawyers. 
 20 The Department promised to help out 
 21 statements of testimonies presented 
 22 and shown, we understood to the 
 23 public, to the media, to the public 
 24 officials.  No, this was not done. 
 25  For four months our 
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 2 hospital areas.  They want to 
 3 change this rules by having the 
 4 middle starting at the building and 
 5 not at the property line, not at 
 6 the property boarder. 
 7  In order to accommodate the 
 8 91st Street station situation in 
 9 which an alley or the lane and the 
 10 ramp are coming into the station 
 11 from York Avenue, and the front of 
 12 this alley is facing York Avenue, 
 13 is highly residential content and 
 14 also is bordering on both sides, 
 15 park, so it's not 400 feet, it's 
 16 one feet between boundary and the 
 17 park (applause.) 
 18  The other item in the zoning 
 19 is that you cannot understand which 
 20 zoning resolution is going to be 
 21 utilized.  In the beginning of our 
 22 -- we say here, when we started 
 23 speaking with the Department of 
 24 Sanitation, the zoning regulation 
 25 in court was that of May 2004. 
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 2 statements were hidden.  At the end 
 3 of October, it is the first we 
 4 started to see of them in a 
 5 indirect manner as follows:  The 
 6 testimonies were gathered in a CD 
 7 ROM, that CD ROM and the letters 
 8 were photographed in the CD ROM. 
 9 They were not distributed to the 
 10 public together with your documents 
 11 on October, but they were kept in 
 12 the CD ROM and you could obtain the 
 13 CD ROM if requested. 
 14  By the way, I send a 
 15 request, a written request of which 
 16 I have a proof on the website to 
 17 the Department of Sanitation, there 
 18 was no answer (applause.) 
 19  The statements of the 240 
 20 people were summarized the way they 
 21 knew, and presented as a table, 
 22 which in itself is an attachment to 
 23 the documents presented in October. 
 24 I tabulated that table.  I found 
 25 that there were 31 comments in 
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 2 regard to the 91st Street station, 
 3 very few of which, only one was 
 4 accepted and 30 were rejected.  Of 
 5 the ones that were rejected, many 
 6 were misunderstood. 
 7  The level of comprehension 
 8 of the people that work for you is 
 9 under question.  I can give an 
 10 example of understanding.  Somebody 
 11 asked what about ambulances.  The 
 12 answer was, the trucks will give 
 13 priority to the ambulance.  The 
 14 person that give this answer did 
 15 not understand that York Avenue is 
 16 an avenue of ambulances.  We are 
 17 serving seven major hospitals of 
 18 the area.  And to think that you 
 19 are going to block this with 
 20 garbage trucks is going to create a 
 21 lot of problems.  It could create, 
 22 could generate or could be the 
 23 cause of death from many people 
 24 brought by the ambulance to a 
 25 hospital (applause.) 
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 2  MS. MARJORIE MACLACHLAN:  We 
 3 know each other by now.  It's 
 4 Marjorie Flanagin Maclachlan. 
 5  Gosh, what do you have to do 
 6 to kill a project in this town, I 
 7 don't know.  I can't believe we're 
 8 here.  I can't believe that you 
 9 dismissed the comments of the 
 10 hundreds and hundreds of people 
 11 that spoke at the last hearing. 
 12 Every elected official (applause) 
 13 that represents this neighborhood 
 14 except Mayor Bloomberg. 
 15  The New York Times, both the 
 16 papers from the West and East Side, 
 17 I can't believe you hired a firm, a 
 18 great firm I am sure, to say we 
 19 want to hear from you and then went 
 20 on to solicit comments on only a 
 21 residential trash plan that claims 
 22 it's just going to be what it was 
 23 in the past.  You know that's not 
 24 true, it's 4000 tons of trash, more 
 25 than half of which is commercial. 
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 2  In general, I would say that 
 3 the program of the City based on 
 4 constructing transfer stations is 
 5 inferior to the way garbage is 
 6 transferred today.  It looks like 
 7 low technology, but is actually 
 8 much more efficient. 
 9  Queuing in itself is one of 
 10 the most uneconomical or 
 11 inefficient effects.  Chain is as 
 12 good as its weakest link and the 
 13 queue is as good as the poorest or 
 14 the worst truck. 
 15  If you have hundreds of 
 16 independents, of independent trucks 
 17 moving around the City, if one of 
 18 them breaks down, this doesn't 
 19 bring to a halt an entire facility. 
 20  Thank you very much 
 21 (applause.) 
 22  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 23 for your comments. 
 24  Our next speaker is Marjorie 
 25 McClachlan. 
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 2 That's not fair, that's not right. 
 3  Have you no sense of civic 
 4 responsibility?  Do you really 
 5 believe it's appropriate to hold a 
 6 hearing when the document that 
 7 forms the premise of that hearing 
 8 is incorrect in its representation 
 9 of what the environmental impact 
 10 will be of the new marine transfer 
 11 station? 
 12  There is no way it can be 
 13 appropriate to have chosen a site 
 14 that is going through a playground 
 15 in the middle of one of the most 
 16 density populated residential 
 17 neighborhoods of New York City. 
 18 Why choose this site?  Well, in the 
 19 words of a recent author, "Because 
 20 you could or you thought you could" 
 21 because 60 years ago, someone set 
 22 up a marine transfer station here 
 23 when the neighborhood was 
 24 extraordinarily different.  Did not 
 25 have in any sense, the same number 
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 2 of residents, wasn't even 
 3 residential, it was probably 
 4 lightly commercial. 
 5  When you look at the choice 
 6 of this site, I really want to get 
 7 a reporter interested in this. 
 8 Where's the due diligence?  Where's 
 9 the search for alternative sites? 
 10 Why pick this, just because it was 
 11 there?  Just because the process 
 12 for approval might be easier? 
 13 There have to have been other 
 14 sites.  If you'd really done the 
 15 due diligence, and I'm sure that 
 16 the orders go way up, I don't just 
 17 blame you, but if due diligence was 
 18 really done to find an appropriate 
 19 site, I don't think that we would 
 20 be here today (applause.) 
 21  To add insult to injury, the 
 22 proposal has been built as a way to 
 23 make the haves deal with problems 
 24 that the have-nots have suffered 
 25 from for years.  Have not what? 
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 2 time.  Take your time. 
 3  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Please wrap 
 4 it up, there are many, many more 
 5 people. 
 6  MS. MARJORIE MACLACHLAN:  As 
 7 others will address and as my 
 8 written comments have addressed, 
 9 this plan pits 800 trucks of trash 
 10 against school children, 600 plus 
 11 city buses and our handicapped 
 12 citizens, every citizen imaginable. 
 13  We have elected officials to 
 14 represent our best interest, it is 
 15 their legal and moral obligation to 
 16 do so.  Every elected 
 17 representative from this 
 18 neighborhood except Mayor Bloomberg 
 19 is against the opening of the 
 20 marine transfer station (applause.) 
 21  Are you not obligated to act 
 22 in the public interest as well? 
 23 How can this plan, which threatens 
 24 a vital, beautiful, thriving part 
 25 of our City, Gracie Mansion, 
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 2 Have not asthma?  We have an asthma 
 3 clinic on 96st Street and First 
 4 Avenue.  And asthma, despite what 
 5 other people have said, it's not 
 6 just the diesel fumes, it's rats and 
 7 cockroaches and allergens as well. 
 8  So you'll be putting an 
 9 asthma-causer at the southern part 
 10 of East Harlem as well as the 
 11 northern waste site. 
 12  Have not odor.  Have not 
 13 vermin.  Have not pollution.  Have 
 14 not noise.  No one should suffer 
 15 these assaults.  No one should have 
 16 them at their doorstep, in their 
 17 playgrounds, in their parks, no 
 18 one.  Is it an economic issue? 
 19 What a sliding scale that is in 
 20 today's world. 
 21  And also it ignores who in 
 22 fact is the (bell rings) population 
 23 that you're directing this insult 
 24 on.  I'm sorry if I'm out of time. 
 25  THE AUDIENCE:  Take your 
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 2 Asphalt Green, Carl Schurz Park, 
 3 the waterfront on 225th Street, 
 4 countless residents, be approved? 
 5 Step up, do the right thing, please 
 6 we know you can and we're here to 
 7 help if we can do anything 
 8 (applause.) 
 9  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 10  Our next speaker is Elaine 
 11 Friedman. 
 12  MS. ELAINE FRIEDMAN:  Good 
 13 evening.  My name is Elaine 
 14 Friedman, this is my daughter 
 15 Halley (indicating) age three. 
 16 This is my son Grant, age six. 
 17  These are two of the 12,000 
 18 children who will not be able to 
 19 sleep because you're trucking 
 20 commercial garbage all night or 
 21 breathe because you're trucking in 
 22 residential garbage everyday, 24 
 23 hours a day, seven days a week 
 24 (applause.) 
 25  My family and I live in 
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 2 Gracie Point, the neighborhood 
 3 surrounding the East 92st Street 
 4 transfer station.  My husband Gary 
 5 and I are attorneys as well as 
 6 concerned parents.  I'm a member of 
 7 the board of directors at Gracie 
 8 Gardens, a neighborhood apartment 
 9 complex. 
 10  My family uses the 
 11 neighborhood's parks and 
 12 recreational spaces extensively. 
 13 Both children take numerous classes 
 14 at Asphalt Green.  We bike along 
 15 the greenway and go sledding in the 
 16 wintertime in Carl Schurz Park. 
 17 Our children love having play dates 
 18 outside with their friends in the 
 19 playgrounds at Asphalt Green and 
 20 Carl Schurz. 
 21  The Sanitation Department, 
 22 the mayor and environmentalists 
 23 favoring the reopening of the 
 24 transfer station argue that every 
 25 borough should process its own 
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 2 monstrosity on the neighborhoods 
 3 residents, traffic patterns and 
 4 parks. 
 5  Garbage dumps clearly do not 
 6 belong in any neighborhoods where 
 7 children live and play.  The health 
 8 and well being of our children and 
 9 other vulnerable residents by far 
 10 outweigh the political gamesmanship 
 11 on this issue.  Solving the City's 
 12 garbage crisis should not place 
 13 children at risk and cost upwards 
 14 of 85 million dollars borne by us, 
 15 the City taxpayers, to satisfy a 
 16 highly politicized and suspect 
 17 concept of fairness. 
 18  In closing, I'm going to 
 19 read to you from a letter that will 
 20 be submitted to you by Grant, who is a  
 21 little shy about speaking. 
 22  And he says, "Dear Mr. 
 23 Szarpanski, I am six years old, if 
 24 that garbage dump is reopened, 
 25 there will be no place to play or 
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 2 waste.  This is a laudable goal but 
 3 it is nonsense to conclude that 
 4 environmental fairness mandates 
 5 that a monster garbage dump must be 
 6 located in a densely populated 
 7 residential neighborhood, home to 
 8 tens of thousands of children and 
 9 elderly people. 
 10  Even a child can grasp that 
 11 supposed barriers and trees planted 
 12 alongside the facility and a 
 13 purported sophisticated odor 
 14 control system will not mitigate in 
 15 the slightest, the serious health 
 16 consequences from pollution, filth 
 17 and vermin associated with transfer 
 18 station operations. 
 19  Significant public green 
 20 spaces namely Asphalt Green and 
 21 Carl Schurz, will be seriously 
 22 compromised should this transfer 
 23 station reopen.  The DEIS is wholly 
 24 inadequate in addressing the 
 25 effects of this proposed ten-story 
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 2 ride bikes in my neighborhood 
 3 because it will smell so bad. 
 4  I play at Asphalt Green and 
 5 Carl Schurz Park all the time and I 
 6 love those places.  One garbage 
 7 truck smells bad and pollutes the 
 8 air, (bell rings) what will it be 
 9 like with many, many garbage trucks 
 10 lined up on the streets? 
 11  Once I passsed some garbage on 
 12 the street and it smelled so bad I 
 13 wanted to throw up.  That's what it 
 14 will be like all the time if you 
 15 open up that garage dump.  Please 
 16 don't do it.  Thank you." 
 17 (applause) 
 18  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 19  Our next speaker is Greg 
 20 Costello. 
 21  MR. GREG COSTELLO:  Okay, if 
 22 I do this will it work? 
 23  There really isn't -- by the 
 24 way, I am a resident, Greg Costello 
 25 resident, just a guy. 
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 2  The Department of 
 3 Sanitation's siting rules really 
 4 are not confusing.  They stipulate 
 5 that a garbage dump or a marine 
 6 transfer station is prohibited from 
 7 being built within 400 feet of a 
 8 park or a residence. 
 9  Now, the East 91st Street 
 10 marine transfer station, as you all 
 11 know and as the slide presentation 
 12 showed, is within 400 feet of parks 
 13 and residences. 
 14  This is just flat out 
 15 cheating.  It's not about changing 
 16 (applause) the rules that, those 
 17 are the Department's siting rules 
 18 now.  And so they're going to build 
 19 the place anyway, it's cheating. 
 20  Now, below 14th Street, 
 21 these trucks are going to take 
 22 garbage and go directly to New 
 23 Jersey to incineration.  Above 
 24 125th Street, these trucks are 
 25 going to go directly to New Jersey 
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 2 violation of the lives of 60,000 of 
 3 us good people. 
 4  Fact number three, this is a 
 5 perfect example of government using 
 6 excessive power against the will of 
 7 the people that are affected 
 8 (applause.) 
 9  Fact number 4, and I'm happy 
 10 to be the one to get to say this, 
 11 what this really is, if you're 
 12 wondering why the garbage doesn't 
 13 go straight to New Jersey for 
 14 incineration (bell rings), it's 
 15 because this is a political power 
 16 play by the Mayor's office designed 
 17 for one purpose only, and that is 
 18 to undermine his chief political 
 19 foe next year, a guy by the name of 
 20 Gifford Miller.  That's what this 
 21 is about (applause.)  And so and 
 22 I'm done, let's stop this madness, 
 23 stop this silliness, the garbage 
 24 between 14th and 125th needs to go 
 25 directly to New Jersey for 
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 2 for incineration.  Between 14th 
 3 Street and 125th Street, these 
 4 trucks ought to go directly to New 
 5 Jersey for incineration (applause.) 
 6 But that's not what the plan is. 
 7 Instead, these trucks are going to 
 8 work their way between 14th and 
 9 125th to the opposite way from New 
 10 Jersey, they're going to go to the 
 11 East Side of Manhattan Island and 
 12 north to one spot.  That one spot 
 13 is where 60,000 of us people live. 
 14 And then, they're going to move it 
 15 around and repack it and they're 
 16 going to send it back all the way 
 17 back around Manhattan Island.  Then 
 18 it turns the corners and then it's 
 19 going to go to New Jersey for 
 20 incineration.  So that brings to 
 21 light four facts. 
 22  Fact number one:  This is a 
 23 violation of the Department's own 
 24 siting rules (applause.) 
 25  Fact number two, this is a 
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 2 incineration like the rest of it is 
 3 going.  Thank you (applause.) 
 4  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 5  Our next speaker is City 
 6 Council Member Gale Brewer. 
 7 (applause.) 
 8  MS. GALE BREWER:  Thank you 
 9 very much.  I obviously represent 
 10 the West Side of Manhattan from 
 11 54th Street to 96th Street and that 
 12 is all the way from Hudson over to 
 13 Central Park.  So I'm a bit of an 
 14 interloper and I need a passport to 
 15 come over to the East Side. 
 16  But I'm here because on 59th 
 17 Street and the Hudson River there 
 18 is, of course, a marine transfer 
 19 station which now a couple days a 
 20 week takes paper to New Jersey. 
 21 There aren't many residents there 
 22 unlike here.  It is however, soon 
 23 to have residences there and there's 
 24 a building that Mr. Durst is 
 25 putting up called the Helena which 
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 2 will have many, many residents. 
 3 And of course the Trump site will 
 4 be developed just to the north. 
 5 And I met today with the developer 
 6 who's building in the area. 
 7  So there will be a great 
 8 many residents and this is our 
 9 concern:  Not only do I support 
 10 much of what has been discussed 
 11 here because there's been a great 
 12 deal of change in terms of the 
 13 plan.  On the West Side for 
 14 instance, there was to be 
 15 residential.  It's now to be all 
 16 commercial in Manhattan, although 
 17 of course, there's some discussion. 
 18 But on the East Side here there 
 19 will be residential and commercial. 
 20 And the fact of the matter is there 
 21 isn't any clarity or transparency. 
 22 And I have listened extensively to 
 23 what Eva said, to what Gifford 
 24 Miller had said about the need for 
 25 more fair share.  I'm very aware, I'm 
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 2 residential waste in one place in 
 3 Manhattan, we want our fair share 
 4 but we don't want all of it.  And 
 5 there are many opportunities to 
 6 think differently about this entire 
 7 project. 
 8  Thank you very much and I 
 9 look forward to continue East and 
 10 West and all of Manhattan working 
 11 together (applause.) 
 12  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 13  Our next speaker is Tony 
 14 Ard. 
 15  MR. TONY ARD: 
 16 Mr. Szarpanski, again, thank you 
 17 for hosting this effort on the part 
 18 of people to speak their minds. 
 19  I'm sorry that our comments 
 20 before seemed to have fallen on 
 21 deaf ears.  That probably explains 
 22 why many of us are speaking louder 
 23 tonight. 
 24  I'm the President of the 
 25 Gracie Point Community Council, 
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 2 the least limited person anybody 
 3 can imagine, I think many of you in 
 4 the audience know that, but the 
 5 fact of the matter is none of us, 
 6 without trucks that are 100 percent 
 7 alternative fuel, without the 
 8 opportunity to think of every kind 
 9 of technology possible, to keep the 
 10 waste at its surface.  And even the 
 11 Helena, which is one of the most 
 12 environmentally sensitive buildings 
 13 with the Baxter Building, they are 
 14 working hard to keep the waste in 
 15 either some kind of recycling or 
 16 figure out a way that it doesn't 
 17 end up in any kind of sewer system. 
 18 The fact of the matter is is that's 
 19 not being done and we asked about 
 20 the commercial trucks on the West 
 21 Side and were not told that there 
 22 will be alternative fuel. 
 23  So I'm here to support you 
 24 to say that we don't want all of 
 25 the commercial or all of the 
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 2 it's an association of residents, 
 3 owners, institutions, businesses, 
 4 and providers of goods and services 
 5 on the Upper East Side. 
 6  One of the things that I 
 7 would like to say on behalf of the 
 8 community here is that the people 
 9 in this community have not, do not, 
 10 and will not advocate that other 
 11 communities accept Manhattan's 
 12 waste.  Indeed, our residential 
 13 waste is not now going to those 
 14 communities. 
 15  The way in which the 
 16 Department on behalf of the City 
 17 has gone about its planning, has 
 18 pitted, rather cynically in my 
 19 opinion, neighborhoods against each 
 20 other. 
 21  The health and safety of a 
 22 child in one neighborhood is no 
 23 more or no less important than the 
 24 health and safety of the child in 
 25 another neighborhood (applause.) 
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 2  We are pleading, we are 
 3 demanding that the Department use 
 4 the resources of this City that are 
 5 available; a lot of studies have 
 6 been done at Columbia University, 
 7 for example, in identifying 
 8 alternatives that are less 
 9 destructive and less disruptive and 
 10 now is the time to start 
 11 (applause.) 
 12  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 13  Our next speaker is Carroll 
 14 Tweedy. 
 15  MS. CAROL TWEEDY:  Thank 
 16 you.  My name is Carol Tweedy and 
 17 I'm the Executive Director of 
 18 Asphalt Green.  I thank you for 
 19 this opportunity to comment and I 
 20 also want to thank all of our 
 21 friends who come out on this very 
 22 freezing evening so inconveniently 
 23 right before Christmas to express 
 24 their support for Asphalt Green 
 25 (applause.) 
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 2 lifetime health through sport and 
 3 fitness and affecting 70 billion 
 4 dollars that's spent additionally 
 5 in this country and health care 
 6 costs that could be avoided with 
 7 people who were physically active. 
 8  No one is affected more than 
 9 the Asphalt Green should this plan 
 10 for a ten story, 100-foot high 
 11 garbage dock be implemented. 
 12  I think if I were part of 
 13 the administration or a politician, 
 14 I could understand what is 
 15 happening better, but since I am 
 16 not, I'm totally befuddled by the 
 17 inclusion of the 91st Street 
 18 garbage dock in the solid waste 
 19 management plan. 
 20  Asphalt Green has been a 
 21 partner with the City.  The City 
 22 owns the land and the buildings in 
 23 which we operate.  The City has 
 24 invested ten million dollars in 
 25 capital rehabilitation projects on 
 

 
    Page  99 
 1 
 2  In previous testimony, I 
 3 have described the role of Asphalt 
 4 Green and for the purposes of 
 5 brevity tonight, I will give just a 
 6 few brief facts. 
 7  We serve over 42,000 people 
 8 every year and to clarify some of 
 9 the mistreatments that have been 
 10 made by others, 80 percent of those 
 11 who use us are children.  So that 
 12 means over 30,000 children use us 
 13 every year. 
 14  Over 12,000 of those receive 
 15 totally free services from us as 
 16 part of our mission to bring sports 
 17 and fitness for a lifetime.  We're 
 18 not just a neighborhood facility, 
 19 we're a City-wide facility.  Last 
 20 year, 124 different institutions 
 21 from all around the City used our 
 22 highly used campus. 
 23  Our tag line-- sports and 
 24 fitness for a lifetime, says it all. 
 25 We're concerned with providing 
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 2 the campus.  This City has 
 3 benefited from the additional 30 
 4 million that has been raised 
 5 privately.  So this is the City's 
 6 own asset which it is choosing to 
 7 devalue. 
 8  Between 1999, when the 
 9 marine transfer station closed and 
 10 today, Asphalt Green has grown 33 
 11 percent.  We believe that this 
 12 would not have happened had the 
 13 marine transfer station been 
 14 operating.  And I am surprised that 
 15 our comments in the previous 
 16 hearing about the analysis of the 
 17 economic impacts at Asphalt Green 
 18 continue to be ignored in the 
 19 current DEIS. 
 20  We all know that when these 
 21 opened previously, the smells were 
 22 so awful that parents withdrew 
 23 their children from day camp.  And 
 24 a current review of our operations 
 25 and some preliminary focus 
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 2 interviews suggest that our users 
 3 will go away with increased 
 4 traffic, smells and dirt from a 
 5 newly built garbage dock 
 6 (applause.) 
 7  This economic impact will 
 8 affect the 250 people who work at 
 9 Asphalt Green, who come from all 
 10 over the City, every single 
 11 borough. 
 12  The siting issues have been 
 13 mentioned.  The City chooses to 
 14 ignore the rule of siting a 
 15 facility such as this in the middle 
 16 of a park, right in the middle of 
 17 Asphalt Green. 
 18  If fails to do an analysis 
 19 of traffic on Saturdays, failure to 
 20 recognize that the biggest traffic 
 21 day for, at Asphalt Green is 
 22 Saturday and minimizes general 
 23 traffic situation acknowledging 
 24 that as many as four school buses 
 25 an hour and 63 public buses, 50 
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 2 impact of garbage docked on our 
 3 operations will limit our ability 
 4 to address this problem. 
 5  So I believe the plan is 
 6 flawed from a technical point of 
 7 view, I believe it's flawed from a 
 8 policy point of view, and that it 
 9 fails to look at the role of 
 10 Asphalt Green and the context of 
 11 the health of the City's children. 
 12 And so from my point of view, this 
 13 plan doesn't make any sense, but as 
 14 I said, I'm not part of the 
 15 administration and I'm not a 
 16 politician (applause.) 
 17  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 18  Our next speaker is Richard 
 19 Leland. 
 20  MR. RICHARD LELAND:  Good 
 21 evening.  My name is Richard 
 22 Leland, I'm the attorney for Gracie 
 23 Point Community Council and a 
 24 member of Kramer, Levin, Naftalis 
 25 and Frankel. 
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 2 percent of which are articulated, 
 3 are there and how the presence of 
 4 these buses is being ignored (bell 
 5 rings.) 
 6  There's no analysis of odors 
 7 and the mitigation talked was about 
 8 in terms of high prison-like walls 
 9 erected on a ramp, 12 to 15 feet 
 10 high, which will contain these 
 11 odors.  But those fumes will rise 
 12 and go somewhere, right into the 
 13 vents of our HVAC system and on to 
 14 the field (applause, bell rings.) 
 15  And, well, the construction 
 16 on the ramp is particularly 
 17 problematic.  It cannot be done 
 18 without closing our entrance and 
 19 invading the fields. 
 20  At a policy level, this is 
 21 incomprehensible.  43 percent of 
 22 public school children are 
 23 overweight or obese.  Asphalt Green 
 24 is one of the few institutions that 
 25 addresses this issue.  The damaging 
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 2  I appear tonight to present 
 3 a synopsis of my client's comments 
 4 to the draft EIS that the 
 5 Department of Sanitation prepared 
 6 in connection with what is lovingly 
 7 referred to as the SWMP. 
 8  Detailed written comments by 
 9 the Gracie point Community 
 10 Council's Environmental and 
 11 Planning Consultants firm, Dino and 
 12 Associates and VHB, Inc., will be 
 13 submitted to the DOS and other 
 14 involved agencies on or before your 
 15 deadline of January 24th. 
 16  And because there are so 
 17 many members of the community who 
 18 came out on this bitter cold night 
 19 to have their comments heard, I 
 20 will limit my comments to the 
 21 highlights or to use a more 
 22 accurate phrase, the most glaring 
 23 and egregious deficiencies in the 
 24 DEIS. 
 25  My first comment speaks 
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 2 generally to the quality of the 
 3 DEIS.  Much of my practice involves 
 4 the representation of private 
 5 developers and nonprofit 
 6 institutions that require 
 7 government approvals to build their 
 8 projects and which must be in 
 9 compliance with SEQRA.  I also 
 10 represent public authorities when 
 11 they act as SEQRA lead agencies. 
 12  Based on my experience, I 
 13 believe I'm qualified to observe 
 14 that the DEIS prepared for the 
 15 20-year City-wide SWMP is of a 
 16 quality that if submitted by a 
 17 private developer or nonprofit, 
 18 would never have been accepted as 
 19 complete by responsible lead 
 20 agencies (applause.) 
 21  This DEIS is replete with 
 22 conclusory statements masquerading 
 23 as facts and assumptions that are 
 24 completely unsupported. 
 25  Its analysis are internally 
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 2 going to go. 
 3  Clearly, the transport and 
 4 ultimate disposal of the containers 
 5 are essential elements of your plan 
 6 and your failure to address those 
 7 elements in the draft EIS is a 
 8 classic example of segmentation 
 9 which is absolutely prohibited 
 10 under SEQRA. 
 11  Again, this is something a 
 12 private developer could never get 
 13 away with, or that a responsible 
 14 lead agency would tolerate, let 
 15 alone certify as quote, complete 
 16 and accurate for public review as 
 17 the statute requires. 
 18  Without any concrete 
 19 information about the method of 
 20 transporting disposal of the 
 21 containers, your Department cannot 
 22 possibly know the costs associated 
 23 with that aspect of the plan, which 
 24 is likely to be at least as much as 
 25 the 320 million dollar price tag 
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 2 inconsistent and the document does 
 3 not provide even the most basic 
 4 description of what each facility 
 5 will look like and how it will 
 6 operate. 
 7  In fact, the graphic that 
 8 you had up here earlier tonight, is 
 9 one that isn't anywhere in the EIS. 
 10 In fact, your little fact sheet 
 11 that you gave out today and the 
 12 statement that you made of controls 
 13 and operations, doesn't appear 
 14 anywhere in the EIS either. 
 15  Moreover, while the DEIS's 
 16 stated goal in spending 320 million 
 17 dollars to build four new sites, is 
 18 to have facilities that are capable 
 19 of containerizing waste, but 
 20 neither the SWMP or the DEIS 
 21 provide any concrete information as 
 22 to what will happen to the 
 23 containerized waste once it leaves 
 24 the MTS.  It's going to get in the 
 25 barge and we don't know where it's 
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 2 for four new MTSs. 
 3  Perhaps this explains why 
 4 the DEIS still doesn't contain a 
 5 benefit, a cost/benefit analysis to 
 6 support the conclusion stated in 
 7 it, that the containerization plan 
 8 is preferable to the current plan. 
 9  There's no evidence in this 
 10 DEIS that the plan to construct new 
 11 MTSs makes any economic sense, all 
 12 there is is a series of conclusions 
 13 hailing the plan as economical and 
 14 efficient (bell rings.) 
 15  The most glaring and 
 16 egregious flaws with respect to the 
 17 East 91st Street MTS as well as the 
 18 other ones, is its analysis of an 
 19 artificially and arbitrarily 
 20 limited amount of throughput which 
 21 results in a substantial and 
 22 significant underestimation of the 
 23 true impacts that will result from 
 24 the facility's operation. 
 25  The DEIS only analyzes the 
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 2 environmental impacts resulting 
 3 from the processing of 1700 to 1800 
 4 tons per day.  Yet, according to 
 5 the DEIS, the facility's capacity 
 6 will be 4290 tons per day.  As a 
 7 matter of fact, a number that's not 
 8 in the EIS is the number in your 
 9 application to the DEC under part 
 10 360, and that says that you're 
 11 going to build, you want a permit 
 12 to build a facility that would be 
 13 capable of processing 5,280 tons 
 14 per day. 
 15  This shockingly larger 
 16 number, as I said, is not in the 
 17 DEIS, it's not in the draft SWMP 
 18 plan, it's not in your press 
 19 releases and it's not in any of 
 20 your public relations pieces. 
 21  SEQRA requires analysis of 
 22 the reasonable worst case.  That 
 23 means the full impact of the 
 24 proposed plan.  Here, where you 
 25 have used a misleadingly low 
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 2 do so, the courts would call it 
 3 arbitrary and capricious. 
 4  When a City agency purposely 
 5 cooks the books by understating the 
 6 impact of a 5,280 ton-per-day 
 7 facility by falsely describing it 
 8 as a 4,290 ton-per-day facility, 
 9 and then by arbitrarily limiting 
 10 the analysis to 1800 tons per day, 
 11 it's not only arbitrary and 
 12 capricious, it's disgraceful and 
 13 its bordering on fraudulent 
 14 (applause.) 
 15  Our written comments will 
 16 demonstrate other examples 
 17 throughout the DEIS of how we 
 18 believe that the Department of 
 19 Sanitation has cooked the books to 
 20 get its desired results. 
 21  I won't burden you with them 
 22 tonight as time is running short. 
 23 I will just wrap up and state it, 
 24 when I get to it. 
 25  Did you ever hear of a 
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 2 throughput estimate as a starting 
 3 point leading us to an extreme 
 4 underestimation of the facilities 
 5 potential impacts in traffic, air 
 6 quality, neighborhood character, 
 7 open space, noise and odor. 
 8  On the other hand, and I'll 
 9 try to wrap up, I understand we 
 10 have a lot -- we don't have a lot 
 11 of time. 
 12  If you're only going to use 
 13 the facility for 1800 tons per day, 
 14 why the heck are you spending 80 
 15 million dollars to build one that 
 16 holds 4300 tons a day or 5200 tons? 
 17 (applause.) 
 18  I'll give you an analogy: 
 19 If a private developer proposed to 
 20 build a 400-unit apartment 
 21 building, but sought to study the 
 22 impacts of renting out only 200 of 
 23 those units, no responsible lead 
 24 agency would accept and certify the 
 25 DEIS.  If the lead agency were to 
 

 
    Page 113 
 1 
 2 lawyer being brief? 
 3  As we have mentioned 
 4 throughout the testimony, the DEIS 
 5 suggests that your department 
 6 believes that a government, as a 
 7 government agency and not a private 
 8 developer, it is somehow exempt 
 9 from full and proper compliance 
 10 with SEQRA.  This view is not 
 11 shared by the Gracie Point 
 12 Community Council.  It is certainly 
 13 not shared by the courts, which do 
 14 not view the SEQRA requirement as 
 15 variable depending on who may be 
 16 the project's best sponsors.  And 
 17 if that's where the Gracie Point 
 18 Community Council needs to go to 
 19 force compliance with SEQRA, we 
 20 will not hesitate to do so. 
 21  Thank you and good evening 
 22 (applause.) 
 23  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 24  Our next speaker is Dr. E. 
 25 Arthur Livingston. 
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 2  MR. E. ARTHUR LIVINGSTON: 
 3 Thank you.  I wonder whether you 
 4 got this date from the Farmers' 
 5 Almanac but the cold weather and 
 6 the snow and the ice and what have 
 7 you, it doesn't seem to pertain to 
 8 anything else. 
 9  My comments will be very 
 10 limited because of the length of 
 11 other testimonies. 
 12  We're all aware of Attorney 
 13 General Spitzer's work in Albany in 
 14 the insurance business, the 
 15 financial business, the banks, 
 16 security analyst, it's just 
 17 appalling what has come out.  And I 
 18 think the analogy here is that 
 19 we're now looking at whether the DS 
 20 cooked the books and whether it has 
 21 got somebody to do a DEIS in 
 22 conjunction with their, what 
 23 they're planned to do the way 
 24 they've done it on Wall Street. 
 25  When an analyst goes down to 
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 2 about how densely populated our 
 3 neighborhood is. 
 4  Many people have said 
 5 tonight that we live in a densely 
 6 populated neighborhood and I want, 
 7 I've been looking at census 
 8 information and I want to go into 
 9 more detail about that. 
 10  Greg Costello, and maybe 
 11 some others, have referred to a 
 12 60,000 figure for the population. 
 13 And that 60,000 people probably 
 14 refers to the secondary study area 
 15 as opposed to the primary study 
 16 area. 
 17  For those of you who don't 
 18 know what I'm talking about, the 
 19 secondary study area is this half 
 20 mile radius from the site 
 21 boundaries of the MTS, quarter mile 
 22 study area is the, well, the 
 23 primary study area is the quarter 
 24 mile radius.  Both are obviously 
 25 important.  The 60,000 is more 
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 2 a company, he meets with the CEO or 
 3 the CFO and he's told what to put 
 4 in his report and he goes back to 
 5 his banker and/or his brokerage and 
 6 they put that in the bank.  So I 
 7 don't think we can look at the 
 8 plans, the so-called plan here as 
 9 well as the DEIS and the scoping as 
 10 something that is really objective, 
 11 and I'm sorry to have to say this. 
 12  In the past when I was 
 13 growing up in Queens, we used solid 
 14 waste to build the '39 World's 
 15 Fair.  We built LaGuardia Airport, 
 16 now we're going to put an MTS in a 
 17 thriving community and we're going 
 18 to destroy it.  It makes no sense 
 19 to me.  Thank you (applause.) 
 20  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 21  Our next speaker is Kathryn 
 22 Edmunds (applause.) 
 23  MS. KATHRYN EDMUNDS:  Hi, 
 24 I'm speaking as a concerned 
 25 resident.  And I wanted to talk 
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 2 important 'cause it's more people. 
 3 But the CEQRA guidelines are for 
 4 population studies to be the 
 5 quarter mile. 
 6  Okay, there are 13,400 
 7 people in the quarter mile area 
 8 around the East 91st Street MTS. 
 9 For other City sites described, the 
 10 next largest population is 4300 
 11 people.  Stated differently, our 
 12 area is three times as crowded as 
 13 the next most populated study area 
 14 (applause.) 
 15  The current EIS describes 11 
 16 study areas.  The population at 
 17 these study areas ranges from 60 
 18 people to 4300 people until you get 
 19 outside of the site which is 13,400 
 20 people.  Okay, for those of you who 
 21 like math, the -- for 11 sites the 
 22 average size is 29,800, the median 
 23 is 1442.  And our site with 13,400 
 24 is a clear outlier. 
 25  Okay, these numbers are just 
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 2 to emphasize that our study area 
 3 really is densely populated.  It's 
 4 not to say that our garbage has to 
 5 go to another City-owned MTS. 
 6  All right, the second point 
 7 I want to make is that the 
 8 demographic information presented 
 9 almost entirely in terms of 
 10 percentages can be terribly 
 11 misleading.  Many data in the scope 
 12 and in DEIS are given as 
 13 percentages whether pertaining to 
 14 poverty rates or to asthma 
 15 prevalence.  When a population is 
 16 as disproportionately large as is 
 17 ours, is it essential to consider 
 18 the actual numbers of people.  A 
 19 particularly clear example will 
 20 illustrate what I mean. 
 21  According to the year 2000 
 22 census, the study area at 91st 
 23 Street has a poverty rate of 11.4 
 24 percent.  The poverty rate of 
 25 another primary study area for a 
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 2 generally a more vulnerable 
 3 population compared to the general 
 4 population (bell rings.) 
 5  Kids are more likely to 
 6 develop asthma or other respiratory 
 7 illnesses while seniors are more 
 8 likely than the general population 
 9 to die of asthma. 
 10  There are 3500 minorities, 
 11 and as I said before, there are 
 12 over 1500 of us who are below the 
 13 poverty threshold. 
 14  The distribution of 
 15 minorities creates a section within 
 16 our quarter mile study area where 
 17 on the basis of raw numbers, 
 18 extended genuine outreach efforts 
 19 are appropriate. 
 20  Okay, so the number should 
 21 show that both were densely 
 22 populated areas and they were not a 
 23 uniformly privileged population 
 24 that many people associate with the 
 25 Upper East Side. 
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 2 different MTS that I'm choosing for 
 3 comparison, is 15 percent.  15 
 4 percent is obviously higher than 
 5 11.4 percent.  But the raw number 
 6 of people below the poverty level 
 7 at East 91st Street is over 1500. 
 8 While the 15 percent at the other 
 9 site is fewer than ten people 
 10 (applause.)  So focusing on 
 11 percentages masks the real 
 12 disparity and actual numbers. 
 13  All right, I want to say 
 14 more about the 13,400 people in our 
 15 area. 
 16  Over 1800 of us are kids, 
 17 over 1600 of us are seniors.  These 
 18 1800 kids and 1600 seniors, adds up 
 19 the 3400 people which is larger 
 20 than the entire population at seven 
 21 of the other sites, and roughly 80 
 22 percent of the entire population of 
 23 each of the other three sites. 
 24  I isolate these groups, kids 
 25 and seniors because they are 
 

 
    Page 121 
 1 
 2  In conclusion though, I want 
 3 to make sure that people 
 4 understand, particularly you 
 5 people, that we do not consider the 
 6 13,400 people near East 91st Street 
 7 any more important than the 4400 or 
 8 fewer people near the other sites. 
 9 I'm simply saying that our site is 
 10 far too populated to accommodate 
 11 safely the proposed MTS and the 
 12 associated truck traffic.  Thank 
 13 you (applause.) 
 14  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 15  Our next speaker is Kendall 
 16 Christiansen. 
 17  MR. KENDALL CHRISTIANSEN: 
 18 Good evening Commissioner 
 19 Szarpanski and colleagues, for a 
 20 change of pace I want to talk a 
 21 little bit about food waste. 
 22  My name is Kendall 
 23 Christiansen and my comments are 
 24 offered on behalf of Insinkerator, 
 25 a company represented by the firm 
 



 

 
    Page 122 
 1 
 2 of Geto and deMilly 
 3 which I am vice President. 
 4  My comments are focused on 
 5 the failure of both the DEIS and 
 6 the SWMP to address proven methods 
 7 for diverting food waste from 
 8 sanitation collection trucks, 
 9 transfer stations and distant 
 10 landfills instead of capturing food 
 11 waste as a raw material that can be 
 12 composted and converted into 
 13 fertilizer and in a cost effective 
 14 manner. 
 15  Food waste is the second 
 16 largest component of the solid 
 17 waste stream after waste paper and 
 18 by far the most expensive and 
 19 problematic component in terms of 
 20 environmental impacts. 
 21  Twice in the past two years, 
 22 I have petitioned the Department of 
 23 Sanitation to examine options for 
 24 managing both commercial and 
 25 residential food waste. 
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 2 talk about why food waste is 
 3 important and what should the DEIS 
 4 say about it. 
 5  First, as I said, it's the 
 6 most problematic component of solid 
 7 waste.  It only comprises 15 
 8 percent of the City's residential 
 9 waste, but it creates environmental 
 10 damage at every step along the way. 
 11 Food waste smells, it leaks in 
 12 homes, buildings and trucks; it 
 13 attracts vermin and rodents; it 
 14 creates leaching and methane gas at 
 15 landfills.  And because food waste 
 16 is heavy, being mostly water, it's 
 17 very expensive to collect, transfer 
 18 and ship. 
 19  Secondly, food waste should 
 20 not be dismissed as just garbage. 
 21 As an organic material, food waste 
 22 is totally unlike inert materials 
 23 like glass, metals, wood and 
 24 plastic, many of which we have 
 25 learned to treat as recyclable.  In 
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 2  In the first instance, I 
 3 suggested looking at food waste as 
 4 a distinct component of the 
 5 Department's study of commercial 
 6 waste. 
 7  In the second, I suggested 
 8 that this DIS, DEIS do the same. 
 9 In both cases I suggested the 
 10 comprehensive review, fairly 
 11 examining all known methods for 
 12 diverting and managing food waste 
 13 as a critical component of a 
 14 municipal waste stream. 
 15  An attachment to the final 
 16 scoping document for the DEIS notes 
 17 that it will be addressed by the 
 18 SWMP.  However, the SWMP is 
 19 essentially silent on the question 
 20 of managing food waste. 
 21  Others will make the broader 
 22 legal points about what the State 
 23 requires of a SWMP and whether the 
 24 draft plan currently as proposed 
 25 meets that standard.  But I want to 
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 2 fact, food waste is much more like 
 3 human waste, both are about 70 
 4 percent waster and contain basic 
 5 chemicals that enable it to be 
 6 composted without much difficulty. 
 7  Third, residential and 
 8 commercial food waste management 
 9 efforts are being aggressively 
 10 developed in other cities.  Most 
 11 notably, San Francisco, Toronto and 
 12 Seattle.  Yet the New York proposed 
 13 SWMP doesn't even propose to study 
 14 any such effort to divert food 
 15 waste, effectively ignoring what 
 16 might be learned from those cities. 
 17  Finally, food waste in New 
 18 York is twice the national average 
 19 as a percentage of residential 
 20 waste.  Why?  Because a simple 
 21 device known as a food waste 
 22 disposer is a standard appliance 
 23 elsewhere in the U.S. 
 24  Installed in more than one 
 25 half of U.S. homes and in 85 
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 2 percent of the new homes and 
 3 increasingly common in restaurants, 
 4 hospitals and school cafeterias and 
 5 food markets. 
 6  In simple terms, a disposer 
 7 makes food waste disappear.  It 
 8 goes away immediately from the 
 9 place where it's generated.  The 
 10 disposer involves a grinding 
 11 chamber that pulverizes food waste 
 12 into liquid form, sends it through 
 13 the sewer where it's combined with 
 14 human waste, it's treated at the 
 15 waste water treatment plants and 
 16 processed into fertilizer and known 
 17 as both solid and is composted.  In 
 18 fact (bell rings) a 100 percent of 
 19 what we generate as biosolids in 
 20 the City is regarded as class A or 
 21 not all Class A, but most of it's 
 22 class A for land application. 
 23  For more than 50 years ago 
 24 with 50 million in daily use and five 
 25 million solid annually in the U.S., 
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 2 Department of Environmental 
 3 Protection.  But we encountered no 
 4 resistance existence in Philadelphia which 
 5 requires commercial establishments 
 6 to use disposers rather than put 
 7 food waste in the dumpsters. 
 8  Now, I will comment at the 
 9 SWMP public hearings specifically 
 10 about what the City might do to 
 11 encourage their use.  But to 
 12 conclude, for better, for worse, 
 13 the City needs an honest, 
 14 challenging discussion about 
 15 getting food waste out of our 
 16 garbage and back where it belongs, 
 17 on to our land as fertilizer from 
 18 once it came. 
 19  Thank you for your 
 20 consideration (applause.) 
 21  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 22  Our next speaker is Evan 
 23 Firestone. 
 24  MR. EVAN FIRESTONE:  My name 
 25 is Evan Firestone, I'm here to 
 

 
    Page 127 
 1 
 2 disposers have been studied 
 3 exhaustively.  The municipalities 
 4 have decided that the public 
 5 benefit of their wide-scale use are 
 6 preferable to collecting food waste 
 7 and garbage for disposal in 
 8 landfills or incinerators.  We 
 9 therefore, have adopted public 
 10 policies that allow and promote 
 11 their use.  But since residential 
 12 disposers only became fully legal 
 13 in New York several years ago, 
 14 they're not yet common and haven't 
 15 yet achieved critical mass.  But in 
 16 fact, residential developers and 
 17 building managers tell me that the 
 18 City's practice of providing free 
 19 garbage collection to residential 
 20 buildings has actually slowed their 
 21 installation here. 
 22  For commercial food 
 23 establishments, the Council's now 
 24 considering how best to test them 
 25 despite the reluctance of the 
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 2 represent my three children and my 
 3 neighbors who will be negatively 
 4 affected by this plan. 
 5  First I want to thank the 
 6 Department for its time in holding 
 7 these hearings and discussing this 
 8 issue with the public. 
 9  This discussion should not 
 10 be a political issue, it should not 
 11 pit one community against another. 
 12 The City has a problem, garbage 
 13 disposal and the solution should 
 14 not burden any densely populated 
 15 residential neighborhood. 
 16  I applaud the Department's 
 17 decision not to reopen the 135th 
 18 Street station.  I attended the 
 19 hearing for the 135th Street 
 20 station in June and many in that 
 21 audience were from this 
 22 neighborhood as well showing their 
 23 support for that community. 
 24  How densely populated is our 
 25 community?  Well, as Kathryn 
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 2 mentioned, your document mentions 
 3 two census tracks containing 13,000 
 4 people.  But that follows only the 
 5 technical requirements of CEQR, but 
 6 dramatically understates the 
 7 affected community. 
 8  Eight census tracks are 
 9 within a quarter mile of the site 
 10 or will suffer increased truck 
 11 traffic representing more than 
 12 50,000 people. 
 13  Asphalt Green, in addition 
 14 as Carrol Tweedy mentioned, serves 
 15 kids and adults from diverse 
 16 communities which would bring that 
 17 number far above the 50,000 people. 
 18  I want to review the current 
 19 status of residential waste 
 20 disposal in Manhattan for a minute. 
 21  According to the DEIS, 
 22 existing residential waste in 
 23 Manhattan is trucked directly to 
 24 New Jersey.  No other borough or 
 25 community is affected by 
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 2 only have three minutes tonight. 
 3  Health and safety effects 
 4 include emission, vermin, odors, 
 5 truck traffic.  The DEIS says that 
 6 all of this can be mitigated or 
 7 simulation models predict it will 
 8 not be a problem.  Well, we have 
 9 real life data from the time the 
 10 facility was open.  The odors and 
 11 emissions during the summer, as 
 12 Carrol Tweedy mentioned, caused 
 13 parents to pull their kids from 
 14 summer programs on Asphalt Green. 
 15 The residents themselves can tell 
 16 you stories of their experiences of 
 17 the time of not being able to go 
 18 outside during the summer because 
 19 the odors were so bad. 
 20  The DEIS wishes that all  
 21 a way.  Traffic conditions at that 
 22 time also were horrendous as trucks 
 23 queued up for blocks on York 
 24 Avenue. 
 25  The planned capacity of the 
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 2 Manhattan's disposal needs.  The 
 3 fair share argument is therefore 
 4 incorrect.  However, reopening the 
 5 91st Street station would subject 
 6 our community to truck traffic, 
 7 emissions and odors. 
 8  To quote from Mayor 
 9 Bloomberg's comments at a press 
 10 conference announcing the SWMP, 
 11 quote, It puts serious strains on 
 12 the quality of life in 
 13 neighborhoods where transfer 
 14 stations are located." 
 15  It seems to me that 
 16 reopening the transfer station on 
 17 91st Street is moving in the wrong 
 18 direction. 
 19  Those are my comments 
 20 (applause.) 
 21  My objections to the plan 
 22 can be grouped as follows: 
 23 Health, safety, traffic quality of 
 24 life, commercial waste and 
 25 alternatives.  I have others but I 
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 2 refurbished station is four times 
 3 the current capacity during this 
 4 period.  How can the situation not 
 5 be worse than it was than if the 
 6 new station is estimated to be four 
 7 times the capacity at that point in 
 8 time, which will negatively affect 
 9 the quality of life. 
 10  As far as other traffic 
 11 effects, the plan proposes to widen 
 12 the ramp that goes through Asphalt 
 13 Green.  How?  The Aqua Center is on 
 14 one side, Asphalt Green Field is on 
 15 the other side.  Are the children 
 16 going to share the field with a new 
 17 ramp?  Are you going to close the 
 18 ramp during the construction?  It 
 19 says that the only way according to 
 20 the plan, it says the only way to 
 21 allow the truck traffic to not be 
 22 backed up (bell rings) is to have 
 23 traffic going two ways which is to 
 24 widen the ramp, but there's no 
 25 practical way to accomplish that. 
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 2  At the hearing in June I 
 3 discussed the narrow streets from 
 4 87th to 91st Street and warned of 
 5 gridlock on the entire Upper East 
 6 Side.  Now, this plan calls for 
 7 trucks to go east on 90th Street, 
 8 but does not discuss the width of 
 9 90th Street.  Well, I measured 90th 
 10 street, it's 30 feet wide.  If you 
 11 add up the cars parked on both 
 12 sides, that accounts for 13 feet, 
 13 leaving 17 feet.  A garbage truck 
 14 is over nine feet wide, I measured 
 15 that as well.  Leaving less than 
 16 eight feet remaining and that's not 
 17 including any space between all of 
 18 these vehicles.  Well, a small 
 19 moving van is eight feet wide. 
 20 There is a no practical way to have 
 21 garbage trucks go down 90th Street 
 22 without causing gridlock on 90th 
 23 Street and any other east/west 
 24 streets in that neighborhood 
 25 (applause.) 
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 2 91st Street station.  And as other 
 3 members that have spoken to you 
 4 before, we are more than willing to 
 5 work with you to find another 
 6 adequate location for this, but the 
 7 91st Street transfer station is not 
 8 the right location. 
 9  Thank you very much 
 10 (applause.) 
 11  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 12  Our next speaker is Neal 
 13 Flomenbaum, M.D. 
 14  MR. NEAL FLOMENBAUM:  Thank 
 15 you.  My name is Neal Flomenbaum, 
 16 I'm the Director of an emergency 
 17 department, a Professor of clinical 
 18 medicine, the Medical Director of 
 19 an emergency medical service system 
 20 of basic and advanced ambulances 
 21 and a medical toxicologist and 
 22 coauthor of a reference textbook on 
 23 poisons and overdoses. 
 24  I am not here this evening 
 25 to represent any organization nor 
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 2  So two more quick comments. 
 3  This plan is designed to 
 4 include commercial waste without 
 5 adequate study of the impacts of 
 6 commercial waste.  You say just 
 7 refer to the commercial plan which 
 8 was not adequately vetted either at 
 9 this meeting in June or in your 
 10 comments in the DEIS. 
 11  Commercial haulers will not 
 12 be subject to Department 
 13 regulations for emissions, odors, 
 14 and noise.  It cannot be predicted 
 15 how disruptive commercial waste 
 16 will be as part of this plan. 
 17  Finally, alternatives. 
 18 Local Law 20 required the City to 
 19 disclose City-owned or City-leased 
 20 waterfront properties.  Here's the 
 21 list: There's 300 properties on 
 22 this list that are waterfront 
 23 properties in Manhattan alone.  The 
 24 Department wants a waterfront site 
 25 and there are alternatives to the 
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 2 am I a paid consultant, the views 
 3 expressed are my own. 
 4  I've come this evening to 
 5 express my concerns over the 
 6 serious adverse health effects that 
 7 the DSNY SWMP will have on the 
 8 health and safety of the many 
 9 children and adults who live, work 
 10 and play in the vicinity of the 
 11 proposed construction of a new, new 
 12 marine transfer station on East 
 13 91st Street. 
 14  I'm sorry, I find that the 
 15 DSNY DEIS is a seriously flawed 
 16 document characterized by 
 17 inadequate studies, false 
 18 statements and harmful erroneous 
 19 conclusions. 
 20  Then the new 100-foot high 
 21 supersized MTS proposed for a site 
 22 once occupied by a smaller MTS, now 
 23 abandoned and scheduled for 
 24 demolition, is a brand new 
 25 structure, not a converted MTS, the 
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 2 term used repeatedly in the DEIS to 
 3 mislead City and State legislators. 
 4  It is a health hazard to be 
 5 shoehorned into the midst into one 
 6 of the most densely populated 
 7 neighborhoods in the country and 
 8 immediately surrounded by a 
 9 recreational facility that serves 
 10 the needs of thousands of school 
 11 children daily.  It also encroaches 
 12 on a registered New York City and 
 13 national landmark, casting a shadow 
 14 up to five hours a day on the 
 15 adjacent recreational area. 
 16  For lack of any possible way 
 17 to justify the ill-conceived 
 18 construction of such a significant 
 19 health hazard in such an 
 20 overcrowded neighborhood, DSNY 
 21 repeatedly concludes in their DEIS 
 22 that the new ten-story MTS poses 
 23 quote, no unmitigatable significant 
 24 adverse environmental impacts, 
 25 unquote. 
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 2 dozen doctors and nurses' best 
 3 efforts to save them?  I have. 
 4 Have you ever seen a person crushed 
 5 under the wheels of a large truck? 
 6 I have.  Have you ever been in the 
 7 back of a stationary ambulance, 
 8 lights flashing and sirens 
 9 screaming trying desperately to get 
 10 to a hospital with a dying patient 
 11 while the Sanitation crew continues 
 12 to load trash bags of garbage from 
 13 a large apartment house on the 
 14 truck before moving on?  I have. 
 15 (Bell rings) Known health hazards 
 16 do not belong in anyone's backyard. 
 17 To deliberately place children and 
 18 adults in harms way and to 
 19 sacrifice the future health and 
 20 lives of the children of this City 
 21 for a bad solution to a problem and 
 22 a lack of imagination and ingenuity 
 23 to solve it, is to demonstrate an 
 24 unacceptable and indifference to 
 25 human life.  To do so for political 
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 2  Such a self-serving, 
 3 misleading statement is equivalent 
 4 to saying that the toxic waste 
 5 disposal at Love Canal and the 
 6 operation of the Chernobyl Nuclear 
 7 Plant, presented no unmitigatable 
 8 significant adverse environmental 
 9 impacts (applause.) 
 10  In fact, statistically, the 
 11 East 91st Street new MTS poses a 
 12 greater damage to health than would 
 13 a well-run nuclear reactor 
 14 constructed at Times Square.  No 
 15 specific mention is made in the 
 16 DSNY DEIS East 91st Street site 
 17 proposal of the known associated 
 18 expected incidences of new cases 
 19 and exacerbations of asthma, 
 20 chronic obstructive pulmonary 
 21 disease and potential serious or 
 22 fatal trauma inflicted on innocent 
 23 pedestrians by large trucks. 
 24  Have you ever seen a child 
 25 die of an asthma attack despite a 
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 2 expediency is to commit an act of 
 3 political cowardice.  Thank you 
 4 (applause.) 
 5  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 6  Our next speaker is Benjamin 
 7 Miller. 
 8  MR. BENJAMIN MILLER:  My 
 9 name is Benjamin Miller, I'm a 
 10 research associate at Columbia 
 11 University School of Engineering 
 12 Center and I'm providing these 
 13 comments on behalf of the center. 
 14  There's nothing in the solid 
 15 waste management plan that deserves 
 16 applause.  To save time, I won't 
 17 list such with the few moments now, 
 18 other than to say that dispersing 
 19 transfer stations by these new 
 20 facilities such as the 91st Street 
 21 MTS and the waste generated in this 
 22 part of Manhattan will bring a 
 23 significant environmental and 
 24 economic benefit by reducing the 
 25 number of truck miles traveled. 
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 2  The most important element 
 3 missing from the plan is that for 
 4 the most part, it fails to address 
 5 the zoning for disposing of that 
 6 waste, that it will not be feasible 
 7 to handle through prevention, 
 8 recycling or composting. 
 9  Without a plan to develop or 
 10 acquire disposal capacity, the City 
 11 will be forever dependent on the 
 12 private landfill market.  The 
 13 greatest problem with this is that 
 14 it will mean a constant escalation 
 15 of prices. 
 16  The second problem is that a 
 17 landfill will not only be the most 
 18 expensive waste disposal 
 19 alternative, it is also the most 
 20 damaging to the environment and to 
 21 public health. 
 22  Since Fresh Kills closed, 
 23 landfill prices have increased 
 24 dramatically.  They're projected to 
 25 increase another 60 percent by 
 

 
    Page 144 
 1 
 2 its own standard, went into effect 
 3 last month.  Landfills in Rhode 
 4 Island and Delaware have closed to 
 5 out-of-state waste because these 
 6 states have taken the prudent step 
 7 of creating state-wide waste 
 8 management authorities. 
 9  South Carolina regulations 
 10 imposed limits on the amount of 
 11 waste that can be imported. 
 12 National legislation to restrict 
 13 waste shipments is a distinct 
 14 future possibility. 
 15  Cumulatively, all these 
 16 measures will have the effect of 
 17 raising even further, the price New 
 18 Yorkers will pay.  Since we always 
 19 need some landfill capacity, we 
 20 must develop means to control its 
 21 cost. 
 22  There are only two ways to 
 23 do this, one is to develop or 
 24 acquire landfill capacity either 
 25 alone or in cooperation with some 
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 2 2010.  The average price that New 
 3 Yorkers pay to export its waste has 
 4 increased by a third since FY'98 
 5 and the private sectors cost 
 6 increased 50 percent. 
 7  For next year, the 
 8 Sanitation Department has accepted 
 9 bids to dispose of Manhattan's 
 10 waste, four bids.  The highest of 
 11 these is 73 percent higher than the 
 12 City's first contract bid in 1997. 
 13 The lowest which is only 44 percent 
 14 higher, is the Essex County 
 15 Incinerator. 
 16  In 2002, Pennsylvania 
 17 imposed a tax on every ton of waste 
 18 disposed of in the state.  Last 
 19 year, an additional fee was 
 20 proposed.  Such levies are only one 
 21 means that the State can have for 
 22 restricting the amount of waste 
 23 they accept from other states. 
 24  Michigan's law prohibited 
 25 imported waste so it's separated to 
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 2 larger governmental entity.  The 
 3 other is to obtain access to a long 
 4 term lease of air space.  Given the 
 5 dynamics of the interstate 
 6 transport situation, the fact that 
 7 New York encompasses within its 
 8 boundaries, as much area 
 9 potentially suitable for landfill 
 10 and as any other state does, it 
 11 clearly would be prudent and 
 12 appropriate to begin at once to 
 13 develop or acquire such capacity 
 14 within New York. 
 15  While this process is 
 16 underway, since that will take 
 17 time, we should acquire long term 
 18 access to landfill capacity 
 19 anywhere it can be obtained most 
 20 quickly at the least overall cost. 
 21  Developing public control 
 22 over landfill capacity is one thing 
 23 we should do to minimize the 
 24 impacts of our waste management 
 25 system on the City's economy.  But 
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 2 to reduce those impacts further as 
 3 well as to reduce the environment 
 4 and public health impacts posed by 
 5 exporting our waste, we need to do 
 6 more. 
 7  We need to process waste 
 8 that cannot be feasibly prevented, 
 9 composted or recycled to reduce the 
 10 volumes that require land filling. 
 11 (Bell rings) And the future of 
 12 other technologies may be available 
 13 that are present.  Only 
 14 waste-to-energy is the most widely 
 15 established and widely used. 
 16  While landfill costs will 
 17 continue to increase rapidly, waste to 
 18 energy costs will rise more slowly. 
 19 The cost in New Jersey is already 
 20 the same, waste to energy is likely to 
 21 be less expensive throughout the 
 22 East in the near future. 
 23  From an environmental 
 24 perspective as well, waste to energy 
 25 is clearly preferable, it produces 
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 2  MR. CHARLES EMMA:  My name 
 3 is Charles Emma, and I live 
 4 opposite the Asphalt Green. 
 5  I have in my hand notes that 
 6 I had prepared for comments that I 
 7 made at the last meeting regarding 
 8 the proposed rebuilding of the 90th 
 9 Street MTS building.  I did not 
 10 however, see any reference to those 
 11 comments in the final scoping 
 12 document regarding a possible MTS 
 13 site on Randalls Island. 
 14  Since one of the Mayor's 
 15 main requirements were that no 
 16 garbage was to be transferred to 
 17 another borough, I wish to point 
 18 out how eminently suitable the 
 19 proposed site would be in that 
 20 regard.  The garbage would be 
 21 removed from Manhattan but still 
 22 not dumped into another borough. 
 23  Any additional benefit that 
 24 would be practically, that would 
 25 practically be possible to -- it 
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 2 a net reduction in green house gas 
 3 by the equivalent of 1.3 tons of 
 4 carbon monoxide per ton burned. 
 5 These are among the reasons for the 
 6 Europeans Union’s Directive that 
 7 landfilling and combustible 
 8 materials are seen through in the 
 9 decade. 
 10  Unlike a landfill, a waste 
 11 energy facility could be developed 
 12 within New York City, but it 
 13 needn't be Just as we must procure 
 14 landfill capacity outside the City 
 15 limits, we could also procure 
 16 additional waste to energy capacity. 
 17  I focused on just one of the 
 18 elements missing, one of the most 
 19 important elements missing in the 
 20 plan, my written testimony contains 
 21 recommendations on a broader range 
 22 of issues.  Thank you (applause.) 
 23  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 24  Our next speaker is Charles 
 25 Emma (applause.) 
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 2 would be practically impossible to 
 3 outgrow any facility that would be 
 4 built on Randalls Island. 
 5  Of course, a whole list of 
 6 additional benefits, you heard them 
 7 all this evening, would accrue that 
 8 you hadn't made here regarding the 
 9 attempt to reuse the existing MTS 
 10 site. 
 11  I urge that serious 
 12 consideration be given to thinking 
 13 outside the box in the matter that 
 14 is suggested here. 
 15  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 16  I've been asked to announce 
 17 that there will be a bus leaving in 
 18 about five minutes back to Asphalt 
 19 Green.  Thank you. 
 20  Our next speaker is Judith 
 21 Rich. 
 22  Richard Marlin? 
 23  MR. RICHARD MARLIN:  Good 
 24 evening and thank you for the 
 25 opportunity to be heard this 
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 2 evening. 
 3  I am the President of 535 
 4 East 86th Street, a building with 
 5 135 tenants, approximately a 
 6 quarter of a mile from the proposed 
 7 site. 
 8  I don't want to repeat what 
 9 some of the other people have been 
 10 saying, but I'd like to express to 
 11 you the impact that we had as 
 12 members of this community even 
 13 though a quarter mile away from the 
 14 previous, now closed site.  And I 
 15 want to urge you to re-consider the 
 16 plan to build a new and much, much 
 17 larger facility at that site. 
 18  Many, many of our 135 
 19 members now participate in the 
 20 Asphalt Green programs and many of 
 21 our members have children who are 
 22 also at school in the neighborhood. 
 23  All of our people are aware 
 24 of what happened when the trucks 
 25 that were destined to the old 
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 2 unconscionable that the Department 
 3 of Sanitation would allow garbage 
 4 trucks to go where our children 
 5 play. 
 6  The health risks cannot be 
 7 ignored.  The environmental impact 
 8 is clearly flawed.  If it underwent 
 9 review by any legitimate medical 
 10 journal, it would be rejected.  Not 
 11 only would it be rejected, but the 
 12 authors would be shunned from any 
 13 academic community.  Not only is 
 14 this facility a major risk to our 
 15 children and community, it opens 
 16 the door to liability. 
 17  When credible 
 18 epidemiological research is 
 19 performed and the ill effects are 
 20 clearly demonstrated, the City and 
 21 the Department of Sanitation will 
 22 be liable for the adverse effects 
 23 not only to the children, but to 
 24 the community as well.  The MTS 
 25 cannot be allowed to reopen. 
 

 
    Page 151 
 1 
 2 former site, now closed, couldn't 
 3 get into the site and stood idling 
 4 and emitting exhaust fumes on York 
 5 Avenue.  And many of us remember 
 6 the way traffic was interfered with 
 7 and halted because of the traffic 
 8 congestion that those trucks 
 9 caused. 
 10  We are convinced that the 
 11 same kind of problems will affect 
 12 us even though we're a quarter of a 
 13 mile away.  And we're representing 
 14 that we believe that and everyone 
 15 else in this community and urge you 
 16 to reconsider this ill-conceived 
 17 plan.  Thank you (applause.) 
 18  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 19  Clifford Bleustein? 
 20  MR. CLIFFORD BLEUSTEIN: 
 21 It's Dr. Bluestein. 
 22  The ramp to the MTS runs, 
 23 obviously has been said between the 
 24 Asphalt Green Center and the 
 25 outdoor field.  It is 
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 2  I wish that our comments 
 3 were, would matter here tonight, 
 4 but unfortunately I feel that 
 5 they're falling on deaf ears 
 6 (applause.) 
 7  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 8  Our next speaker is Mary 
 9 Fliegier. 
 10  MS. MARY FLIEGIER:  My name 
 11 is Mary Flieger and I'm a trustee 
 12 of the Gillen Brewer School and I'm 
 13 here this evening on behalf the 90 
 14 special needs children who will be 
 15 moving into 410 East 92nd street in 
 16 September of 2005. 
 17  Six months ago we contracted 
 18 to purchase two floors of the 
 19 community facility building 
 20 presently under construction and 
 21 connected to what will be a 
 22 Marriott Hotel going up on the 
 23 corner of 92nd Street and First 
 24 Avenue. 
 25  We had been looking for a 
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 2 permanent home for almost three 
 3 years.  The church we are renting 
 4 space from offered to renew our 
 5 lease at double the rent, and since 
 6 we cannot accommodate twice the 
 7 number of children, we knew we 
 8 would have to relocate. 
 9  We began our search on the 
 10 Upper West Side and worked our way 
 11 through DeWitt Clinton, Chelsea, 
 12 Tribeca, the Meat Packing District 
 13 and the Lower East Side.  When the 
 14 opportunity to acquire a long term 
 15 home in this neighborhood arose, we 
 16 pursued it.  And why?  Because of 
 17 its location.  Access to a clean, 
 18 walkable neighborhood; access to 
 19 nearby athletic facilities and 
 20 parks; access to friendly 
 21 neighborhood merchants and 
 22 businesses. 
 23  You should know who these 
 24 special needs children are.  They 
 25 are children of two years and seven 
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 2 in Queens and Brooklyn. 
 3  They are African American, 
 4 Hispanic, white, Indian and Asian. 
 5  Gillen Brewer is the New 
 6 York State approved public school 
 7 for, its children's educational 
 8 mandates are determined by the New 
 9 York City Board of Education and 
 10 his tuition is paid for by the 
 11 State. 
 12  The City relies on 
 13 institutions such as ours to meet 
 14 the needs of the children they 
 15 cannot serve in the New York City 
 16 Public School System. 
 17  I'd like to return for a 
 18 moment to the walkability factor of 
 19 this neighborhood and what that 
 20 means to our children. 
 21  More than 50 percent of our 
 22 children are sensory-impaired and 
 23 receive a kind of therapeutic 
 24 treatment known as sensory 
 25 integration.  This means that our 
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 2 months of age through ten years of 
 3 age.  They come to us with 
 4 developmental, language and 
 5 emotional disabilities.  Many are 
 6 medically fragile. 
 7  Here are a few examples:  We 
 8 have children with tuberis 
 9 sclerosis, cerebral palsy and 
 10 seizure disorders including 
 11 epilepsy.  We have a child with 
 12 both cancer in remission and a 
 13 major heart problem.  We have 
 14 failure-to-thrive children and 
 15 children with asthma and allergies. 
 16  30 percent of our children 
 17 are on the autistic spectrum and 
 18 have compromised immune systems. 
 19  Where do these children come 
 20 from?  From all over the City.  75 
 21 percent of them do not live in this 
 22 neighborhood.  They come from 
 23 Riverdale, the Bronx, Harlem, the 
 24 Upper West Side, Downtown, Long 
 25 Island City and other neighborhoods 
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 2 children are particularly sensitive 
 3 to sound, noise and touch and they 
 4 react (bell rings) to these stimuli 
 5 in atypical ways. 
 6  In the design of our space, 
 7 we have incorporated soundproofing 
 8 materials to reduce ordinary 
 9 internal noise and thus 
 10 distractibility.  Our ceilings will 
 11 be fitted with a special acoustical 
 12 tile known as Ecophon.  Our 
 13 classroom, gym and therapy office 
 14 will be double sheet rocked. 
 15  Please don't tell us that 
 16 this will all be for naught as an 
 17 endless stream of garbage trucks 
 18 endlessly circle our block. 
 19  Part of our program 
 20 literally requires our children to 
 21 be out in the neighborhood, 
 22 interacting with the sites and 
 23 sounds of the City that is already 
 24 challenging and overwhelming to 
 25 them.  We teach them street safety, 
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 2 how to read the traffic light and 
 3 cross safely.  We go into stores 
 4 and teach them how to interact with 
 5 sale clerks and manage money.  Life 
 6 skills is a big part of what we do. 
 7  If this transfer station 
 8 project is implemented, there is no 
 9 doubt that this will make a misery 
 10 of what is supposed to be a 
 11 wonderful aspect of our program. 
 12  We are a small school but we 
 13 have a huge impact and we beg you 
 14 to continue to research a more 
 15 suitable location for this transfer 
 16 station and allow us to do the job 
 17 that New York City and New York 
 18 State so overwhelmingly endorses. 
 19 Thank you (applause.) 
 20  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 21  Our next speaker is Alice 
 22 Konorezov. 
 23  MS. ALICE KONOREZOV:  No, 
 24 excuse me, my name like any other 
 25 name is an American name but it's 
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 2 picketed, apparently it took more 
 3 than ten years for the plant to 
 4 close down. 
 5  The other thing is because I 
 6 have, I'm a resident of this 
 7 community for 36 years, I live in 
 8 the same building on East End 
 9 Avenue so I could attest, number 
 10 one, to the terrible odor. 
 11  I didn't realize the odor 
 12 was coming from the Sanitation 
 13 plant until it closed down.  Before 
 14 I thought it was just odors from 
 15 the river, humidity, et cetera. 
 16  The other thing I'd like to 
 17 point out, the route of buses going 
 18 up York Avenue and turning right on 
 19 88th Street, excuse me, on First 
 20 Avenue to make right on to York, 
 21 the route is 88th Street.  One of 
 22 the things I want to point out, 
 23 there's a church there, there's 
 24 Holy Trinity Church right on 88th 
 25 Street.  It's very big and many 
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 2 Konorezov, K-O-N-O-R-E-Z-O-V. 
 3  Thank you, I'd like a little 
 4 respect for names. 
 5  Since I appear to be, since 
 6 I appear to be a little older than 
 7 most of you on the panel, I'd like 
 8 to refresh memories of other 
 9 members in the community here. 
 10  I mentioned this at the last 
 11 meeting in June, please be aware 
 12 that accidents will happen. 
 13 There's so many trucks today now 
 14 then there were many fewer trucks 
 15 in approximately '88, '89, I don't 
 16 remember the date exactly, but I 
 17 remember, perhaps other people can 
 18 back me up, brakes failed on a 
 19 truck going down the ramp.  It 
 20 crushed the leg of a ten-year-old 
 21 boy coming and going from school. 
 22 His leg was crushed.  I don't know 
 23 anymore if he survived.  But it was 
 24 a big news item at the time, people 
 25 came, they demonstrated, they 
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 2 people go and take their children 
 3 to that day care center.  There are 
 4 also senior citizens programs there 
 5 during the day.  They serve lunch, 
 6 they have all kinds of programs. 
 7  Next thing is Asphalt Green. 
 8 Are you aware that it's just not a 
 9 recreational facility?  Senior 
 10 citizens, the disabled are brought 
 11 in trucks, all right, in small 
 12 ambulettes.  Drivers stop, try to 
 13 park the car and they help the 
 14 people get off the truck on 
 15 wheelchairs, onto the sidewalk, 
 16 okay. 
 17  Now, how in the world with 
 18 all that traffic congestion, with 
 19 trucks coming down the ramp, with 
 20 congestion on that very congested 
 21 corner right now on 91st Street, 
 22 how are you going to get to the 
 23 facility?  This is not recreation 
 24 for them, this is physical therapy. 
 25 The Asphalt Green has a warm 
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 2 weather facility so that's one 
 3 thing. 
 4  I'll try to be brief because 
 5 people have said so many -- 
 6 everything that has been said 
 7 better than I can say it. 
 8  I'll tell you -- oh, yes, 
 9 oh, yes, this is very important and 
 10 we haven't addressed this enough. 
 11 Navigation on the river, okay. 
 12  I know, I remember before 
 13 when barges used to go with open 
 14 garbage with the American Flag 
 15 standing right on it and seagulls 
 16 flying all over the place, okay, 
 17 very picturesque.  Please 
 18 gentlemen, I know you're employees 
 19 or this is a project assigned to 
 20 you.  I feel like some of us feel 
 21 that it's always, this just falling 
 22 on deaf ears.  This is something 
 23 you're assigned to do, it's a job, 
 24 you come here and, I don't think 
 25 you can really relate to us as 
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 2 navigation to go through, what will 
 3 happen if those containerized units 
 4 that you're proposing to do, how do 
 5 they get down the river and will it 
 6 not block up the new waste that is 
 7 brought in.  Can you please 
 8 explain, does anyone take that 
 9 (bell rings) into consideration? 
 10  Sorry, I talked more than I 
 11 expected to, but I think I've made 
 12 my point (applause.) 
 13  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 14  Our next speaker is Heleen 
 15 Brody. 
 16  MS. HELEEN BRODY:  Hello. 
 17 Good evening, my name is Heleen 
 18 Brody and I am the Vice President 
 19 of 180 East End Tenants 
 20 Association.  180 East End is 
 21 located on East End Avenue between 
 22 88th and 89th Street, within a 
 23 quarter mile of the proposed MTS 
 24 site. 
 25  We have approximately 150 
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 2 people, just real everyday people 
 3 who live, and this is a community, 
 4 please don't misunderstand, this is 
 5 a community.  So try to give an 
 6 impression at least that you relate 
 7 to us at least in a human way, 
 8 okay. 
 9  And last point, navigation. 
 10 Increased traffic on the river is a 
 11 hazard.  It will increase the risk 
 12 of accidents.  I am witness to one 
 13 accident, I don't remember the 
 14 year.  I remember was it was 
 15 capsized, it crashed into the 
 16 embankment of the FDR Drive right 
 17 underneath our building on 82nd 
 18 Street.  Okay, the stench was 
 19 terrible, all that.  It took one 
 20 week to haul away the tanker. 
 21  This doesn't mean it would 
 22 happen again, but the risk will 
 23 happen again.  But the point is, if 
 24 that one tanker is blocking 
 25 navigation or preventing more 
 

 
    Page 165 
 1 
 2 family-size apartments with a 
 3 commensurate number of registered 
 4 New York City voters. 
 5  As the representative of 150 
 6 families who will be directly 
 7 affected by the establishment of 
 8 the proposed MTS, I am here to 
 9 speak against the proposed marine 
 10 transfer station site. 
 11  Please understand that this 
 12 is not a position that the board of 
 13 180 East End reached lightly.  We 
 14 acknowledge the elephant in the 
 15 room.  The value of our homes will 
 16 likely decline if the MTS as 
 17 proposed is built.  But that for us 
 18 is a fact of life and not the 
 19 reason for our intense opposition. 
 20  Our committed opposition is 
 21 due to the following facts: 
 22  One, the Department of 
 23 Sanitation is ignoring its own 
 24 siting rules which would 
 25 unconditionally prohibit a transfer 
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 2 station within 400 feet of a park 
 3 or residence.  If a private waste 
 4 transfer station is not 
 5 appropriate, why is this one 
 6 appropriate?  How does the 
 7 Department of Sanitation justify 
 8 this?  To date, no explanation has 
 9 been provided (applause.) 
 10  It is disingenuous to build 
 11 a site with a capacity to process 
 12 nearly 4300 tons per day and then 
 13 analyze the affect as though only 
 14 1800 tons per day, less than half 
 15 that capacity will be processed. 
 16  Either we're meant to assume 
 17 that more than half the capacity 
 18 built will be excess, or we're 
 19 meant to accept an analysis that's 
 20 patently incorrect.  Neither of 
 21 those is acceptable, know what we 
 22 expect from our public officials. 
 23  The fact that the analysis 
 24 of the odors emanating from the 
 25 facility did not include the nearby 
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 2 those have been clearly articulated 
 3 by the many eloquent speakers who 
 4 preceded me.  It is however, 
 5 important that the Department of 
 6 Sanitation and the Mayor realize 
 7 that 180 East End Avenue as part of 
 8 the Gracie Point Community, 
 9 completely understands the need for 
 10 the fair sharing of all burdens and 
 11 that each borough must take 
 12 responsibility for its own garbage. 
 13  We do not advocate sending 
 14 Manhattan's garbage and our garbage 
 15 into other boroughs.  What we 
 16 oppose is an incomplete analysis 
 17 that supports siting such a 
 18 facility in any residential 
 19 neighborhood including our own. 
 20 Thank you (applause.) 
 21  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 22  Our next speaker is Timothy 
 23 Logan. 
 24  MR. TIMOTHY LOGAN:  Hi, 
 25 Timothy Logan.  I'm here tonight 
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 2 parks, what an amazing omission. 
 3  The analyses looks at the 
 4 difference, I'm sorry, the analysis 
 5 looks at the effect of nearby 
 6 residences such as my own, but 
 7 omits completely an assessment of 
 8 the effect on Asphalt Green, the 
 9 esplanade and Carl Schurz Park, 
 10 facilities that my own children 
 11 use, facilities that all our 
 12 children use. 
 13  These are facilities that 
 14 are used by people including school 
 15 children from all over the City. 
 16 Asphalt Green alone serves 42,000 
 17 people, including city school 
 18 children.  Many schools use the 
 19 Asphalt Green facilities as virtual 
 20 extensions of their physical 
 21 education facilities. 
 22  The three-minute limitation 
 23 does not permit me to detail the 
 24 other elements that form the basis 
 25 of our opposition.  And in fact, 
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 2 speaking on behalf of Consumers 
 3 Union.  Part of my spokes issues 
 4 will deal with waste diversion 
 5 alternatives that will also be on 
 6 behalf of the New York City Zero 
 7 Waste Campaign.  And issues dealing 
 8 with the marine transfer station 
 9 issues will be also on behalf of 
 10 the Organization of Waterfront 
 11 Neighborhoods. 
 12  When the speaker voted, the 
 13 Speaker of the City Council, Miller 
 14 voted in favor of utilizing East 
 15 91st Street marine transfer station 
 16 as it had operated in November of 
 17 2000, he did so for all the right 
 18 reasons, he was looking for equity. 
 19  When the Speaker reiterated 
 20 his support for the retrofit of the 
 21 East 91st Street Marine Transfer 
 22 station and marine transfer 
 23 stations throughout the City in a 
 24 published Newsday article in the 
 25 Spring of 2002, it was the Speaker 
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 2 who supported and pushed for 
 3 containerizing at East 91st Street, 
 4 what's now planned. 
 5  The wealthy and connected 
 6 here tonight who have been 
 7 speaking, an overwhelmingly white 
 8 constituency, disapproval at this 
 9 late date without even a suggestion 
 10 of alternative sites in this 
 11 vicinity is unconscionable. 
 12  The currently indefensible 
 13 attack on low-income communities of 
 14 color, both within and beyond the 
 15 City's borders, must be addressed. 
 16  I've heard a number of 
 17 people say that each borough should 
 18 take their fair share and yet 
 19 nobody has suggested where it's 
 20 going to go in Manhattan. 
 21  THE AUDIENCE:  That's not 
 22 true. 
 23  MR. TIMOTHY LOGAN:  I've 
 24 heard people say let's send it to 
 25 New Jersey where we can incinerate 
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 2 whatsoever for any queuing and 
 3 idling to be taking place during 
 4 this day and age given the 
 5 geographic systems we have that 
 6 you're able to know exactly where 
 7 any truck is at any given point. 
 8  Planned closure of 
 9 truck-based facilities need to done 
 10 in conjunction with the reopening 
 11 of marine transfer stations.  A 
 12 number of folks tonight have been 
 13 concerned about where is the actual 
 14 decrease or where is the benefit 
 15 from these issues.  The benefit is 
 16 that we're doing less traveling to 
 17 get to your transfer facility, we 
 18 have more transfer facilities and 
 19 we're avoiding all of the long-haul 
 20 trucks that are all diesel-operated 
 21 throughout the City.  They don't 
 22 need to be here, they would be 
 23 eliminated with barge and rail 
 24 export. 
 25  Community mitigation 
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 2 it as if that won't be a low-income 
 3 community of color there.  That's 
 4 where it's currently going, that's 
 5 what everybody has been advocating 
 6 for that has even suggested an 
 7 alternative here tonight. 
 8  THE AUDIENCE:  Well, why 
 9 don't you come up with one? 
 10  MR. TIMOTHY LOGAN:  I have 
 11 suggestions and they're right here. 
 12  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Please let 
 13 the speaker speak. 
 14  THE AUDIENCE:  Democracy, 
 15 let him speak. 
 16  MR. TIMOTHY LOGAN:  What I 
 17 would like to see and what I'm here 
 18 to speak for today, is that the 
 19 best available environmental 
 20 control technologies be utilized 
 21 for all of the marine transfer 
 22 stations in this City when they do 
 23 the design and development. 
 24  This should also include the 
 25 routing of trucks.  There's no need 
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 2 programs further need to be 
 3 included in an equitable manner.  I 
 4 heard presentations on mitigation 
 5 programs for the Gansevoort marine 
 6 transfer facility which has been 
 7 proposed for recycling and I've 
 8 heard similar comments from folks 
 9 like the Borough President of 
 10 Brooklyn who has been supportive of 
 11 these types of community mitigation 
 12 programs that find opportunities to 
 13 offer benefits and mitigation 
 14 opportunities within the local 
 15 vicinity where the facility is 
 16 taking place.  And most 
 17 importantly, we need to address our 
 18 waste here in New York City.  It's 
 19 disingenuous for the people in this 
 20 community and throughout New York 
 21 City to suggest that they don't 
 22 create waste.  In fact, this 
 23 community, being the wealthiest 
 24 community in the nation, creates 
 25 more waste than most.  Communities 
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 2 tend -- 
 3  THE AUDIENCE:  You don't 
 4 know what you're talking about. 
 5  MR. TIMOTHY LOGAN: 
 6 Communities tend to create more 
 7 waste based upon the economic 
 8 status -- 
 9  THE AUDIENCE:  Time's up. 
 10  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Excuse me, 
 11 let him finish up, please. 
 12  MR. TIMOTHY LOGAN:  The 
 13 economic status of the 
 14 individuals -- 
 15  THE AUDIENCE:  Ring the 
 16 bell. 
 17  MR. TIMOTHY LOGAN:  What I 
 18 would suggest is that we would 
 19 rather embrace our opportunity for 
 20 zero waste, it's a concept (bell 
 21 rings) that encompasses waste 
 22 prevention, reuse, recycling and 
 23 composting.  These are ideas that 
 24 your very own elected officials did 
 25 mention earlier and many of you 
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 2 have not mentioned it since. 
 3  I know they mentioned it 
 4 because they read the information 
 5 that we researched over the past 
 6 decade.  I don't know what this 
 7 community was doing at that time. 
 8 The magic wand approach and sending 
 9 it to New Jersey ideas are simply 
 10 fantasy, they're not reality. 
 11 Thank you. 
 12  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 13  Our next speaker is Daniel 
 14 Perez. 
 15  THE AUDIENCE:  He left. 
 16  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Okay. 
 17 Marjorie Clark.  Is Marjorie Clarke 
 18 still here? 
 19  MR. TIMOTHY LOGAN:  She's 
 20 still here, she stepped out to go 
 21 to the bathroom I think. 
 22  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Okay. 
 23  THE AUDIENCE:  Can I take 
 24 her turn and switch places? 
 25  MR. SZARPANSKI: Okay.  Ah, 
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 2 Marjorie, you're up. 
 3  MS. MARJORIE CLARKE.  Sorry 
 4 about that.  Okay, I'm Dr. Majorie 
 5 Clarke, I'm giving comments for 
 6 both the Manhattan SWAB and the 
 7 Waste Prevention Coalition of New 
 8 York City and we're going to be 
 9 having written comments as well and 
 10 I'll pass along my own written 
 11 comments today. 
 12  Regarding the proposed East 
 13 91st Street MTS, since we're here 
 14 in that neighborhood, the protests 
 15 are partly because of the queuing 
 16 of idling trucks and partly because 
 17 of the increased air pollution 
 18 associated with the more truck 
 19 trips to the facility. 
 20  The Asphalt Green Park would 
 21 be bisected, but picture an 
 22 alternative vision, that bisecting 
 23 this park is not a road, but a 
 24 beautifully landscapeded ridge, 
 25 shaped to look natural with a 
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 2 solar-powered waterfall cascading 
 3 down the sides, flowering trees, 
 4 flowering perennial plants, 
 5 evergreen groundcovers and stairs 
 6 made out of natural stone climbing 
 7 over the ridge.  I have something 
 8 like this in my community garden up 
 9 in Inwood. 
 10  Picture that inside this 
 11 bridge is actually a road, vented 
 12 through a biofilter to the river 
 13 where garbage trucks move unnoticed 
 14 to a new facility, with a tree 
 15 windbreak hiding it from view. 
 16 This would cost very little and at 
 17 the same time could provide the 
 18 community with a lovely amenity. 
 19 Give it some thought. 
 20  It's important for DSNY to 
 21 evaluate the feasibility of a 
 22 number of small sites for barging 
 23 recyclables and garbage rather than 
 24 on asking communities to accept 
 25 truck traffic from several 
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 2 districts many miles away. 
 3  It may interest people here 
 4 to know that the trucks from this 
 5 area are garaged at 215th Street 
 6 which is my neighborhood which we 
 7 enjoy all the truck traffic coming 
 8 up and down Broadway, and because 
 9 the building of the local garage 
 10 around here is on the back burner. 
 11 And this needs to be remediated so 
 12 that you house your own trucks 
 13 right around here. 
 14  Queuing of trucks, one of 
 15 the chief complaints of residents 
 16 against MTSs is the long queues of 
 17 idling garbage trucks waiting to 
 18 enter.  If there were no queues it 
 19 would reduce complaints, traffic 
 20 congestion and air pollution.  But 
 21 we recommend that DSNY plan to 
 22 eliminate the queuing of garbage 
 23 trucks at MTSs by staggering shifts 
 24 of truck deployment.  Just because 
 25 you're going to be queuing trucks 
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 2 trucks are purchased, DSNY should 
 3 specify capability for burning 
 4 alternative fuels, biodiesel 
 5 natural gas, et cetera, that 
 6 produce less pollution and more 
 7 fuel efficient vehicles which will 
 8 result in less pollution as well. 
 9  With the objective of 
 10 minimizing truck traffic and 
 11 emissions, we recommend that the 
 12 EIS associated with the SWMP, 
 13 delineate cumulative emissions in 
 14 all parts of New York from the no 
 15 action alternative that DSNY 
 16 proposed (bell rings) alternatives 
 17 and an additional scheme whereby 
 18 truck queuing and idling is 
 19 minimized. 
 20  Think small, decentralize, 
 21 minibarge sites and garages all 
 22 over the place and you minimize 
 23 truck miles and emissions. 
 24 Facilities are smaller and easier 
 25 to site. 
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 2 inside a facility doesn't mean that 
 3 there is no air pollution from the 
 4 queuing of the trucks inside the 
 5 facility.  You want to prevent the 
 6 queuing to begin with. 
 7  So if trucks go out on a 
 8 more continuous basis, it's logical 
 9 to assume that they would arrive at 
 10 the MTS at different times. 
 11  We recognize that there may 
 12 be union issues involved with 
 13 changing the times of shifts. 
 14 However, there were union issues 
 15 involved with DSNY personnel 
 16 picking up recyclables in the first 
 17 place and productivity issues, but 
 18 these have all been solved.  And I 
 19 know that this could be solved 
 20 because this is just simply 
 21 changing the time that people come 
 22 to work and leave from work. 
 23  We recommend that to reduce 
 24 emissions from trucks, that new 
 25 trucks are purchased, that as new 
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 2  Finally, the New York City 
 3 Waste Prevention Coalition approves 
 4 the following:  We commend DSNY for 
 5 establishing a goal of 70 percent 
 6 diversion from waste export in ten 
 7 years and we commend the 20-year 
 8 contract for a program in Brooklyn 
 9 for our recyclables, but other than 
 10 this in the SWMP, DSNY's only 
 11 milestones for 20 years of programs 
 12 in recycling, waste prevention, 
 13 reuse and composting are only about 
 14 a dozen measures.  We recommend 
 15 that the Sanitation Department 
 16 resolve to strive towards zero 
 17 waste in 20 years as a first step 
 18 in planning for a time when the 
 19 City no longer disposes of its 
 20 products, packaging and materials 
 21 but instead, it chooses to prevent, 
 22 repair, reuse, recycle and compost 
 23 them. 
 24  The Coalition of 
 25 Organizations of which I'm a part, 
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 2 issued a zero waste plan for the 
 3 long term which details, it's about 
 4 an inch thick and 'cause I was 
 5 rushing down here, I didn't bring 
 6 it here, but we hope the Sanitation 
 7 Department will familiarize itself 
 8 with this document.  Here we go 
 9 (being handed a document) all 
 10 right.  Very thick document which a 
 11 number of environmental 
 12 organizations have put together 
 13 over the last year and a half and 
 14 we hope that this will be included 
 15 in the SWMP in its entirety to 
 16 address the lack of basically of 
 17 your plan, of your vision for waste 
 18 prevention, recycling, composting 
 19 and reuse.  Because we had a lot of 
 20 detail in here that has been 
 21 thoroughly researched and we'd like 
 22 to talk with you about it. 
 23  For those of you in here, we 
 24 can look at this at 
 25 www.whywastenyc.org; that's why, 
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 2  Schedule pickups for these 
 3 things.  And then a new concept 
 4 called the PERF, the product and 
 5 evaluation and repair facility so 
 6 that you can take all of these TVs 
 7 and furniture and electronics and 
 8 appliances off the curbside to a 
 9 facility where they can be 
 10 evaluated to see if they work.  If 
 11 not, repair them, if not salvage 
 12 from them, if not recycle them. 
 13  MR. SZARPANSKI:  I need to 
 14 ask you to wrap up. 
 15  MS. MARJORIE CLARKE: I'm all 
 16 done. 
 17  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 18  Our next speaker is 
 19 Elizabeth Dobell. 
 20  MS. ELIZABETH DOBELL:  My 
 21 name is Elizabeth Dobell and I'm on 
 22 the Board of the Carl Schurz Park 
 23 Association. 
 24  The Association strongly 
 25 opposes the 91st Street MTS for the 
 

 
    Page 183 
 1 
 2 W-H-Y wastenyc.org.  You can see 
 3 this whole thing. 
 4  It's very easy to get to 
 5 zero waste, there are only four 
 6 steps. 
 7  The first one we're already 
 8 done, is targeting 50 percent of 
 9 the waste as recyclables, but we 
 10 only recycle 17 percent.  So we 
 11 have to work hard to get everyone 
 12 to recycle all the time.  I've been 
 13 doing research on that as a 
 14 Professor at Hunter College. 
 15  The second next thing is to 
 16 target food and yard waste for 
 17 composting, not for insinkerators, 
 18 that's an additional 26 percent 
 19 potential diversion.  Target 
 20 textiles and more plastics, this 
 21 should be in your 20-year plan. 
 22  Implement, reuse complexes, 
 23 put all the reuse business together 
 24 in a number of different parts of 
 25 the boroughs. 
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 2 reasons already stated here 
 3 tonight.  Additionally, we're lucky 
 4 to have in our community not only 
 5 the fabulous Asphalt Green, but 
 6 also Carl Schurz Park, a beautiful 
 7 park that serves and benefits 
 8 everyone, young and old, residents 
 9 and visitors. 
 10  In particular, the same 
 11 children who use Asphalt Green are 
 12 playing in and growing up in Carl 
 13 Schurz Park right next door and we 
 14 believe that it's simply defies 
 15 common sense to endanger such a 
 16 vital community resource and those 
 17 who use it by setting up the 
 18 proposed facility.  Thank you 
 19 (applause.) 
 20  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 21  Our next speaker is Louis 
 22 Magnani.  Not here?  Judith Toby. 
 23 Is Judith Toby here? 
 24  Laurie Edelstein. 
 25  MS. LAURIE EDELSTEIN: 
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 2 Hello, Laurie Edelestein, a 
 3 resident. 
 4  I read the entire final 
 5 scoping document that was sent to 
 6 me, and after I read it it seemed 
 7 even more unacceptable for the East 
 8 91st Street and for two reasons 
 9 that I found. 
 10  One were the zoning issues. 
 11 Within all of the 11 sites that 
 12 were named, every single one of 
 13 them was M-3 heavy industrial.  Our 
 14 site was the only one that wasn't 
 15 sited that way and when that 
 16 question was in fact asked, it 
 17 said, "Though manufacturing zones 
 18 do not typically possess sensitive 
 19 visual resources or for example, a 
 20 residential historic district may, 
 21 a waterfront site or other unique 
 22 setting an industrial zoned." 
 23  This is the kind of 
 24 information that's throughout the 
 25 entire paper.  It says since most 
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 2  The response, number 4G: 
 3 "The East 91st Street site is in 
 4 the M-14 zone, list of proposed 
 5 projects and proposed zoning codes 
 6 scheduled to be in place by the 
 7 2006 project, build year will be 
 8 compiled and based on the 
 9 consultation of NYCDCP and analyzed 
 10 in the EIS." 
 11  This is troubling to me that 
 12 we're talking about something in 
 13 2006 in which they've already 
 14 rezoned our area and it's stated 
 15 here that I, as if it's a fact, you 
 16 know, the way it's in place for 
 17 2006. 
 18  So I think we're entitled to 
 19 a better answer than this about the 
 20 zoning. 
 21  Also personally, I did ask 
 22 several questions that were not 
 23 answered.  One was about West Nile 
 24 Virus and mosquitoes.  I didn't get 
 25 a response.  I mean, things happen 
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 2 of the converted MTSs would be 
 3 situated in inaccessible, 
 4 nonsensitive manufacturing zones. 
 5 We don't live in a heavy industrial 
 6 area (applause.) 
 7  I mean, why isn't this even 
 8 acknowledged, that every single -- 
 9 11, look at your paper, there isn't 
 10 one that is in an M-3 zone.  I 
 11 don't even know what I'm talking 
 12 about because I'm a resident, but 
 13 I'm reciting back your information. 
 14  The other part of the zoning 
 15 issue is what the -- was asked to 
 16 you and you answered.  It's asked 
 17 and answered here.  It says, and 
 18 I'm concerned about this rubber 
 19 stamping of the zoning issue.  The 
 20 comment again from your own paper, 
 21 page 15 of 37.  The comment number 
 22 4G", "New zoning in the vicinity of 
 23 the MTS East 91st is in the M-1, in 
 24 the M-11 zone, not the M22 zone, as 
 25 stated in the draft scope." 
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 2 and we know that there's, one of 
 3 the response was that weekly you're 
 4 going to look at the facility and 
 5 what are you going do to, you're 
 6 going to have pesticides, you're 
 7 going to -- everything's going to 
 8 accelerate and that's not really 
 9 the answer we want, is that you're 
 10 going to have weekly examinations 
 11 and have pesticides and do 
 12 appropriate things. 
 13  Also, in your own report I 
 14 have your words back to you, 
 15 because this floors me.  It says on 
 16 my -- when you read it, it's 
 17 according to your report, it says 
 18 on the East 92nd Street it says, 
 19 "Most of the Asphalt Green 
 20 Recreational Center.  Beyond the 
 21 site on all sides are high density 
 22 residential zoning districts that 
 23 allows for dense high-rise 
 24 development.  There is one historic 
 25 district, 13 historic properties 
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 2 and not to mention Gracie Mansion." 
 3  Now, this is your own words. 
 4 What would make it -- I can't 
 5 imagine in your own words something 
 6 that would make something less 
 7 unacceptable. 
 8  The other thing is 
 9 (applause) that, one last point. 
 10 We've all spoken about the Asphalt 
 11 Green.  I feel emotional about it 
 12 because my child actually, you 
 13 know, was brought up on those 
 14 swings and whatever, I just, 
 15 something no one has mentioned, to 
 16 the left of what you're going to 
 17 have the ramp is a baby park that 
 18 isn't for grown-up children, that 
 19 is for children until, and it's 
 20 actually the swings and everything 
 21 is for babies.  It's till you are 
 22 four or five years old.  Not 
 23 beyond, you're not allowed to go in 
 24 there beyond. 
 25  So look at what you're 
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 2  The City is so preoccupied 
 3 with exporting their garbage, they 
 4 are not focused on where they will 
 5 be exporting it to in 20 years. 
 6 People in communities outside New 
 7 York City and in New York State are 
 8 like you in that they don't want 
 9 garbage in their backyard and they 
 10 will not accept it at any price, 
 11 and hence the cost of landfilling 
 12 will continue to rise. 
 13  Fortunately, there are many 
 14 opportunities to reduce the size of 
 15 our garbage problem.  We can reach 
 16 zero export and landfilling of 
 17 waste-- or zero waste-- in 20 years 
 18 through aggressive waste 
 19 prevention, re-use, recycling and 
 20 composting.  Already 44 percent of 
 21 our waste is targeted through 
 22 DSNY's paper and 
 23 metal/glass/plastic collection. 
 24  More than a quarter of our 
 25 waste is made up of organic 
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 2 doing, you're putting a garbage 
 3 dump next to a baby park.  Thank 
 4 you (applause.) 
 5  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 6  Our next speaker is Shannon 
 7 Stone.  Not here?  Oh, sorry. 
 8  MS. SHANNON STONE:  My name 
 9 is Shannon Stone and I'm speaking 
 10 tonight as the co-chair of the New 
 11 York City Sierra Club's Solid Waste 
 12 Committee and as Recording 
 13 Secretary of New York City Waste 
 14 Prevention Coalition. 
 15  I'd just like to thank 
 16 everyone for sticking around late 
 17 enough to hear everyone speak. 
 18  A lot of people here tonight 
 19 are probably not aware that 22 
 20 percent of their property taxes 
 21 goes towards handling our waste. 
 22 DSNY's budget has swelled to over a 
 23 billion dollars annually because of 
 24 the cost to export waste has risen 
 25 91 percent since the year 2000. 
 

 
    Page 193 
 1 
 2 materials that can be collected 
 3 separately and composted into 
 4 valuable soil amendments rather 
 5 than simply dumping it in a 
 6 landfill or overburdening the sewer 
 7 system as some people have 
 8 advocated here tonight. 
 9  The remainder of our waste 
 10 can be dealt with through reuse 
 11 infrastructure, such as bulky goods 
 12 collection and reuse performance 
 13 and evaluation centers, and the 
 14 rest can be dealt with through 
 15 waste prevention education and 
 16 legislation, such as extended 
 17 producer responsibility.  After 
 18 all, think of how your waste was 
 19 created in the first place, it was 
 20 producers who designed waste into 
 21 their products.  Ask yourself 
 22 whether if you really want all that 
 23 cadmium and lead in your television 
 24 or computer.  And why should your 
 25 taxes pay for its burial or 
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 2 burning? 
 3  The idea of zero waste is 
 4 not new.  Cities such as San 
 5 Francisco and Toronto are working 
 6 towards zero waste.  Last fall, a 
 7 coalition of over 40 local 
 8 organizations got together and put 
 9 a 200-page book together describing 
 10 in fine detail how New York City 
 11 can reach zero waste in 20 years 
 12 through aggressive waste 
 13 prevention, reuse, recycling and 
 14 composting. 
 15  You can find a copy of it at 
 16 www.whywastenyc.org.  Please join 
 17 the zero waste campaign in 
 18 demanding an end to all this waste. 
 19 There is also a chapter devoted to 
 20 transportation issues. 
 21  People concerned about 
 22 DSNY's trucks should join me in my 
 23 demand that DSNY phase out its 
 24 diesel trucks with cleaner fueled 
 25 vehicles.  Thank you (applause.) 
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 2 the Mayor in the early days of his 
 3 administration retreated. 
 4  A second positive component 
 5 is the plan's commitment to long 
 6 range planning as opposed to 
 7 dealing with a series of crises as 
 8 they arise, with the implementation 
 9 of ever-changing remedies. 
 10  By emphasizing barge and 
 11 rail transport of solid waste and 
 12 minimizing dependency on truck 
 13 transport, the plan promises a 
 14 steep reduction in traffic 
 15 congestion and air pollution. 
 16  Well, having accepted the 
 17 logic and the benefits of the 
 18 City-wide plan, how does the 
 19 proposed reopening of the East 
 20 Side, of the East 91st Street 
 21 marine transfer station fit into 
 22 the overall scheme? 
 23  Well, history provides some 
 24 answer.  Proponents of the plan 
 25 focus with some justification on 
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 2  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 3  Our next speaker is T. 
 4 Gorman Reilly. 
 5  MR. T. GORMAN REILLY:  Good 
 6 evening, I'm Gorman Reilly 
 7 President of CIVITAS Citizens, Inc. 
 8 CIVITAS was founded in 1982, it's a 
 9 not-for-profit organization 
 10 concerned with quality of life 
 11 issues in the Upper East Side and 
 12 East Harlem. 
 13  CIVITAS commends the 
 14 Department of Sanitation for 
 15 developing a City-wide solid waste 
 16 management plan that's 
 17 comprehensive, long range and 
 18 responsible.  We agree that the 
 19 disposal of solid waste generated 
 20 by the City's eight million 
 21 residents and many businesses is 
 22 one of the fundamental obligations 
 23 of municipal government. 
 24  We admire the plan's strong 
 25 emphasis on recycling, something from which 
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 2 the fact that the MTS operated 
 3 continuously at East 91st Street 
 4 for 50 years or more until the late 
 5 '90s when the Staten Island 
 6 Landfill shut down and it is still 
 7 licensed to do so.  However, when 
 8 the MTS was built, the surrounding 
 9 area was zoned for manufacturing as 
 10 the historic Asphalt plant 
 11 structure now adapted to 
 12 recreational use, so dramatically 
 13 documents. 
 14  Over the past 50 years, 
 15 we've had a change in that 
 16 neighborhood.  The neighborhood is 
 17 substantially different from the 
 18 time when the MTS was built, 
 19 although only incrementally 
 20 different from when the MTS 
 21 suspended operations some five 
 22 years ago. 
 23  Secondly, we should consider 
 24 that other areas of Manhattan are 
 25 being impacted by the plan.  The 
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 2 proposed MTS for recycling to be 
 3 built on the Hudson River at 
 4 Gansevoort Street for example, sits 
 5 at the edge of a quite residential 
 6 area of the West Village and 
 7 intersects with the Hudson River 
 8 Park. 
 9  We heard from Council member 
 10 Brewer tonight about the West 59th 
 11 Street plan, that it is not far 
 12 from residential siting and that 
 13 there will be more residential 
 14 development in that area as well. 
 15  As to 135th Street, the 
 16 decision not to go forward there we 
 17 understand was dictated by 
 18 considerations of fair share and 
 19 environmental justice, specifically 
 20 the presence in Upper Manhattan or 
 21 the North River Sewage Treatment 
 22 Plant and multiple garages for MTA 
 23 buses. 
 24  Now, third, there does not 
 25 appear to be an obvious, in any 
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 2 on the street (bell rings) that's a 
 3 promise, must be guaranteed and 
 4 enforced.  Measures outlined by the 
 5 administration to prevent that 
 6 queuing, don't strike us as very 
 7 sufficient. 
 8  For example, the width of 
 9 the proposed ramp does not allow 
 10 for two-way traffic, thus at peak 
 11 periods, a bottleneck is sure to 
 12 form at the most critical juncture, 
 13 York Avenue and 91st Street. 
 14  It seems prudent to widen 
 15 that ramp even though it might take 
 16 some small amount of parkway or 
 17 parkland away. 
 18  During periods of heavy 
 19 usage, they'll have to be not only 
 20 a Sanitation Department employee to 
 21 keep order, there should be a 
 22 policeman as well because they'll 
 23 be many elements on the street that 
 24 need to be ordered. 
 25  And finally, and it's been 
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 2 event, available practicable 
 3 alternative at least in Manhattan 
 4 to the East 91st Street site.  No 
 5 other location of any significance 
 6 has surfaced to become part of the 
 7 public debate.  That may be a fault 
 8 on the Sanitation side, it may be a 
 9 fault on those who are petitioning 
 10 against any particular site, but in 
 11 point of fact, nothing has come to, 
 12 no one has come forward to suggest 
 13 that here is the logical site that 
 14 you've completely overlooked. 
 15  This being said, ladies and 
 16 gentleman, the East 91st Street MTS 
 17 should not be rebuilt until the 
 18 legitimate concerns of the 
 19 surrounding neighborhood have been 
 20 taken into account and I would like 
 21 to address five of those. 
 22  First and foremost is 
 23 traffic.  We've heard an awful lot 
 24 about that.  The Department of 
 25 Sanitation's promise of no queuing 
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 2 mentioned before, serious 
 3 consideration has to be given 
 4 during labor negotiations to 
 5 implementation of staggered work 
 6 shifts so that all of these loaded 
 7 trucks don't arrive at the same 
 8 time. 
 9  There are four other 
 10 considerations, I'll just name 
 11 them. 
 12  The second is that there 
 13 must be protection of the 
 14 surrounding neighborhood from 
 15 deleterious impacts of noise, odors 
 16 and toxic emissions. 
 17  Third, the visual impact of 
 18 the surrounding area must be 
 19 addressed. 
 20  Fourth, the plans program 
 21 for handling commercial waste at 
 22 this site must be closely examined. 
 23 The idea of having commercial 
 24 trucks which don't have the same 
 25 standards of ultra-low sulfur fuel 
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 2 as the Sanitation Department 
 3 trucks, is a real danger to this 
 4 distinctly residential area.  The 
 5 idea of them going well into the 
 6 morning, three and 4:00 in the 
 7 morning is just really 
 8 unacceptable.  So we think there 
 9 should be limits as to the total 
 10 number of trucks, commercial 
 11 trucks, the total number of trucks 
 12 per hour and also (bell rings) 
 13 finally a limit.  The place should 
 14 be closed down from 11:00 in the 
 15 evening until 7:00. 
 16  Accountability and we 
 17 suggest finally that accountability 
 18 would be achieved by making 
 19 available to an organization such 
 20 as the Gracie Point Community or 
 21 Council, weekly figures as to how 
 22 many trucks are there, how much 
 23 waste is being processed, what type 
 24 of tests are being done.  And that 
 25 there should be funding by way of 
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 2 number 42 and I would like to give 
 3 that 42 to Dr. Andrew Racine who 
 4 will speak later. 
 5  My name is Dr. Roy 
 6 Geronemus, I'm a Clinical Professor 
 7 at the New York University Medical 
 8 Center. 
 9  I speak to you as a 
 10 physician and before I get to my 
 11 prepared remarks, I just want to 
 12 comment that I have learned as a 
 13 physician, that medical issues do 
 14 not discriminate based on one's 
 15 socioeconomic status despite the 
 16 inference of one of the previous 
 17 speakers (applause.) 
 18  Nevertheless, nevertheless, 
 19 the socioeconomic status or 
 20 socioeconomic environment within 
 21 this community is diverse.  You do 
 22 have the John Holmes Community, you 
 23 also have the Stanley-Isaacs 
 24 Community as well as the Upper East 
 25 Side, the Gracie Square area and 
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 2 mitigation or otherwise for an 
 3 expert to be made available to the 
 4 Council so that they can evaluate 
 5 properly what's going on. 
 6  Just as a civilized society 
 7 will take the necessary steps 
 8 effectively to dispose of its 
 9 accumulated solid waste, so too 
 10 that civilized society will ensure 
 11 that its residents will be able to 
 12 enjoy a suitable quality of life. 
 13 Thank you for allowing me to 
 14 speak (applause.) 
 15 MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 16 Our next speaker is Judy 
 17 Schneider. 
 18 MS. JUDY SCHNEIDER:  I cede 
 19 my time; my comments were made. 
 20 MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 21 Sal Forzano? (Cede time to Roy Geronemus) 
 22 MR. ROY GERONEMUS:  What 
 23 number are you up to? 
 24 MR. SZARPANSKI: Number 35. 
 25 MR. ROY GERONEMUS: So I'm 
 

 
    Page 205 
 1 
 2 the Asphalt Green does service the 
 3 entire New York City area, bring in 
 4 those people, many of whom are on 
 5 scholarship to take advantage of 
 6 programs that I personally and many 
 7 others contribute to so these 
 8 children can come into our 
 9 community and gain access to this 
 10 wonderful facility and programs 
 11 that will benefit them 
 12 significantly. 
 13  I've reviewed the issues 
 14 related to the marine transfer 
 15 stations regarding its expansion 
 16 and I have multiple concerns as it 
 17 relates to the health and welfare 
 18 of the residents and the visitors 
 19 of this community. 
 20  Simply stated, the City of 
 21 New York solid waste management 
 22 plan can, and probably will create 
 23 a public health crisis. 
 24  Let me explain who will be 
 25 affected by the plan to reopen and 
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 2 expand the marine transfer station. 
 3  These include children, 
 4 adults, particularly geriatric 
 5 adults and very young children and 
 6 let's not forget pregnant women and 
 7 their unborn children who visit the 
 8 parks that were mentioned earlier 
 9 by the previous speakers 
 10 (applause.) 
 11  As I'm sure you are aware, 
 12 this densely populated residential 
 13 area includes a broad cross section 
 14 of the populace including families 
 15 and geriatric adults.  Multiple 
 16 families live within this community 
 17 and an even a greater number visit 
 18 the athletic facilities involving 
 19 the Asphalt Green from not only 
 20 this residential area but from 
 21 other parts of the City including 
 22 other boroughs, because of the 
 23 unique services provided by Asphalt 
 24 Green such as programs like Learn 
 25 To Swim and other programs for 
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 2 multiple concerns.  I would like to 
 3 run through this list. 
 4  One, the diesel exhaust that 
 5 will emanate from the dramatic 
 6 increase in the number 
 7 diesel-emitting trucks in this 
 8 community. 
 9  Secondly, allergens from the 
 10 vermin that will populate this 
 11 marine transfer station. 
 12  Thirdly, poisons from the 
 13 insecticides that will be required 
 14 to control the vermin. 
 15  Fourthly, bacteria from deep 
 16 water grit. 
 17  Fifthly, effective odor 
 18 neutralizing agents will cause a 
 19 problem. 
 20  And lastly, the concern 
 21 regarding access to ambulances to 
 22 and from this community, 
 23 particularly when there are larger 
 24 numbers of geriatric residents that 
 25 have not been recognized in any 
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 2 handicapped individuals.  There are 
 3 also geriatric communities within 
 4 the Stanley-Isaacs and John Holmes 
 5 Centers. 
 6  While the marine transfer 
 7 station may have made sense when 
 8 this facility was built decades 
 9 ago, the present community is 
 10 significantly different with a much 
 11 larger populace and a widely-used 
 12 athletic complex that did not exist 
 13 within the facility was first 
 14 built.  Consequently, the impact of 
 15 the proposed reopening and 
 16 significant expansion of this 
 17 facility will have a much greater 
 18 impact upon this community than it 
 19 would of had upon the community 
 20 that existed several years ago when 
 21 this facility was first built. 
 22  The categories of 
 23 susceptible and endangered 
 24 residents and visitors to this 
 25 community will be based upon 
 

 
    Page 209 
 1 
 2 reports that I have read regarding 
 3 this particular location. 
 4  The effect of diesel exhaust 
 5 upon the development of pulmonary 
 6 diseases including asthma and 
 7 emphysema, as well as the potential 
 8 for miscarriage amongst pregnant 
 9 women, has been well-documented in 
 10 medical literature and I suggest 
 11 you review those articles prior to 
 12 making your final decision. 
 13  In fact, the Department of 
 14 Public Health at Columbia 
 15 University has published 
 16 extensively on the environmental 
 17 impact of diesel exhaust and has 
 18 even demonstrated that there are 
 19 certain areas of Manhattan where 
 20 the incidence (bell rings) of 
 21 asthma is significantly higher than 
 22 areas where exposure to diesel 
 23 exhaust does not exist. 
 24  It is noted that there are 
 25 areas of New York where diesel 
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 2 exhaust is the highest, there's a 
 3 25 percent incidence of asthma. 
 4 This is 500 percent greater than 
 5 the national average, this is a 
 6 significant problem and we're going 
 7 to see that in this community with 
 8 the plan that you have made. 
 9  There's also, there's an 
 10 associated increase of asthma with 
 11 higher hospitalization rates in 
 12 these areas where the incidence of 
 13 asthma is so high.  There are in 
 14 fact five studies that have been 
 15 published showing that children who 
 16 live or attend school near highways 
 17 with high truck and auto traffic 
 18 are significantly more likely to 
 19 have symptoms of asthma and 
 20 diminished lung capacity. 
 21  It is also of importance to 
 22 note that in these studies, it is 
 23 found that within diesel exhaust, 
 24 there are particles that make our 
 25 immune systems more susceptible to 
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 2  The impact of allergens from 
 3 vermin that will populate the 
 4 marine transfer station have also 
 5 been demonstrated in studies from a 
 6 reputable institution known as 
 7 Johns Hopkins Medical Center. 
 8  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Can I ask 
 9 you to wrap it up, please. 
 10  MR. ROY GERONEMUS:  I will, 
 11 I'll take the amount of time given 
 12 to other people. 
 13  And these, it should be 
 14 stated that this particular study 
 15 noted that the these particular 
 16 individuals exposed to vermin and 
 17 the allergens from vermin have 
 18 exacerbated pulmonary diseases as 
 19 well. 
 20  Other factors that will 
 21 contribute to the health of the 
 22 community will include the impact 
 23 of other neutralizing agents, the 
 24 bacteria and the allergens that 
 25 disseminate from the bacteria that 
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 2 inhaled allergens like pollen 
 3 and mold.  These studies have also 
 4 shown high levels of exposure to 
 5 polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 
 6 which one finds in diesel and gas 
 7 exhaust and actually present in the 
 8 blood of children and their 
 9 mothers.  These toxins are 
 10 associated with low birth weights 
 11 (bell rings) lower birth weights 
 12 and an increased incidence of 
 13 miscarriage. 
 14  It has been suggested that 
 15 in fact the garbage trucks will not 
 16 queue and the ramps and the holding 
 17 facilities are large enough that 
 18 the effect of diesel exhaust will 
 19 be minimized.  But let me remind 
 20 you, this is not Star Trek, these 
 21 trucks are not going to be beamed 
 22 or vaporized on to the marine 
 23 transfer station, they will have to 
 24 travel, sit in traffic like you and 
 25 I and stop at lights. 
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 2 occur from deep water grit. 
 3  All of these factors 
 4 together, not to mention the impact 
 5 of noise within this community, 
 6 present a public health concern to 
 7 the residents and businesses in 
 8 this community. 
 9  In addition to one final 
 10 comment, I would like your office 
 11 to review the Workers' Compensation 
 12 claims as it related to emphysema, 
 13 asthma and other lung diseases 
 14 amongst those Sanitation workers in 
 15 New York City is information that 
 16 you have failed to release. 
 17  While adult males are not 
 18 the most susceptible to pulmonary 
 19 diseases, this information will be 
 20 very revealing as a potential 
 21 health impact upon this particular 
 22 community. 
 23  I also want to conclude with 
 24 a comment of environmental justice. 
 25 Environmental justice is a concept 
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 2 designed to protect the health of 
 3 the community based upon the 
 4 impacts of issues relating to 
 5 transportation which would clearly 
 6 be applicable here. 
 7  The Stanley-Isaacs and John 
 8 Holmes Communities fulfill criteria 
 9 for environmental justice 
 10 consideration.  And this is not 
 11 just about protecting the health 
 12 and the rights amongst the racial 
 13 and ethnic minorities, even though 
 14 many racial and ethnic minorities 
 15 visit the Asphalt Green, the 
 16 concept of environmental justice 
 17 should be egalitarian and that the 
 18 health of those visiting the 91st 
 19 Street area should be considered no 
 20 less valuable than the health of 
 21 those other communities that the 
 22 Department has chosen not to open 
 23 marine transfer stations. 
 24  Considering the indisputable 
 25 facts regarding the impact of 
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 2 vote against the application. 
 3  I would urge (applause) -- I 
 4 will urge the Borough President who 
 5 also has a vote in the ULURP 
 6 process to vote against it and I 
 7 will urge our council members 
 8 Gifford and Eva to vote against it. 
 9  One, two other comments, 
 10 very quickly.  Your Procrustean 
 11 DEIS needs a lot of work.  You've 
 12 tailored the DEIS to a preconceived 
 13 conclusion.  Now that you've heard 
 14 all this testimony -- I'll wait until 
 15 you finish.  No, I'll wait until you 
 16 finish.  I don't want to be rude. 
 17  Thank you, sir I mean, 
 18 that's rude, there's no cause for 
 19 that.  I've been waiting here for 
 20 all this time and all these people 
 21 are waiting.  Do us the honor and 
 22 the courtesy of listening to us 
 23 when we talk in the microphone. 
 24  MR. SZARPANSKI:  I'm sorry, 
 25 I was just asked by the people 
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 2 diesel exhaust and the toxins, why 
 3 would you want to put a facility 
 4 such as this in the middle of a 
 5 residential community right 
 6 directly in the middle of a 
 7 well-utilized athletic complex 
 8 where children and pregnant women 
 9 congregate and place this community 
 10 at significant risk?  Please 
 11 reconsider (applause.) 
 12  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 13  Barry Schneider.  This is 
 14 number 36, yes. 
 15  MR. BARRY SCHNEIDER:  Good 
 16 evening, ladies and gentleman, 
 17 Commissioner and members of the 
 18 Department of Sanitation, my name 
 19 is Barry Schneider, and I'm a 
 20 member of Community Board Eight. 
 21 And when the ULURP item comes 
 22 before the community board later, 
 23 early next year, I shall vote 
 24 against the application and I would 
 25 urge my fellow board members to 
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 2 running this center that we end 
 3 this session at 9:00. 
 4  MR. BARRY SCHNEIDER: I'll be 
 5 done by 9:00, I promise you. 
 6  MR. SZARPANSKI:  But I'm 
 7 asking them to extend it to 9:30 so 
 8 please continue and try to be 
 9 brief. 
 10  MR. BARRY SCHNEIDER:  I'm 
 11 aware of the time and thank you for 
 12 your consideration. 
 13  Anyway, you made the DEIS to 
 14 fit your 91st Street location.  Now 
 15 that you've heard all the 
 16 testimony, go back and do it right 
 17 and do a DEIS that reflects all the 
 18 concerns you've heard here tonight, 
 19 let the DEIS address all of the 
 20 issues, not just the cases of the 
 21 one you think you might be able to 
 22 get away with, but just all these 
 23 and come back with an FEIS that the 
 24 community can live with. 
 25  THE AUDIENCE:  It's a fraud. 
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 2 We all know it's a fraud.  If you 
 3 were in the private sector you'd be 
 4 sued and you'd have your own 
 5 network at risk. 
 6  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Would you 
 7 like to speak? 
 8  MR. BARRY SCHNEIDER: There 
 9 is no end to rudeness, is there? 
 10  One other thing, lest you 
 11 think my comments are NIMBY, let me 
 12 assure you they are not.  They are 
 13 not in our front yard.  Not in our 
 14 parks, not in our playgrounds, and 
 15 not in our lives.  Thank you 
 16 (applause.) 
 17  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 18  I'm not sure I can read it, 
 19 is it Mort Gerard?  Thank you. 
 20  MR. MORT GERARD:  Hi, I'm 
 21 Mort Gerard, I'm a member of the 
 22 Board at 445 East 86th, a building 
 23 of 160 families. 
 24  I reviewed your final 
 25 scoping document and I guess I got 
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 2 applicability. 
 3  And then under policy ten, 
 4 one of the things you are striving 
 5 for and it says always, "Is to 
 6 retain and preserve designated 
 7 historic resources and enhance 
 8 resources significant to the 
 9 coastal culture of New York City." 
 10  Well, you recognized back in 
 11 the document that we have 
 12 historical areas around that whole 
 13 project.  Yet here it is, retain 
 14 and preserve, so you're going to 
 15 ruin them by the way it's going. 
 16  And finally, the thing that 
 17 frightened me the most, I will 
 18 admit based on what's going on, 
 19 goes to page 20.  The title, 
 20 "public review process."  And it 
 21 says, "Action is one that minimizes 
 22 or avoids significant adverse 
 23 environmental effects to the 
 24 maximum extent practicable."  Then 
 25 it goes on to say, "In addition, 
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 2 away a little confused.  Because I 
 3 just wanted to read to you what you 
 4 say is a criteria, and then wonder 
 5 why we're even here.  Because 
 6 starting with page 56, community 
 7 facilities and services.  It says, 
 8 "The proposed actions and 
 9 alternatives are significant impact 
 10 to these facilities could occur if 
 11 the proposed action and 
 12 alternatives were to displace a 
 13 facility, substantially disrupt 
 14 delivery of a service currently 
 15 available to the community will 
 16 result in a new demand for such 
 17 services." 
 18  Well, you know it's quite 
 19 obvious from listening to this it's 
 20 going to happen to the Asphalt 
 21 Green, type of situation.  Then we 
 22 go on to page 80 and the title 
 23 there is the local waterfront 
 24 revitalization policies and 
 25 subpolicies and their 
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 2 any potential significant adverse 
 3 effects disclosed would be 
 4 minimized or avoided by 
 5 incorporating mitigated measures 
 6 that are identified practicable." 
 7  Just a few weeks ago, 
 8 another member of our government 
 9 said that just talking about this, 
 10 a similar response when we were 
 11 advised that supplying armor to our 
 12 troops abroad was, would have been 
 13 nice if it were practicable. 
 14 However, you know, like it wasn't 
 15 practicable.  So a bunch of body 
 16 bags are.  Practicable?  I mean, 
 17 that's a never-ending open 
 18 document, practicable?  By whose 
 19 definition?  Just doesn't make 
 20 sense.  Thank you (applause.) 
 21  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 22  I was just handed a note by 
 23 the blood center saying that their 
 24 blood delivery is coming in and 
 25 they cannot allow us to stay beyond 
 



 

 
    Page 222 
 1 
 2 9:00. 
 3  So I apologize.  We'll take 
 4 two more speakers and make it 
 5 brief, please. 
 6  Our next speaker is Babette 
 7 Bandler. 
 8  MS. BABETTE BANDLER:  I'm 
 9 Babette Bandler, I hope that all 
 10 these magnificent speakers, all 
 11 their papers are being put into the 
 12 record. 
 13  I was not here at the June 
 14 meeting but I feel the frustration 
 15 of the people here who feel that 
 16 everything that was said, and if it 
 17 was as eloquently said then as it 
 18 is tonight, it is a crime that it 
 19 was not paid attention to. 
 20  I think (applause) that the 
 21 firm that did, and I don't know the 
 22 firm, it's not personal, if the 
 23 firm and our taxpayer money went to 
 24 a firm who did this impact 
 25 statement and came out with the 
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 2 have York Avenue, York Avenue you 
 3 have two lanes here, going this way 
 4 (indicating) and two lanes going 
 5 that way.  You have some cars 
 6 parked along the way.  If you take 
 7 the parked cars and you take the 
 8 garbage trucks, okay, you are 
 9 leaving York Avenue with one lane 
 10 to go up.  That lane has to take 
 11 all of the York Avenue buses, it's 
 12 the only place people can travel to 
 13 and from, north and south.  Those 
 14 buses and many of them are double 
 15 'cause there's so much traffic, has 
 16 to turn on, I believe 91st Street 
 17 or 90th Street.  If the truck, if 
 18 the garbage trucks are in this lane 
 19 and this huge bus has to make a 
 20 turn, that's the end of all the 
 21 traffic. 
 22  Where is this York Avenue 
 23 going to?  It happens to be a major 
 24 entry to the FDR Drive northbound 
 25 and to the southbound traffic. 
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 2 conclusion that there's no impact, 
 3 they should be fired and we should 
 4 get somebody else (applause) 
 5 because it is impossible, 
 6 absolutely impossible. 
 7  Now, I'm going to give you a 
 8 personal thing.  When those trucks 
 9 were queued up in order to get in, 
 10 let me just give you a visual, 
 11 because I saw on that board, your 
 12 thing of the play yard, you didn't 
 13 see any buildings, you didn't see 
 14 any sidewalks, it was just like an 
 15 open thing that you showed before. 
 16  I park my car on 88th 
 17 Street.  I tried to get out of my 
 18 garage on York Avenue, I couldn't, 
 19 because all the garbage trucks were 
 20 queued up.  Then you walk two 
 21 blocks down, our area has been 
 22 deprived of a subway system for 
 23 many, many years.  Because we do 
 24 not have a subway system, we have 
 25 to rely on buses.  Those buses, you 
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 2  Now, if you sit there and 
 3 say to me that there is no impact, 
 4 that there is no queuing, how on -- 
 5 oh, oh, wait a second.  Now you go 
 6 up a few more blocks, and I don't 
 7 care if these buses turn, but you 
 8 have 42,000 people coming to this 
 9 aqua center, all these wonderful 
 10 people of all backgrounds coming to 
 11 the aqua center in school buses 
 12 (bell rings) in buses, and what 
 13 happens?  They can't get off.  So 
 14 when you take traffic, just nothing 
 15 else but traffic, you have not in 
 16 any way addressed the problem, you 
 17 have no way mitigated it and saying 
 18 that you're not going to queue 
 19 these trucks, is absolute insanity. 
 20  I consider this report that 
 21 was given to us an insult to our 
 22 intelligence (applause.) 
 23  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 24  Our final speaker. 
 25  MS. BABETTE BANDLER:  One 
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 2 more remark, I'm sorry. 
 3  It's very important.  I 
 4 believe that if we don't hear a 
 5 real concern of what's being 
 6 expressed at the June meeting and 
 7 this meeting, that we all should 
 8 get together, let's get 60 Minutes, 
 9 let's get TV involved.  Let them 
 10 start pushing that drive.  We're 
 11 getting nowhere this way. 
 12  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 13  Our final speaker is S.M. 
 14 Roth.  Okay, Evelyn Malina.  And I 
 15 think Dr. Roy Geronemus ceded his 
 16 time to somebody else. 
 17  You will be the final 
 18 speaker.  I urge all of you to 
 19 submit your comments in writing By 
 20 January 24th. 
 21  MR. ANDREW RACINE: I've been 
 22 asked by one of the other 
 23 participants to let the record 
 24 reflect the other speakers who 
 25 didn't get to speak tonight.  I 
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 2 the emissions that are out of 
 3 diesel fuel and these are that 
 4 important to understand what they 
 5 are. 
 6  The second has to do with 
 7 the fact that the pulmonary 
 8 physiology of children, infants and 
 9 children is different than adults, 
 10 which leads to the third point and 
 11 that is that the draft impact 
 12 statement has nothing to say about 
 13 that. 
 14  The first point about diesel 
 15 emissions everyone knows, but the 
 16 two things that are of particular 
 17 importance are particulate matter 
 18 of 2.5 microns and ten microns. 
 19 These are things that have a 
 20 predilection for lodging deep in 
 21 lung tissue and may stay there for 
 22 a long time period of time. 
 23  Second issue about the 
 24 physiology of infants and children 
 25 is that they are different then we 
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 2 don't know what that means, but if 
 3 we can do that, that would be 
 4 great. 
 5  Okay, thanks.  I'm going to 
 6 try to be brief.  I'm one of those 
 7 rich white folks that Mr. Logan was 
 8 referring to before.  And on the 
 9 other hand, I've spent the last 20 
 10 years of my life working in poor 
 11 communities of color. 
 12  Right now I'm the Clinical 
 13 Professor of Pediatrics at the 
 14 Albert Einstein College of Medicine 
 15 and I work as the Director of the 
 16 Division of General Pediatrics at 
 17 the Children's Hospital at 
 18 Montefiore which is in Bronx. 
 19  I came to talk about three, 
 20 just to make three points, and this 
 21 has to do with my particular 
 22 concern which is the health of the 
 23 children who live and visit the 
 24 area. 
 25  First point has to do with 
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 2 are.  I mean, you may notice they 
 3 live close to the ground, close to 
 4 the ground there the density of 
 5 these toxicants that are emitted by 
 6 trucks is higher than it is where 
 7 we live, higher up.  And so for 
 8 example, in the draft impact 
 9 statement uses 1.8 meters for their 
 10 receptors to see what the level 
 11 concentration of these pollutants 
 12 is, it doesn't take into account 
 13 the people that are in strollers or 
 14 little ones walking around. 
 15  So the first thing is they 
 16 live in a different place relative 
 17 to where the exhaust pipes are. 
 18  Second thing is that their 
 19 per minute ventilation is higher. 
 20 They breathe faster, as a 
 21 consequence, they entrain greater 
 22 quantities of these pollutants per 
 23 body surface area then adults do. 
 24  Third thing is that they 
 25 spend more time out of doors and 
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 2 they spend more time physically 
 3 active and so their exposure to 
 4 these pollutants is higher. 
 5  And the fourth thing which 
 6 is probably the most important is 
 7 that they are growing lungs, that 
 8 is you don't finish growing your 
 9 lungs until you're ten years of age 
 10 so between zero and ten you're 
 11 adding alveoli, air sacks.  Any 
 12 damage that is created to those 
 13 developing lungs has a permanent 
 14 effect on that lung function going 
 15 into adulthood.  And this is the 
 16 problem with the draft impact 
 17 statement.  It's 154 pages just 
 18 about chapter six alone for the 
 19 91st station.  There is a talk 
 20 about fin fish, there's talk about 
 21 the culture of the City, there's 
 22 talk about all kinds of things, 
 23 there's not a single statement, not 
 24 one statement about the physiology 
 25 of children, about what it will do 
 

 
    Page 232 
 1 
 2  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 3  Let the record show that 
 4 there were other people who signed 
 5 up and did not have an opportunity 
 6 to speak because we are being asked 
 7 to leave the room. 
 8  I urge you also to please 
 9 write to us.  The deadline for 
 10 submitting written material is 
 11 January 24th. 
 12  Thank you all for coming. 
 13  (Time noted:  9:05 p.m.) 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
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 2 to being exposed to these 
 3 pollutants. 
 4  The fact that the 
 5 epidemiology that is sited in 
 6 chapter 33, you know, discounts 
 7 some of the findings because 
 8 they're cross sectional findings, 
 9 also doesn't take into account some 
 10 more recent information. 
 11  So I've included in my 
 12 statement to you, a policy 
 13 statement from the American Academy 
 14 of Pediatrics Committee on 
 15 Environmental Health that came out 
 16 this December, this month.  And 
 17 another article from the New 
 18 England Journal Of Medicine.  I 
 19 would suggest that you read it 
 20 because it talks about the 
 21 permanent damage that will done to 
 22 children's lungs by being exposed 
 23 to pollutants that we're talking 
 24 about.  Thanks very much 
 25 (applause). 
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 2  C E R T I F I C A T E 
 3 STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
 4   : ss. 
 5 COUNTY OF NEW YORK ) 
6 
 7  I, Marc Russo, a Notary Public 
 8  within and for the State of New York, 
 9  do hereby certify that the within is a 
 10  true and accurate transcript of the 
 11  proceedings taken on December 20th, 
 12  2004.  I further certify that I am not 
 13  related to any of the parties to this 
 14  action by blood or marriage and that I 
 15  am in no way interested in the outcome 
 16  of this matter. 
 17 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my 
 18  hand this 30th day of December, 2004. 
19 
 20  _____________________ 
 21  MARC RUSSO 
22 
23 
24 
25 
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 2  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Good 
 3 evening everybody.  My name is 
 4 Harry Szarpanski.  I'm the 
 5 Assistant Commissioner for the 
 6 Bureau of Long Term Export at the 
 7 New York City Department of 
 8 Sanitation.  I welcome the 
 9 opportunity to be here before you 
 10 tonight. 
 11  With me are Sarah Dolinar, 
 12 Vaughan Arnold and Walter 
 13 Czwartacky of the Department of 
 14 Sanitation.  Also here tonight are 
 15 Dan Harkins and Susan Raila of the 
 16 firm of Henningson, Durham & 
 17 Richardson, HDR.  HDR is 
 18 responsible for preparing the draft 
 19 EIS which is the subject of 
 20 tonight's meeting. 
 21  We also have representatives 
 22 here from the firm of Ecology and 
 23 Environment who helped organize 
 24 this meeting. 
 25  As you know, in October of 
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 2 2004, the Department of Sanitation 
 3 issued a New York City 
 4 Comprehensive Solid Waste 
 5 Management Plan for the next 20 
 6 years.  As required, the new SWMP, 
 7 as we refer to it, has been 
 8 submitted as a draft to the City 
 9 Council. 
 10  The New SWMP is proposed to 
 11 replace the current SWMP and must 
 12 be approved by the City Council 
 13 before it can be submitted to the 
 14 New York State Department of 
 15 Environmental Conservation for 
 16 final approval. 
 17  The new SWMP plans for the 
 18 management of all of the solid 
 19 waste generated in the City over 
 20 the next 20 years and is supported 
 21 by a draft environmental impact 
 22 statement or draft EIS on which we 
 23 will take comments this evening. 
 24  My comments tonight will be 
 25 brief.  I will make a short power 
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 2 point presentation before the 
 3 public portion of the meeting 
 4 begins.  Copies of my statement and 
 5 presentation will be available at 
 6 the end of the meeting. 
 7  Should you require the 
 8 assistance of a Spanish 
 9 interpreter, please let the 
 10 individuals at the front table 
 11 know. 
 12  Because the real focus of 
 13 this public hearing will be your 
 14 comments, if you plan to make a 
 15 statement for the record, please 
 16 take a moment to fill out the 
 17 speaker sign up sheet and submit it 
 18 to the individuals sitting at the 
 19 table you passed on your way in. 
 20 You will then be assigned a number 
 21 and I will call your name when it 
 22 is your turn to speak. 
 23  Note that elected officials, 
 24 who may be attending many meetings 
 25 on behalf of their constituents on 
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 2 A copy of all the documents are 
 3 available on the Department's 
 4 website and in six public 
 5 repositories in Brooklyn for your 
 6 review.  It's also available in 
 7 other boroughs. 
 8  The City Council expects to 
 9 hold hearings on the SWMP probably 
 10 in January. 
 11  There are three broad 
 12 categories that the SWMP is 
 13 organized into:  There's the 
 14 recycling portion, the Department 
 15 of Sanitation DSNY-managed waste 
 16 and the commercial waste. 
 17  With respect to recycling, 
 18 our goals are to hold down the cost 
 19 of recycling and expand barge 
 20 transport of recyclables.  Meet a 
 21 25 percent recycling goal for the 
 22 DSNY Curbside Program by 2007 and 
 23 by the same date, meet a 35 percent 
 24 recycling goal for all 
 25 Department-managed waste. 
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 2 any given night, will have an 
 3 opportunity to speak first. 
 4  We are interested to make a 
 5 complete record of your comments. 
 6 Please state your name clearly and 
 7 slowly for the stenographer. 
 8  So that we can hear everyone 
 9 who wants to speak, we ask that you 
 10 keep your statement to three 
 11 minutes.  If you do not wish to 
 12 speak, but would like to provide us 
 13 with written comments, please 
 14 complete a comment card which we 
 15 provided for your use. 
 16  Thank you for coming and 
 17 I'll begin my power point 
 18 presentation. 
 19  (Showing slides) This is a 
 20 public hearing on the City's DEIS 
 21 for the draft comprehensive solid 
 22 waste management plan or, as we 
 23 call it the SWMP.  Both the new 
 24 SWMP and the DEIS were issued by 
 25 the City Department of Sanitation. 
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 2  The specific initiatives for 
 3 recycling are to enter into a 
 4 20-year contract for metal, glass 
 5 and plastic processing and 
 6 marketing, and for a new recycling 
 7 processing facility at the South 
 8 Brooklyn Marine Terminal and that's 
 9 on 30th Street. 
 10  Enhance composting and waste 
 11 prevention programs; develop an 
 12 electronics recycling program and 
 13 establish a recycling education 
 14 center and acceptance facility at 
 15 the Gansevoort Peninsula or an 
 16 alternate Manhattan site. 
 17  The Gansevoort site is a 
 18 site that is in Lower Manhattan 
 19 just below 14th Street where we 
 20 once used to operate a marine 
 21 transfer station. 
 22  With respect to Brooklyn 
 23 recycling, in July of this year we 
 24 resumed weekly Brooklyn recycling 
 25 collections.  Hugo Neu is the 
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 2 company that will develop a 
 3 processing center on City-owned 
 4 land at 30th Street in the Brooklyn 
 5 Marine Terminal.  And composting 
 6 began again in the fall of this 
 7 year at Canarsie Park. 
 8  Full funding was given to 
 9 the Brooklyn Botanical Gardens for 
 10 composting information programs. 
 11  With respect to 
 12 Department-managed waste, our goals 
 13 are to end the use of long-haul 
 14 trucks for waste transport and 
 15 export and export more waste by 
 16 barge or rail; to stabilize the 
 17 waste export costs; to distribute 
 18 waste transfer facilities 
 19 throughout the City and 
 20 containerize waste to get more 
 21 transport and disposal options. 
 22  Our long term export program 
 23 specifically calls for the use of 
 24 private transfer stations for barge 
 25 and rail export of containerized 
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 2  On the commercial waste 
 3 side, we're looking to limit new or 
 4 expanded transfer stations in 
 5 communities where they are already 
 6 concentrated.  We're looking to 
 7 establish new operational 
 8 regulations to reduce noise, odor 
 9 and dust at private waste transfer 
 10 stations.  We will study how to 
 11 lessen waste truck transport on 
 12 truck routes through residential 
 13 areas. 
 14  Expand barge/rail export of 
 15 commercial waste from 
 16 DSNY-contracted transfer stations. 
 17 Export some of the commercial waste 
 18 through converted marine transfer 
 19 stations and offer the 59th Street 
 20 Marine Transfer Station for export 
 21 of commercial waste. 
 22  The draft environmental 
 23 impact statement evaluates the 
 24 environmental consequences of sites 
 25 and facilities that are or may be 
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 2 waste from the Bronx and from 
 3 Brooklyn and Queens communities 
 4 that was once served by the 
 5 Greenpoint and South Bronx MTSs; 
 6 complete the construction of the 
 7 Staten Island Transfer Station and 
 8 begin export of Staten Island waste 
 9 by rail.  And to enter into a long 
 10 term contract for the disposal of a 
 11 portion of Manhattan's waste at the 
 12 Essex County Resource Recovery 
 13 Facility and that's in Newark, New 
 14 Jersey.  And build four new marine 
 15 transfer stations at existing 
 16 sites.  And those include the East 
 17 91st Street site in Manhattan, the 
 18 North Shore site in Queens and the 
 19 Hamilton Avenue and Southwest 
 20 Brooklyn sites in Brooklyn. 
 21  And I just need to point out 
 22 to people that we are not planning 
 23 to convert the Greenpoint Marine 
 24 Transfer Station as part of this 
 25 plan. 
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 2 part of the proposed action in the 
 3 SWMP.  It also evaluates the 
 4 alternative sites and facilities. 
 5 It identifies the things that the 
 6 City would do to avoid potential 
 7 significant impacts and meets City 
 8 and State environmental review 
 9 requirements. 
 10  This is just a map showing 
 11 where the four converted MTSs are 
 12 going to be and where there are 
 13 private facilities that we're 
 14 looking to negotiate for waste 
 15 export services. 
 16  For this community 
 17 specifically, we're looking to 
 18 enter into a long-term contract 
 19 with one or two private waste 
 20 companies for truck-to-rail or 
 21 truck-to-barge disposals of the 
 22 Brooklyn waste that formerly went 
 23 to the Greenpoint Marine Transfer 
 24 Station.  There are two specific 
 25 facilities that we're looking at 
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 2 and negotiating with. 
 3  One is the Allied Waste 
 4 Services facility at 72 Scott/598 
 5 Scholes Street.  And the other one 
 6 is the Waste Management facility at 
 7 485 Scott Avenue. 
 8  The Allied facility is a 
 9 proposed expansion of waste 
 10 processing capacity, however, the 
 11 proposed expansion will be offset 
 12 by eliminating waste and 
 13 recyclables processing at three 
 14 existing facilities in Brooklyn 
 15 Community District 1. 
 16  A new permit is required for 
 17 the truck-to-rail facility and for 
 18 the waste expansion. 
 19  On the Waste Management 
 20 facility, there's no proposed 
 21 expansion, but there will be a need 
 22 for permit modification for a 
 23 truck-to-barge facility. 
 24  And I just want to make a 
 25 few comments deviating from this 
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 2 also have to go out by barge or 
 3 rail and that would further reduce 
 4 the number of long-haul trucks that 
 5 come through the facility, that 
 6 come through the community 
 7 everyday. 
 8  And thirdly, if the 
 9 Department chooses to award 
 10 contracts to both vendors, then the 
 11 benefit of doing so is that we can 
 12 divide up the 950 tons a day that's 
 13 generated by the Brooklyn wasteshed 
 14 between the two facilities, we 
 15 will, through our contract 
 16 requirements, be able to force both 
 17 facilities to export Department and 
 18 commercial waste out by rail or 
 19 barge.  And again, this would have 
 20 an impact in reducing the long-haul 
 21 transfer truck traffic that is now 
 22 being experienced. 
 23  This is just a map showing 
 24 the various Brooklyn wastesheds. 
 25 The green area is the area that 
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 2 presentation, specifically about 
 3 what appeared to be some 
 4 misunderstandings on these two 
 5 particular projects. 
 6  We issued a request for 
 7 proposals where we asked companies 
 8 to propose based on having to 
 9 provide us offsets on a ton-per-ton 
 10 basis if they were looking to 
 11 expand in this community so that 
 12 proposing vendors were specifically 
 13 required to include in their 
 14 proposals, a plan to eliminate the 
 15 equivalent tons per day of 
 16 permitted capacity at one or more 
 17 transfer stations in Community 
 18 District 1. 
 19  A request for proposals also 
 20 mandated that if the Department 
 21 awarded a contract to either of 
 22 these companies, that commercial 
 23 waste that went to these two 
 24 facilities, not just 
 25 Department-managed waste, would 
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 2 we're talking about for contracting 
 3 with either one or both of the 
 4 companies. 
 5  Just a summary of what the 
 6 draft environmental impact 
 7 concluded with respect to traffic 
 8 and air quality. 
 9  With signal timing change at 
 10 Gardner and Metropolitan Avenues, 
 11 there are no significant impacts 
 12 that were found. 
 13  Commercial waste accepted 
 14 would have to be containerized and 
 15 go out by rail.  No significant 
 16 off-site air quality impacts were 
 17 shown. 
 18  And with respect to odor and 
 19 noise, no detectable odor is shown 
 20 at off-site sensitive receptors and 
 21 off-site noise analysis showed no 
 22 significant impacts. 
 23  With respect to traffic, air 
 24 quality and odor, this is for the 
 25 Scott Avenue truck-to-barge 
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 2 facility, the environmental review 
 3 found no significant traffic, air 
 4 quality, odor or noise impacts. 
 5 And modifications to a 
 6 truck-to-barge facility would 
 7 reduce the outbound transfer 
 8 trailer traffic.  Commercial waste 
 9 accepted would have to go out in 
 10 containers by barge. 
 11  Let's go back a slide, 
 12 please. 
 13  If you're looking to provide 
 14 comments to us on the DEIS, there 
 15 are several ways you can do that. 
 16 You can provide comments to us 
 17 verbally tonight.  You can submit, 
 18 fill out a comment sheet and then 
 19 I'll call on you.  You can submit 
 20 written comments here or in the 
 21 future and those comments could be 
 22 mailed either to myself or to our 
 23 consultant.  I ask that we receive 
 24 those comments by January 24th. 
 25  And I'll open it up to 
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 2 industry in the Williamsburg 
 3 community and the impacts of that 
 4 industry on the quality of life and 
 5 the infrastructure of this 
 6 neighborhood. 
 7  And that being said, he 
 8 wants to begin, where I need to 
 9 begin the testimony by 
 10 congratulating the Bloomberg 
 11 Administration on making some real 
 12 steps forward with this SWMP. 
 13  First of all, it is a real 
 14 move towards borough 
 15 self-sufficiency.  The plan to open 
 16 up the marine transfer stations in 
 17 Manhattan and in other boroughs, in 
 18 Queens, et cetera, is a really 
 19 positive step and we commend the 
 20 administration for working towards 
 21 that goal and we hope that you will 
 22 work hard to make sure that those 
 23 marine transfer stations happen and 
 24 that communities can support their 
 25 waste that they produce. 
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 2 comments from you.  And the first 
 3 speaker I'm going to call is Alison 
 4 Hirsch representing Assemblyman 
 5 Vito J. Lopez. 
 6  MS. ALISON HIRSCH:  Good 
 7 evening everybody.  My name is 
 8 Alison Hirsch and I am here 
 9 representing Assemblyman Vito Lopez 
 10 who had another meeting tonight so 
 11 he couldn't be here.  He stopped by 
 12 earlier himself. 
 13  The Assemblyman, I just 
 14 submitted written comments on 
 15 behalf of the Assemblyman and I'm 
 16 not going to read the written 
 17 comments.  I'm going to extrapolate 
 18 some of the most key points I think 
 19 from the comments. 
 20  The Assemblyman has 
 21 represented Williamsburg now for 20 
 22 years.  In those 20 years, he has 
 23 witnessed, and in the time that 
 24 I've worked for him, I've witnessed 
 25 the growth of the waste processing 
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 2  That being said, there are a 
 3 number of concerns that we have 
 4 after having read the environmental 
 5 impact statement.  The first being 
 6 the alternative to the Greenpoint 
 7 Marine Transfer Station. 
 8  It would be unacceptable for 
 9 both of those sites to remain open 
 10 processing the waste that they are 
 11 planning on processing according to 
 12 the DEIS. 
 13  One site maybe, if the 
 14 proper traffic and truck mitigation 
 15 measures are taken into account, et 
 16 cetera, but if both the Scott 
 17 Avenue and the Scholes Street site 
 18 and the Scott Avenue truck-to-barge 
 19 site remain open, the impact on 
 20 this community will be 
 21 unbelievable. 
 22  We already have such 
 23 horrendous truck traffic going 
 24 through our residential streets and 
 25 if both of those sites in these 
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 2 communities are allowed to be open, 
 3 particularly with the proposed 
 4 permit capacity expansions that one 
 5 of the sites is suggesting, it 
 6 would be incredibly problematic, 
 7 particularly because the SWMP does 
 8 not even discuss the closure of the 
 9 commercial waste sites, the sites 
 10 that are already processing 40 
 11 percent of this City's waste 
 12 stream, 70 percent of that I 
 13 believe is commercial waste. 
 14  The other concern I have is 
 15 you talk about those two sites will 
 16 be processing the waste that the 
 17 Greenpoint MTS is processing.  The 
 18 Greenpoint MTS has not been in 
 19 operation for a good five years so 
 20 to say that it's just sort of 
 21 shifting the waste burden is a 
 22 little bit misguided and so that is 
 23 another issue. 
 24  With that said, we have a 
 25 couple of sort of suggestions 
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 2 the BQE, directly from the highway, 
 3 from the Metropolitan Bridge, et 
 4 cetera, straight to those sites. 
 5 Because right now, sure, there are 
 6 truck routes, but they are so 
 7 crowded and exits as they are so 
 8 unmanageable that truck drivers, 
 9 everyday, hundreds of trucks go 
 10 through our residential streets, 
 11 and they have an effect on asthma, 
 12 on public health and on the 
 13 infrastructure; you should see some 
 14 of the houses on Ainslie Street in 
 15 this district that are, the walls 
 16 are cracking from the truck 
 17 traffic. 
 18  The other recommendation, 
 19 and this is incredibly important 
 20 and it covers all the subsidiary 
 21 issues.  We urge the Department of 
 22 Sanitation to work with the 
 23 community board, work with elected 
 24 officials in the area, work with 
 25 community leaders, work with St. 
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 2 because we can only give two 
 3 suggestions to how to move forward 
 4 and the best ways to forward. 
 5  First of all, as I already 
 6 said, opening both of those sites, 
 7 both the Scott Avenue 
 8 truck-to-barge and the Scholes 
 9 Street truck-to-rail, having both 
 10 of them would be totally 
 11 unacceptable. 
 12  If either of those 
 13 alternatives are chosen, there 
 14 would have to be some clear 
 15 mitigation measures.  We urge the 
 16 Department of Sanitation to work 
 17 closely with the New York City 
 18 Department of Transportation as 
 19 well as the New York State 
 20 Department of Transportation to 
 21 figure out whether there are any 
 22 ways to create designated off ramps 
 23 or truck routes separate from those 
 24 that already exist so that the 
 25 waste trucks can go directly from 
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 2 Nick's, OUTRAGE, et cetera, to 
 3 create a Community Advisory Board. 
 4 And I urge that board to go into 
 5 effect, you now, as soon as 
 6 possible, maybe even before the 
 7 final environmental impact 
 8 statement is approved.  And this 
 9 advisory board can work with the 
 10 Department of Sanitation and 
 11 Department of Transportation on 
 12 truck routes; can work with 
 13 whichever site is selected to 
 14 handle the waste on mitigation 
 15 measures to ensure that the 
 16 operational standards are of the 
 17 highest and strictest environmental 
 18 requirements; to work on -- if any 
 19 of those sites, the alternative 
 20 land-based transfer stations are 
 21 going to be permanent for this, to 
 22 work with those sites to ensure 
 23 that as part of the permit 
 24 regulations and the part of the 
 25 permitting process, there is 
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 2 consolidation of waste, there is 
 3 redistribution and there are 
 4 closures of some of the other 
 5 existing sites that process this 
 6 waste. 
 7  The worst thing that can 
 8 happen in this community is to have 
 9 one or both of those sites opened 
 10 and none of the other sites closed, 
 11 because all that would do would add 
 12 to the burden in this community and 
 13 it would be a real disaster. 
 14  So, that all being said, 
 15 there are many more details that 
 16 you can read about in the written 
 17 testimony.  If anybody would like a 
 18 copy of the written testimony, I 
 19 have that with me. 
 20  Thank you very much for the 
 21 opportunity to testify tonight and 
 22 good luck to everybody in this 
 23 process (applause.) 
 24  MR. SZARPANSKI:  I see we're 
 25 joined by Senator Lentol and 
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 2 stations in neighborhoods other 
 3 than those within Community Board 
 4 1.  I thought that we would finally 
 5 begin to see fairness, fair share 
 6 initiatives implemented in solid 
 7 waste plans in the City.  And that 
 8 process seems to have started, but is 
 9 by far not complete. 
 10  I remain opposed to the 
 11 opening of any private marine or 
 12 rail-based transfer stations in 
 13 this community.  The only way to 
 14 equalize past injustices on our 
 15 communities is to bypass siting new 
 16 facilities in our areas.  You 
 17 cannot keep the current land-based 
 18 operations open and add numerous 
 19 marine or rail-based operations on 
 20 top of that, it's just not fair and 
 21 your plan neglects to deal with 
 22 this obvious unfairness. 
 23  Furthermore, the proposal 
 24 before us does not implement an 
 25 environmental quality review 
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 2 Council Member Diana Reina. 
 3  Senator Lentol. 
 4  MR. LENTOL: (Applause) Good 
 5 evening, Mr. Czwartacky, Mr. 
 6 Arnold, Mr. Szarpanski, Ms. 
 7 Dolinar.  Thank you very much for 
 8 listening to us tonight. 
 9  Ladies and gentlemen, I have 
 10 a few things that I want to say. 
 11 I'll try not to be as exhaustive, 
 12 although I probably won't be as 
 13 good as Alison was, I'll try to be 
 14 very brief and reach what I think 
 15 are the salient points, because I 
 16 believe I've given this speech 
 17 before.  So I have a question 
 18 though, are you listening? 
 19  Let's talk about the City 
 20 waste, solid waste management plan 
 21 circulated prior to the plan's 
 22 actual release. 
 23  I was pleased to hear that 
 24 the proposal would include the 
 25 opening of the marine transfer 
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 2 process for solid waste transfer 
 3 stations that tells the truth.  And 
 4 I've been asking for that for 
 5 years. 
 6  We need a system of review 
 7 that meets CEQR guidelines, that 
 8 goes beyond that by looking at 
 9 facilities as they cumulatively 
 10 affect our neighborhoods. 
 11  This has never been done 
 12 and, therefore, the review we get 
 13 never tells the truth about how 
 14 these facilities affect us. 
 15  Now, you know that our 
 16 alcohol beverage control laws in 
 17 our state have very specific 
 18 mandates regarding neighborhood 
 19 establishments being too close to 
 20 one another or within a certain 
 21 feet of a school or a church and 
 22 the reason is because the quality 
 23 of life destruction can be 
 24 significant.  Therefore, the number 
 25 of establishments must be 
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 2 controlled.  And this is the type 
 3 of siting requirements that I want 
 4 to see and review that transfer 
 5 stations should undergo. 
 6  We know the harm they cause 
 7 a community.  Restrict their numbers 
 8 by evaluating real factors.  Tell 
 9 the truth about these facilities and 
 10 our City will still be able to have 
 11 a solid waste plan, one that will 
 12 be fairer, but perhaps not as easy. 
 13  I believe that because of 
 14 our experience with solid waste 
 15 transfer stations, this community, 
 16 our community, the one we live in, 
 17 is home to some of the Cities' most 
 18 experienced activists, they are 
 19 knowledgeable and I know you know 
 20 as well.  And Alison mentioned some 
 21 of them, OUTRAGE, for example.  And 
 22 I urge you to listen to them and 
 23 listen to us tonight, take our 
 24 suggestions back with you and 
 25 incorporate them into this plan. 
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 2 It is that important because it 
 3 affects our quality of life, our 
 4 environment and ultimately the 
 5 health of our people. 
 6  Here in New York City 
 7 approximately 45,882 tons of waste 
 8 is produced per day.  In my 
 9 community we have 16 waste transfer 
 10 stations that process 40 percent of 
 11 the City's waste.  These facilities 
 12 generate 4,000 truck trips in and 
 13 out of our community on a daily 
 14 basis. 
 15  New York Lawyers for The 
 16 Public Interest of 2003 cited this. 
 17 Imagine that, imagine living in a 
 18 community where the backdrop is 
 19 traffic, air and noise pollution, 
 20 respiratory illnesses and 
 21 oppressive odors.  Yet the real 
 22 truth is that these hazardous 
 23 conditions only seem to take place 
 24 in low-income communities of color. 
 25  Please, let's think about 
 

 
    Page   31 
 1 
 2 It may make it a little harder to 
 3 do, but it's the right thing to do, 
 4 it's the fair thing to do and 
 5 that's what will be best for us and 
 6 for the entire City as a whole. 
 7  Thank you (applause.) 
 8  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 9  Our next speaker is Council 
 10 member Diana Reina (applause.) 
 11  MS. DIANA REINA:  Good 
 12 evening to everyone.  I want to 
 13 wish everyone, first of all, a 
 14 happy holiday and a safe one; I 
 15 hope that our upcoming year brings 
 16 many more fruitful and better 
 17 things to our community as well as 
 18 to each of your loved ones. 
 19  I want to thank you for the 
 20 opportunity to testify on such an 
 21 important issue, a matter that we’ve 
 22 dealt with for over three decades. 
 23  The issue of waste 
 24 management is one of the most 
 25 pressing issues facing the globe. 
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 2 the underlying message being placed 
 3 here.  The concentrations of waste 
 4 transfer stations in Williamsburg 
 5 and Greenpoint and the South Bronx 
 6 is discriminatory and must be 
 7 addressed by the Department of 
 8 Sanitation and its solid waste 
 9 management Plan. 
 10  Let me make one point very 
 11 clear tonight:  Neither the 
 12 community or I will stand for any 
 13 plan that does not include the 
 14 reduction of the number of 
 15 land-based sites, a reduction of 
 16 truck traffic and the reduction of 
 17 putrescible waste (applause.) 
 18  I continue to believe in the 
 19 opening of all marine transfer 
 20 stations in the City of New York. 
 21 We are gathered tonight to hear the 
 22 Department of Sanitation's 
 23 environmental impact statement on 
 24 proposed solid waste management 
 25 plan. 
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 2  Let us not forget that the 
 3 key feature of an environmental 
 4 impact statement is the objective 
 5 detailed analysis of any action 
 6 that will significantly affect the 
 7 quality of the environment, but 
 8 also the improvement of that 
 9 environment. 
 10  Environment in a broader 
 11 sense, encompasses the quality of 
 12 our air, the impact the sites will 
 13 have on our schools, parks, homes 
 14 and most importantly, the health of 
 15 our community. 
 16  Solid waste and the proper 
 17 handling of it is an issue that 
 18 pays tribute to bigger societal 
 19 things.  Thus, we must work 
 20 together to improve the quality of 
 21 our environment by reinvesting in 
 22 our green space and park lands. 
 23  For the purposes of this 
 24 hearing, it is critical that the 
 25 environmental impact statement 
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 2 management plan. 
 3  I think that the amount of 
 4 people in this room is an 
 5 indication of just how important 
 6 this issue is for the community and 
 7 although it's not packed yet, I'm 
 8 sure we will continue to see more 
 9 people come in and out revolving 
 10 through the Swinging '60s Senior 
 11 Center doors. 
 12  I want to thank those who 
 13 are here present tonight, our 
 14 advocates that have taken their 
 15 time to attend this hearing.  It is 
 16 through partnerships that a true 
 17 force lies. 
 18  Thank you and have a good 
 19 night (applause.) 
 20  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 21 very much. 
 22  We will now hear from Ana 
 23 Zak representing Senator Dilan. 
 24      MS. ANA ZAK:  Hello.  Good 
 25 evening everyone.  My name is Ana 
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 2 proposed take into account the 
 3 true environmental impacts of these 
 4 sites and not just the geographic 
 5 proximity taken into account in the 
 6 previous commercial waste study. 
 7  I will not stop fighting 
 8 until an equitable Sanitation plan 
 9 is adopted, one that takes into 
 10 account the burden of my community, 
 11 one that it has had to bear for so 
 12 long. 
 13  I applaud the Department of 
 14 Sanitation's commitment to 
 15 transparency.  I believe the 
 16 department has come a long way by 
 17 involving the community in the 
 18 issue of the waste transfer 
 19 stations and in the consideration 
 20 of the solid waste management plan. 
 21  It is of paramount concern 
 22 to me that continued community 
 23 involvement take place especially 
 24 in the crucial last stages of 
 25 implementing the solid waste 
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 2 Zak and I'm representing State 
 3 Senator Martin Dilan who 
 4 unfortunately could not be here, 
 5 he's attending another meeting with 
 6 Assemblyman Lopez. 
 7  And I think Assemblyman 
 8 Lentol and Ms. Diana Reina and 
 9 Alison covered all of the details 
 10 and points that are included in the 
 11 Senator's speech and I know that we 
 12 have many speakers to speak 
 13 tonight, so I will just briefly say 
 14 that the Senator is not going to 
 15 support this plan unless there's 
 16 going to be a great reduction of 
 17 waste in our community. 
 18  It is unfair that our 
 19 community has to take care of 40 
 20 percent of the City's waste and 70 
 21 of which is commercial waste.  We 
 22 have thousands of trucks going 
 23 through our streets.  Our houses 
 24 are cracking, there's noise 
 25 pollution and odors and we don't 
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 2 want deal with that anymore. 
 3  Our residents are moving out 
 4 because of the fact that the 
 5 community is being so affected by 
 6 the waste transfer stations.  And 
 7 we think that it's unfair for our 
 8 community to have two marine 
 9 transfer stations opened within our 
 10 community when there are so many 
 11 other marine waste transfer 
 12 stations that could be opened in 
 13 other parts of the City. 
 14  And we are already handling 
 15 so much of the City's waste and we 
 16 demand a reduction.  And that is 
 17 what I'm going to say for the 
 18 Senator tonight. 
 19  And I'm submitting a 
 20 statement with detailed comments 
 21 from him and I also have enough 
 22 copies for all of the people that 
 23 are interested in reading it. 
 24  Thank you so much and thank 
 25 you for listening to my testimony 
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 2 to be the centerpiece of the City's 
 3 proposed waste system in the new 
 4 solid waste management plan as 
 5 well, as we are destined for three 
 6 proposed marine transfer stations 
 7 and the facility to handle all of 
 8 City's recyclables. 
 9  We all agree and we have 
 10 been working together to make sure 
 11 that this new solid waste 
 12 management plan is better for the 
 13 environment, better for residents 
 14 and quality of life and better for 
 15 the City. 
 16  The promise of marine 
 17 transfer stations in Manhattan and 
 18 in Brooklyn is a vast improvement 
 19 over the disastrous hodgepodge 
 20 Brooklynites live with everyday 
 21 right now and for that we are 
 22 thankful, but we need to ensure 
 23 that the remedies to the injustices 
 24 that have plagued Williamsburg and 
 25 Greenpoint for years are effective 
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 2 (applause.) 
 3  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 4  We have Judd Schechtman 
 5 representing Borough President 
 6 Marty Markowitz. 
 7  MR. JUDD SCHECHTMAN:  Good 
 8 evening.  As well, Marty regrets 
 9 that he could not make it tonight 
 10 and he asked me to read his 
 11 comments for the record and for 
 12 everyone in the room here as well. 
 13  "Brooklyn has been 
 14 shouldering the burden of waste 
 15 transfer stations and the City's 
 16 garbage infrastructure for years 
 17 and this neighborhood, 
 18 Greenpoint/Williamsburg has been by 
 19 far the most significantly impacted 
 20 in Brooklyn. 
 21  Today, of course, as we all 
 22 know, it handles over 40 percent of 
 23 the waste throughput of the entire 
 24 City.  And Marty regrets that it 
 25 looks like Brooklyn will continue 
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 2 and meaningful, and that Brooklyn 
 3 residents are given the respect 
 4 that they deserve. 
 5  That is why we will accept 
 6 nothing less than absolute 
 7 certainly that Manhattan transfer 
 8 stations open above the din of 
 9 protest both at West 59th Street 
 10 and East 92nd Street, and that this 
 11 community sees a real decline in 
 12 the throughput of Manhattan's 
 13 putrescible waste. 
 14  I have also heard that the 
 15 City is looking at using excess 
 16 capacity at the marine transfer 
 17 stations for Brooklyn commercial 
 18 waste.  The marine transfer station 
 19 should be able to handle all of the 
 20 commercial waste generated from 
 21 Brooklyn, once recycling is 
 22 improved and waste prevention and 
 23 recycling guidelines are 
 24 implemented. 
 25  Whether by franchise, 
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 2 financial incentives or some other 
 3 means, the City should coax 
 4 commercial carters to use the 
 5 marine transfer stations. 
 6  With Manhattan commercial 
 7 waste handled in Manhattan and 
 8 Brooklyn commercial waste handled 
 9 at marine transfer stations, the 
 10 need for new and existing 
 11 putrescible waste to land-based 
 12 transfer stations should be 
 13 eliminated and should allow the 
 14 City to begin the phased shut down 
 15 of the land-based transfer system. 
 16  In the meantime, the City 
 17 should be vigorously enforcing the 
 18 operational regulations at the 
 19 existing facilities, ensuring with 
 20 absolute precision they do not 
 21 violate the law. 
 22  Enforcing the regulations if 
 23 they are meaningful needs a fine to 
 24 be effective.  They should be set 
 25 to escalate with each violation and 
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 2 that it will all be followed and 
 3 that the violators will be fined. 
 4  I am prepared to support 
 5 this community in accepting a 
 6 law-abiding marine or rail transfer 
 7 facility to handle its fair share 
 8 of waste generated here, but it 
 9 should be absolutely clear that 
 10 means only one facility, not two, 
 11 as the DEIS discusses.  And it 
 12 should also be absolutely clear 
 13 that means that not additional 
 14 capacity, but rather replacement 
 15 capacity to a land-based transfer 
 16 station which was closed under the 
 17 implementation of the plan. 
 18  This community has endured 
 19 too much rumbling, toxic leaching 
 20 and putrid smells for too long.  It 
 21 is time that Greenpoint and 
 22 Williamsburg residents and 
 23 residents of all of Brooklyn be 
 24 given the respect that they 
 25 deserve.  Thank you" (applause.) 
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 2 should accrue for each day if the 
 3 violation is remedied.  The new 
 4 rule should also provide for the 
 5 termination of a permit if the 
 6 facility does not come with 
 7 compliance within 30 days of 
 8 issuance of a violation. 
 9  We must have guarantees that 
 10 the transfer stations that 
 11 continually disobey operational 
 12 health and safety regulations will 
 13 be fined and closed.  We must have 
 14 guarantees that the Sanitation 
 15 Department's own facility in the 
 16 new marine transfer stations will 
 17 also follow the same stringent 
 18 standards we expect at a private 
 19 facilities.  The 
 20 community must have recourse 
 21 in the form of citizens supervision 
 22 if they don't.  And this should 
 23 also apply for other violations of 
 24 the law such as violating the truck 
 25 routes.  We must have guarantees 
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 2  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 3  Are there any other elected 
 4 officials or their representatives 
 5 who wish to speak tonight? 
 6  Our next speaker is Ray 
 7 Kairys. 
 8  MR. RAY KAIRYS:  Good 
 9 evening everyone and thank you for 
 10 coming out, especially OUTRAGE 
 11 members and members of the 
 12 community. 
 13  My name is Ray Kairys, I am 
 14 the Chairman of OUTRAGE, 
 15 Williamsburg and Greenpoint 
 16 Organization United for Trash 
 17 Reduction and Garbage Equity, that 
 18 is OUTRAGE. 
 19  We are a coalition of more 
 20 than two dozen communities and 
 21 civic groups which formed in 1999 
 22 to address the growth of the waste 
 23 industry in East Williamsburg and 
 24 Greenpoint. 
 25  Our community is home to a 
 



 

 
    Page   46 
 1 
 2 disproportionate share of the 
 3 City's private waste transfer 
 4 stations with 16 waste transfer 
 5 stations processing over a third of 
 6 the entire City's waste. 
 7  As you know, our community 
 8 is overburdened by the current 
 9 land-based waste transfer station 
 10 system.  Residents continue to be 
 11 overwhelmed by thousands of garbage 
 12 trucks on our neighborhood streets. 
 13 The results are traffic, air 
 14 pollution, horrible odors and noise 
 15 pollution. 
 16  Over the last five years, 
 17 OUTRAGE has worked with our local 
 18 public officials and community 
 19 board, our neighbors and our 
 20 colleagues in OWN, the Organization 
 21 of Waterfront Neighborhoods, the 
 22 City Council and the administration 
 23 to develop a more equitable solid 
 24 waste policy that will reduce 
 25 impacts on our members and in 
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 2 executive summary of the draft 
 3 comprehensive SWMP that the new 
 4 plan intends to treat each borough 
 5 fairly, which is what OUTRAGE has 
 6 been working for for the past five 
 7 years. 
 8  This principle is crucial to 
 9 reducing the burdens largely borne 
 10 by Williamsburg/Greenpoint and the 
 11 South Bronx. 
 12  The new garbage plan must 
 13 include the opening of the MTSs and 
 14 the private marine and rail-based 
 15 alternatives, including Manhattan's 
 16 East 91st Street MTS and West 59th 
 17 Street MTS.  Manhattan must handle 
 18 both the residential and commercial 
 19 garbage that it produces in order 
 20 to reduce the amount of waste 
 21 coming into our neighborhood. 
 22  Without Manhattan handling 
 23 its own infrastructure, 
 24 Williamsburg/Greenpoint will 
 25 continue to be overburdened by 
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 2 neighborhoods that our neighbors 
 3 experience everyday. 
 4  We are submitting our 
 5 comments this evening on the draft 
 6 environmental impact statement of 
 7 the solid waste management plan, 
 8 conditioned on the fact that the SWMP 
 9 must significantly and prudently 
 10 reduce the amount and impact of 
 11 solid waste processing in our 
 12 community. 
 13  I am presenting testimony 
 14 this evening on behalf of OUTRAGE 
 15 and you can see that many of our 
 16 members and supporters are here in 
 17 the audience.  We do appreciate 
 18 this opportunity to comment on the 
 19 proposed plan. 
 20  The new SWMP must be linked 
 21 to an overall plan that will 
 22 permanently and significantly 
 23 reduce both commercial and 
 24 residential waste processed in our 
 25 neighborhood.  It states in the 
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 2 garbage. 
 3  Part of the strategy must 
 4 also include closing a significant 
 5 number of the private land-based 
 6 transfer stations currently 
 7 operating in 
 8 Williamsburg/Greenpoint as the MTSs 
 9 and alternatives are opened. 
 10  As we stated in the scoping 
 11 hearings, the SWMP environmental 
 12 impact statement must include ways 
 13 to close the land-based transfer 
 14 stations at the same time as it 
 15 develops plans for the opening of 
 16 the MTSs and the alternatives; a 
 17 plan which would schedule the 
 18 opening of the Brooklyn MTSs prior 
 19 to the opening of the alternatives 
 20 so as to reduce the amount of 
 21 residential waste currently being 
 22 processed in 
 23 Greenpoint/Williamsburg as rapidly 
 24 as possible.  And because 
 25 commercial waste accounts for the 
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 2 majority of the waste handled by 
 3 Williamsburg/Greenpoint, it is 
 4 important that all of the MTSs 
 5 handle commercial putrescible 
 6 waste.  This will help take 
 7 thousands of trucks off the roads 
 8 each year. 
 9  While we support the shift 
 10 to marine transfer stations and 
 11 marine or rail-based alternatives, 
 12 we are opposed to the opening of 
 13 two private marine and/or 
 14 rail-based alternatives in 
 15 Williamsburg/Greenpoint. 
 16  We are especially concerned 
 17 that the City is entertaining the 
 18 idea of entering into a 20-year 
 19 contract with two private 
 20 facilities given the following: 
 21 Williamsburg and Greenpoint are 
 22 already overburdened with 16 waste 
 23 transfer stations that process over 
 24 ten thousand tons of waste per day. 
 25 On top of that, East Williamsburg 
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 2 land-based stations in 
 3 Williamsburg/Greenpoint and 
 4 redistribution of waste capacity 
 5 citywide.  This must be incorporated 
 6 into any agreement with the 
 7 selected transfer stations. 
 8  There must be dedicated 
 9 ingress and egress from local 
 10 highways to the selected facility 
 11 to reduce the impacts of truck 
 12 traffic on local residential 
 13 streets. 
 14  Related to this point is the 
 15 traffic impacts from the Kosciusko 
 16 Bridge Project and other traffic 
 17 projects must be considered. 
 18  Lastly, we urge the 
 19 Department of Sanitation to create 
 20 a Community Advisory Group and a 
 21 timeline with milestones to develop 
 22 and implement the redistribution of 
 23 waste capacity throughout the City. 
 24  The draft SWMP includes 
 25 creating a special advisory group 
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 2 is soon to be home to two large 
 3 sanitation garages which will only 
 4 increase the harmful overburdening 
 5 in this part of the neighborhood. 
 6  The City must not choose 
 7 both private alternatives to handle 
 8 Brooklyn's residential waste.  This 
 9 would further maintain the 
 10 concentration of waste processing 
 11 in East Williamsburg and Southern 
 12 Greenpoint and this is entirely 
 13 unacceptable. 
 14  OUTRAGE is also opposed to 
 15 any expansion of capacity for the 
 16 private marine and/or rail-based 
 17 alternatives unless the 
 18 alternatives receive an offset 
 19 based on actual throughput of the 
 20 same waste used by a facility in 
 21 the community district. 
 22  At the same time as the City 
 23 selects a facility to handle the 
 24 residential waste, there must be a 
 25 commitment for closure of 
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 2 to work on a traffic study of 
 3 Metropolitan Avenue.  In the same 
 4 manner, we encourage the Department 
 5 to create a group composed of 
 6 community members, elected 
 7 officials, the Department of 
 8 Sanitation and the administration 
 9 to make sure that the new SWMP is 
 10 implemented in a manner most 
 11 effective to this community. 
 12  Thank you for this 
 13 opportunity to submit the 
 14 testimony.  We will submit more 
 15 detailed comments within the next 
 16 month. 
 17  Should you have any further 
 18 questions, please contact the 
 19 OUTRAGE office at 718-388-5454, 
 20 extension 170.  Thank you very much 
 21 (applause.) 
 22  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 23 for your comments. 
 24  Our next speaker is Deborah 
 25 Masters. 
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 2  MS. DEBORAH MASTERS:  Good 
 3 evening, my name is Deborah 
 4 Masters.  I'm the Chair of the CB1 
 5 Environmental Committee. 
 6  "Thank you for adopting most 
 7 of the people's SWMP which was 
 8 developed over many years by OWN, 
 9 Organization of Waterfront 
 10 Neighborhoods, a coalition of 
 11 neighborhoods which are host to the 
 12 predominance of transfer stations 
 13 in New York City. 
 14  The MTS system, the 
 15 operational and performance 
 16 standards are mostly excellent.  My 
 17 concerns have to do with the 
 18 specifics of 
 19 Greenpoint/Williamsburg which has 
 20 been overburdened by the transfer 
 21 station industry since its 
 22 inception. 
 23  We presently handle roughly 
 24 45 percent of all the City's waste. 
 25 OWN's review of the DSNY commercial 
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 2 board, that they are aware of the 
 3 promises made to our community in 
 4 the SWMP, but neither of them have 
 5 heard of other transfer stations 
 6 making preparations for closure. 
 7 What will the Greenpoint MTS have? 
 8  It is very important that a 
 9 more toxic use than the MTS or the 
 10 Greenpoint Incinerator not be 
 11 operated at these two DOS 
 12 sites. 
 13  How will DOS interact with 
 14 the community during the choice of 
 15 the alternative?  It is very 
 16 important to this community that we 
 17 be included in this decision, which 
 18 is one that must be made with 
 19 serious consideration for the huge 
 20 impact the present truck traffic 
 21 has on our neighborhoods. 
 22  Many other projects of great 
 23 magnitude are occurring within this 
 24 district right now, such as the 
 25 upgrade of Newtown Creek, the 
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 2 waste study demonstrated that the 
 3 health and land use impacts from 
 4 the overburdening result in serious 
 5 health concerns to the community 
 6 because of the clustering of 
 7 facilities. 
 8  It is my concern that 
 9 reductions of overall waste will be 
 10 too long in coming because of the 
 11 retrofit of the MTSs outside of our 
 12 district and that the reductions 
 13 will not be adequate. 
 14  There are many questions 
 15 about how this process will work. 
 16 How will the City make a 
 17 privately-owned business close? 
 18 What will replace their present 
 19 transfer station business?  Will 
 20 the same companies own and operate? 
 21 What will come next?  What is the 
 22 timetable for these closures? 
 23  Our two alternatives, BFI 
 24 and WMI, have mentioned in 
 25 conversations with the community 
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 2 largest sewage treatment plant on 
 3 the East Coast.  The rebuild of the 
 4 Kosciusko Bridge, the possible 
 5 Cross Harbor Rail system which will 
 6 bring every major truck 
 7 distribution system for the City 
 8 through Maspeth and Greenpoint. 
 9 The construction associated with 
 10 the rezoning and the reconstruction 
 11 of many CB1 truck routes. 
 12  We would like there to be a 
 13 Community Advisory Committee that 
 14 regularly meets with DOS to 
 15 consider these issues in choosing 
 16 the alternative and identifying the 
 17 redistribution and reduction 
 18 commitments that are incorporated 
 19 into the final SWMP.  The committee 
 20 should also have regular meetings 
 21 with the chosen alternative after 
 22 build-out and during, following 
 23 operations. 
 24  Health issues are of equal 
 25 importance in a district that faces 
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 2 the City's third highest and 
 3 growing rate of asthma.  The permit 
 4 applications must include an 
 5 analysis of the impacts of PM2.5 
 6 and H2S that is separate from what 
 7 is required by NYSDEC and the New 
 8 York State DEC in the air permits. 
 9  The analysis should reflect 
 10 background levels.  The PM2.5 
 11 analysis must include all vehicular 
 12 emissions, on-site equipment and 
 13 trucks idling adjacent to this 
 14 site.  Particulate matter/dust 
 15 migration controls must be 
 16 installed in putrescible C&D and 
 17 clean fill operations. 
 18  All of the above should be 
 19 housed within closed buildings 
 20 given the existing PM levels within 
 21 this community.  PM should be 
 22 filtered through a baghouse or 
 23 similar device and putrescible 
 24 transfer stations, additional 
 25 activated carbon filtration should 
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 2 solved in the new SWMP program. 
 3  The main solution must be 
 4 the redesign of transfer station 
 5 ingress and egress ramps from the 
 6 BQE.  These might be existing 
 7 ramps, widened or redesigned with 
 8 dedicated lanes for transfer 
 9 station trucks; new exits and 
 10 entrances might be needed to the 
 11 East Williamsburg Industrial Park. 
 12  The exit at Humboldt Street 
 13 is rarely used because it is 
 14 practically impassable.  There are 
 15 too many traffic lights after the 
 16 exit; it is clogged with car 
 17 traffic. 
 18  There should be money 
 19 available for reconstruction work 
 20 on the BQE from the money that is 
 21 available from the savings on the 
 22 retrofit of the Greenpoint MTS. 
 23 There is also money available from 
 24 the New York State DOT from the 
 25 Kosciusko Bridge rebuild. 
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 2 filter the air exchanges as an odor 
 3 capture system along with the 
 4 negative pressure gradient. 
 5  Odor neutralizing systems 
 6 which are designed to mask odors, 
 7 but do not remove hazardous 
 8 chemicals, should be eliminated 
 9 along with the now less frequently 
 10 used perfumes.  Neutralizers and 
 11 perfumes can add to a resident's 
 12 breathing problems while carbon 
 13 filtration will remove that risk. 
 14  Community monitoring should 
 15 be employed to give accurate 
 16 readings of particulate matter 
 17 levels.  Odor monitoring should 
 18 demonstrate compliance. 
 19  The truck issues have long 
 20 been one of the most pressing 
 21 problems in 
 22 Greenpoint/Williamsburg.  Diesel 
 23 particulate, vehicle speed and 
 24 accidents, trucks traveling 
 25 off-route are issues that must be 
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 2  DOS should also do a traffic 
 3 survey as part of the EIS to 
 4 analyze our traffic nightmare. 
 5 Metropolitan Avenue cannot be the 
 6 transfer station truck 
 7 thoroughfare. 
 8  Truck routes must have the 
 9 least possible impact on the 
 10 community.  Resurfacing of existing 
 11 roads would alleviate the nighttime 
 12 noise of empty trucks harshly 
 13 clanging in and out of potholes 
 14 that wakens the nearby population 
 15 every single time a truck passes. 
 16 Widening the Metropolitan Avenue 
 17 Bridge might ease the terrible 
 18 congestion in East Williamsburg. 
 19  The impact of major local 
 20 projects was not considered in 
 21 either EIS for 
 22 Greenpoint/Williamsburg. 
 23  DOS issues:  A DOS truck 
 24 must stagger their deliveries in 
 25 order to alleviate truck queuing in 
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 2 the communities.  The simultaneous 
 3 arrival of dozens of trucks leaves 
 4 residential streets clogged and 
 5 impassable unnecessarily. 
 6  For the receiving facility, 
 7 the sudden arrival of dozens of 
 8 trucks can force workplace 
 9 accidents and the lack of good 
 10 housekeeping.  Truck staggering 
 11 will also minimize air quality 
 12 impacts.  A staggered schedule 
 13 would be the single largest 
 14 contribution to a smooth operation 
 15 at either BFI or Waste Management. 
 16  In our recent visit to Waste 
 17 Management, we asked about the 
 18 rebuild of the Kosciusko Bridge and 
 19 its effect on their operation. 
 20 Waste Management said DOS had 
 21 mentioned the Kosciusko Bridge 
 22 reconstruction, but had provided no 
 23 details or timetables.  New York 
 24 State DOT complained that DOS had 
 25 never attended one of their 
 

 
    Page   64 
 1 
 2 the Achilles Heal of the 
 3 alternatives choice.  What is the 
 4 transportation breakdown plan for 
 5 each of the alternatives?  Waste 
 6 Management has space to store 
 7 several days’ worth of containers 
 8 at its site, but there is no option 
 9 other than trucking for removing 
 10 them.  BFI has no option other than 
 11 trucking if there is a train strike 
 12 or a problem at the Harlem River 
 13 Rail Yards. 
 14  My greatest anxiety is that 
 15 there is no solution to this 
 16 problem other than trucking or 
 17 keeping both alternatives to allow 
 18 for redundancy.  Will we eventually 
 19 be host to both of the 
 20 alternatives? 
 21  With the Community Advisory 
 22 Committee, let’s work to resolve 
 23 the contingencies without choosing 
 24 both alternatives. 
 25  Other performance standards: 
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 2 meetings, despite frequent 
 3 invitations. 
 4  In addition, Waste 
 5 Management might have to dredge 
 6 Newtown Creek for their barging 
 7 operation.  How long would the 
 8 dredging take and what are the 
 9 NYSDEC and Army Corps of Engineers’ 
 10 attitude towards the dredging? 
 11 Would there be a health danger to 
 12 residents two blocks from this 
 13 facility from airborne bacteria and 
 14 VOCs from the dredge soil?  Would 
 15 the dredge soil be stored on shore 
 16 or would it be immediately removed? 
 17  The community is lacking 
 18 information to guide its 
 19 alternatives choice. 
 20  If BFI is chosen as the 
 21 alternative and employs CSX Rail 
 22 Transport, what is DOS’ plan for 
 23 minimizing congestion in the Harlem 
 24 River Rail Yards? 
 25  Redundancy:  Redundancy is 
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 2 The tipping floor should be washed 
 3 with hot water and soap during the 
 4 half hour daily cleaning.  There 
 5 must be on-site decontamination 
 6 system at the exit from the 
 7 facility to remove all residue from 
 8 trucks, tires and truck 
 9 under-bodies.  The decontamination 
 10 system must be an automated system, 
 11 one that turns on and off without 
 12 the intervention of an operator and 
 13 must have an enclosed drainage 
 14 system.  The decontamination system 
 15 must be designed to remove dust, 
 16 garbage residue and odors from the 
 17 vehicle. 
 18  An automatic log must be 
 19 kept confirming that each vehicle 
 20 leaving the facility has been 
 21 decontaminated.  Additionally, the 
 22 facility should operate its own 
 23 street cleaner in a ten-block area 
 24 surrounding the facility twice 
 25 daily. 
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 2  I may actually not read the 
 3 rest since I appear to be losing my 
 4 voice, except for the last 
 5 paragraph.  But if you could enter 
 6 the rest of my testimony. 
 7  The implementation of the 
 8 new SWMP is doomed to failure 
 9 within Greenpoint/Williamsburg if 
 10 the MTS retrofits are not concluded 
 11 in a timely manner; if the 
 12 Manhattan infrastructure does not 
 13 handle its own waste; if the DOS 
 14 commitment for 
 15 redistribution/consolidation of 
 16 land-based private transfer 
 17 stations in Williamsburg is not 
 18 done at the time of the selection 
 19 of the alternative facility and 
 20 incorporated into any agreement and 
 21 permit with the selected company; 
 22 if the widening, resurfacing and 
 23 rebuilding of new roads within 
 24 Greenpoint/Williamsburg is not a 
 25 DOS commitment; if the Community 
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 2 watching 30 trucks, one behind the 
 3 other as the children were going 
 4 into 132 and as they were traveling 
 5 to the school on Metropolitan 
 6 Avenue. 
 7  It is a total injustice.  I 
 8 have worked in hospitals and I know 
 9 that asthma is very high with our 
 10 children.  Therefore, what the City 
 11 of New York has done to our 
 12 children is a total injustice.  It 
 13 is such an injustice that we 
 14 shouldn't even have waste stations 
 15 here in order to clean up the air 
 16 pollution that is within our area 
 17 (applause.) 
 18  As I watched the trucks go 
 19 down, I waited on that corner for 
 20 about 30 minutes watching one truck 
 21 behind the another.  At another 
 22 time, because of my behavioral 
 23 psychology background, as I watched 
 24 the trucks, there was a truck on 
 25 the street with two particular 
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 2 Advisory Committee is not part of 
 3 the alternatives selection and part 
 4 of the process for identifying 
 5 least impacting reuse of land-based 
 6 closures. 
 7  If these commitments are not 
 8 made, overburdened communities such 
 9 as Williamsburg are likely to 
 10 continue to be overburdened. 
 11  Thank you for hearing my 
 12 comments (applause.) 
 13  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 14 for your comments. 
 15  Our next speaker is Sister 
 16 Veronica Hammond. 
 17  MS. VERONICA HAMMOND: I'm 
 18 Sister Veronica Hammond and I have 
 19 lived for 22 years in the 
 20 Williamsburg area. 
 21  I have a behavioral 
 22 psychology background and I have 
 23 been watching the trucks very, very 
 24 carefully.  I stood on Bushwick 
 25 Avenue and Metropolitan Avenue 
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 2 trucks and they were speeding. 
 3  We already lost one person 
 4 from the bread place on Graham 
 5 Avenue by a truck hitting her and 
 6 killing her.  These two particular 
 7 trucks were speeding down 
 8 Metropolitan Avenue past 132 and it 
 9 was at time when children were 
 10 getting out of school. 
 11  This is another grave 
 12 injustice.  And these injustices we 
 13 are not going to tolerate because I 
 14 will go strictly into the media 
 15 with my medical background and with 
 16 my behavioral psychology background 
 17 (applause.) 
 18  I have also studied 
 19 environmental conditions in 
 20 California so I completely agree 
 21 with you and I agree with all of 
 22 the politicians in what they have 
 23 said. 
 24  Secondly, what I picked up 
 25 from my behavioral psychology 
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 2 background, when you look at 70 
 3 percent of commercial waste coming 
 4 from Manhattan, that is a political 
 5 stance of politicians wanting to 
 6 get the vote, therefore, not 
 7 putting in stations in their area. 
 8 This is a total injustice in our 
 9 Government and I really firmly 
 10 believe that our Government has 
 11 done a great harm to our children 
 12 and to our adults. 
 13  We have many, many adults 
 14 carrying these (indicating) in 
 15 their pocketbooks because of what 
 16 was happening with the pollution in 
 17 the air and with the trucks going 
 18 down Metropolitan Avenue, okay. 
 19 And these are what many people have 
 20 to hold and carry because of what 
 21 has happened to them with the 
 22 pollution. 
 23  Therefore, it is time for 
 24 all of us to make sure that we get 
 25 a reprieve now.  If there's gonna 
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 2 have been getting 70 percent of the 
 3 commercial waste from Manhattan in 
 4 the past.  Therefore, Manhattan has 
 5 to handle their own and there 
 6 should be no more than one station 
 7 in Williamsburg and Greenpoint 
 8 because of the injustice that has 
 9 been done to this community for 
 10 years. 
 11  I really want to say that 
 12 there are many trucks going down 
 13 Metropolitan Avenue all the time. 
 14 It does not stop.  When I go to 
 15 teach the children in my Convent of 
 16 Mercy it takes me eight minutes on 
 17 the expressway from Kent Avenue. 
 18 It takes me 45 minutes to travel 
 19 from the expressway down 
 20 Metropolitan Avenue to turn on 
 21 Catharine Street.  That is 
 22 unacceptable behavior.  We are here 
 23 to protect our children.  We are 
 24 here to protect our adults.  We are 
 25 also here to protect the 
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 2 be any station, there should be no 
 3 more than one station because an 
 4 injustice has been done to our 
 5 people, even to the point of one 
 6 person killed by those trucks. 
 7 Therefore, it is about time that 
 8 our government agencies and the 
 9 City of New York begin to recognize 
 10 that Williamsburg and Greenpoint 
 11 needs a reprieve. 
 12  We do not need to tolerate 
 13 the pollution, children getting 
 14 asthma and adults having to carry 
 15 one of these in their pockets in 
 16 order to be able to breathe 
 17 properly as they go to work. 
 18  Therefore, I'm talking from 
 19 a medical perspective.  That 
 20 medical perspective, if the 
 21 politicians from Manhattan want to 
 22 get the votes and don't think of 
 23 what they're doing to children, 
 24 then that is a terrible, terrible 
 25 injustice because we should not 
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 2 environment of the birds, of the 
 3 trees, of the flowers, of the 
 4 parks.  And without that 
 5 protection, then the City of New 
 6 York is responsible for the 
 7 sickness of anybody within our 
 8 community.  And when people get 
 9 sick, I intend to go public. 
 10  Thank you (applause.) 
 11  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 12 for your comments. 
 13  Our next speaker is Delia 
 14 Lopez. 
 15  MS. DELIA LOPEZ:  Good 
 16 evening, my name is Delia Lopez.  I 
 17 lived in Brooklyn, Williamsburg 
 18 since 1949.  My mother moved to 
 19 America a single parent with four 
 20 children and she raised us, she 
 21 raised us to work very hard.  She 
 22 had three jobs in order to support 
 23 us.  She didn't go on no Welfare, 
 24 or food stamps or anything like 
 25 that, because she was a very proud 
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 2 woman.  And she raised me and my 
 3 siblings the same way. 
 4  You know that I'm the only 
 5 one left in New York from all of us 
 6 because my brother, he moved to 
 7 Pennsylvania.  My sister after many 
 8 years of living in New York and my 
 9 other brother have decided to go to 
 10 Puerto Rico and they keep telling 
 11 me why don't you?  I say, no, I'm a 
 12 real New Yorker.  I love my -- I 
 13 really, really love New York.  I 
 14 raised my children the same way and 
 15 already one son went to Florida 
 16 because of the smell. 
 17  I own a house on White 
 18 Street and sometimes I cannot open 
 19 my windows because of the smell 
 20 that comes through.  And sometimes 
 21 even with the smell, I keep -- with 
 22 the windows closed that odor comes 
 23 through the air conditioner when we 
 24 have it. 
 25  And it's very, very unfair 
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 2 has just released a 20-year solid 
 3 waste draft solid waste management 
 4 plan, with the admirable goal of 
 5 reaching 70 percent diversion of 
 6 both commercial and DOS-managed 
 7 waste by 2015. 
 8  However, the draft 
 9 comprehensive SWMP is anything but 
 10 comprehensive when it comes to 
 11 laying out in detail how DOS 
 12 intends on reaching that goal. 
 13  The New York City Waste 
 14 Prevention Coalition, a coalition 
 15 of 25 organizations dedicated to 
 16 community waste prevention, is the 
 17 most responsible, environmentally 
 18 sound and cost effective form of 
 19 waste management, has come together 
 20 to augment the existing waste 
 21 prevention portion of the draft 
 22 SWMP and write a new section which 
 23 is currently missing in its 
 24 entirety. 
 25  Although I have given you a 
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 2 and I'm not gonna say what you 
 3 already heard from all these nice 
 4 people because I have years of 
 5 living this way, but believe me, 
 6 believe me, these people have told 
 7 you exactly how it is and how we in 
 8 Greenpoint and Williamsburg exist. 
 9  Thank you very much 
 10 (applause.) 
 11  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 12 Shannon Stone?  Is Shannon Stone 
 13 here? 
 14  MS. SHANNON STONE:  The 
 15 predominant topic of conversation 
 16 here tonight is about the marine 
 17 transfer stations and the export of 
 18 New York City's waste.  Why any of 
 19 this waste will not be exported in 
 20 the 20 years is not being 
 21 addressed.  The solution to the 
 22 export problems begins with 
 23 aggressive advancement of waste 
 24 prevention, reuse and recycling. 
 25  The Department of Sanitation 
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 2 copy of our detailed waste 
 3 prevention reuse program, I will 
 4 only outline a few points as time 
 5 allows. 
 6  The most disappointing 
 7 omission from the draft SWMP is the 
 8 waste prevention coordinators 
 9 programs. 
 10  During the creation of the 
 11 City's comprehensive solid waste 
 12 management plan modification in 
 13 2000, the New York City Waste 
 14 Prevention Coalition proposed a 
 15 five-year waste prevention action 
 16 plan. 
 17  From that plan, the City 
 18 Council adopted a program for 
 19 community-based waste prevention 
 20 coordinators with one year's 
 21 funding. 
 22  Eight community-based 
 23 organizations each received 
 24 contracts for 90,000 and together 
 25 diverted nearly 200 tons of waste 
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 2 from the landfill. 
 3  The new solid waste 
 4 prevention, reuse and recycling 
 5 programs take time to establish. 
 6 Unfortunately the program was cut 
 7 short when this dropped in the 
 8 budget and the waste prevention and 
 9 community-based organizations 
 10 prevention and implementation 
 11 ceased. 
 12  We recommend that DOS 
 13 reestablish and expand the 
 14 residential waste prevention 
 15 coordinator program to include one 
 16 waste prevention coordinator in 
 17 every community district.  The 
 18 coordinator's primary 
 19 responsibility will be to increase 
 20 waste prevention in the residential 
 21 sector. 
 22  They will be able to promote 
 23 backyard composting and 
 24 leave-it-on-the-lawn activities; 
 25 educate households about where, how 
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 2 corresponding with the 
 3 redevelopment of the waste 
 4 prevention coordinators program. 
 5 The success of both depends on the 
 6 other. 
 7  The community leaves complex 
 8 would be a one-stop shopping center 
 9 that is arranged by the tenants, 
 10 City-subsidized reuse organizations 
 11 similarly to the Hunt's Point 
 12 Redistribution Center. 
 13  Beginning with one community 
 14 reuse complex with a 100,000 square 
 15 feet of retail viable space and 
 16 later expanding to one per borough, 
 17 the reuse organization whose 
 18 handling and presence under one 
 19 roof, will be easier for community 
 20 use.  It's kind of like a mini mall, 
 21 you drop one thing off, you pick 
 22 another. 
 23  The Waste Prevention 
 24 Coalition is excited about the 
 25 waste characterization study 
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 2 and where they can donate or buy 
 3 reusable materials, organize waste 
 4 prevention block leaders, advertise 
 5 waste prevention shopping campaigns 
 6 and coordinate collection of 
 7 electronics and hazardous 
 8 materials. 
 9  The most glaring omission 
 10 from the draft SWMP's chapter two 
 11 is in the title.  Please put reuse 
 12 back into the SWMP so that section 
 13 two is entitled, "waste prevention 
 14 reuse and recycling." 
 15  The omission seems to convey 
 16 a lack of understanding about the 
 17 waste management hierarchy and the 
 18 differences between waste 
 19 prevention, reuse and recycling. 
 20  The lack of reuse 
 21 initiatives in the draft 
 22 comprehensive solid waste 
 23 management plan could begin to be 
 24 addressed with the inclusion of a 
 25 community reuse complex 
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 2 because examining the content of 
 3 the City's waste is vital to 
 4 evaluating how well the City's 
 5 moving towards its diversion goals 
 6 and how best to design future 
 7 programs to reach its goals. 
 8 However, only the current waste 
 9 characterization study is outlined 
 10 in the draft 20-year SWMP.  We 
 11 believe that a waste 
 12 characterization study should be 
 13 conducted every five years and that 
 14 the categories of materials are 
 15 separated into, should revolve 
 16 around durables or reusables such 
 17 as appliances and clothing, 
 18 nondurable goods such as plastic 
 19 and paper disposals and packaging 
 20 categories such as plastic bags and 
 21 Sheet Rock. 
 22  The Waste Prevention 
 23 Coalition is also glad to see that 
 24 the marketing research to better 
 25 educate the public was mentioned in 
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 2 the draft SWMP.  However, much more 
 3 can be done over a 20-year time 
 4 frame.  The market research should 
 5 address an understanding, 
 6 motivation and attitude of 
 7 self-reporting and have no barriers 
 8 to the three R's, reduce, reuse and 
 9 recycle. 
 10  Not only do we need to 
 11 educate the general public about 
 12 waste prevention reuse (bell rings) 
 13 but we also need to instill 
 14 life-long habits and respect for 
 15 the environment in our children. 
 16  While the expansion of the 
 17 Global Apple Program is a step in 
 18 the right direction, the DOS 
 19 Administration should work with the 
 20 City Administration with the  
 21 education program and 
 22 literature.  Our City agencies like 
 23 schools, have little motivation to 
 24 prevent waste and recycling because 
 25 they receive free pickups and 
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 2 electronic waste is only addressed 
 3 in the draft 20-year SWMP with the 
 4 2004 electronic drop-off event and 
 5 is already past. 
 6  Since the City only supports 
 7 federal EPR legislation, the City 
 8 could show meaningful support 
 9 initiative by hosting, for example, 
 10 a national EPR roundtable for USA 
 11 East. 
 12  Through adoption, funding 
 13 and implementation of Waste 
 14 Prevention Coalition's 
 15 recommendations, DOS can more 
 16 readily achieve the goal and accept 
 17 the word solid and divert more 
 18 garbage from marine-based transfer 
 19 stations that are going to 
 20 Greenpoint/Williamsburg.  It is not 
 21 only about waste prevention reuse, 
 22 there has to be a more cost 
 23 effective form of waste management 
 24 as land filling or other 
 25 unsustainable forms of waste 
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 2 sometimes are not allowed to reuse. 
 3  The Waste Prevention 
 4 Coalition recommends instituting 
 5 12 waste prevention coordinators by 
 6 2009 and would like to receive 
 7 money for them to complete their 
 8 mission of waste prevention and 
 9 reuse projects and consider 
 10 charging City institutions for the 
 11 waste they produce while offering 
 12 waste incentives. 
 13  The WPC applauds DOS' effort 
 14 to institute an annual household 
 15 hazardous waste collection day. 
 16 However, we recommend some items 
 17 for collection with a higher 
 18 capture rate of hazardous 
 19 materials.  Also, electronic waste 
 20 should be included in pick-ups, 
 21 subsidized by the industries that 
 22 design the waste into the product 
 23 to grants, until extended 
 24 producer's responsibility 
 25 legislation is passed, otherwise 
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 2 management and the costs there, but 
 3 also that waste prevention and 
 4 especially reuse even more than 
 5 recycling, creates jobs and earns 
 6 revenues in the City, rather than 
 7 solely burying tax dollars in 
 8 out-of-state landfills. 
 9  Thank you (applause.) 
 10  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 11  Our next speaker is Guido 
 12 Cianciotta. 
 13  MR. GUIDO CIANCIOTTA:  My 
 14 name is Guido Cianciotta.  I'm the 
 15 President of the Concerned Citizens 
 16 of Whithers Street that's been in 
 17 existence for 25 years.  We fought 
 18 many battles in this area and it 
 19 seems to reach a deaf ear because I 
 20 see what's happening right here and 
 21 they look to put a 20-year, they 
 22 make it sound so great that they 
 23 gonna give you more garbage. 
 24  I told you something and 
 25 I'll tell you again, because I have 
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 2 the experience being with 
 3 Sanitation with the union. 
 4  I tell you the way to solve 
 5 80 -- 90 percent is to open all 
 6 MTSs including the one at 91st 
 7 Street that Miller don't want 
 8 (applause.)  The people should have 
 9 their say because every time you 
 10 turn around, this community gets 
 11 dumped on.  For some reason they 
 12 don't look to the right or the 
 13 left.  We're sick and tired. 
 14  The plan that the Mayor has, 
 15 we're not for it.  Sixteen transfer 
 16 stations, put them up someplace 
 17 else.  Split them up, we don't want 
 18 sixteen, two, two, two. 
 19  It reminds me of 20 years 
 20 ago when me and all the people in 
 21 this community, when Mayor Koch 
 22 didn't know where to put the 
 23 homeless, he says, "Greenpoint 
 24 Hospital just closed, give 
 25 everybody 200, give them 1,200." 
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 2 won that argument at the City 
 3 Council. 
 4  Now, if you're gonna keep 
 5 putting this on us, we want all 
 6 incinerators -- you said not 
 7 Greenpoint, not, I live in 
 8 Greenpoint, I want that open too if 
 9 it relieves the 16 transfer 
 10 stations down here, because these 
 11 people down here can't even breath. 
 12  I see the old people beg to 
 13 cross the street.  "Please, will 
 14 you hold my arm?"  There's a 
 15 million trucks piled up.  Go up 
 16 Metropolitan and Green, go down 
 17 Metropolitan, see you got children 
 18 that can't cross.  Have a heart. 
 19 When you go back, tell the 
 20 Commissioner this is not a good 
 21 idea to put everything in 
 22 Greenpoint/Williamsburg. 
 23  And now I heard you's wanna 
 24 open two marine transfer stations 
 25 and a couple of garages in the same 
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 2 We had 1,200 and I was in the 
 3 middle of the street with a 
 4 bullhorn for 18 years before he 
 5 straightened that out.  And if I have 
 6 to go with a bullhorn on 
 7 Metropolitan Avenue and any other 
 8 place, I will be there because an 
 9 injustice is being done here. 
 10  You're not looking out for 
 11 the people right here.  The woman 
 12 right here told you the 
 13 environmental problem that we have. 
 14 I'm on Metropolitan Avenue, you 
 15 can't even cross, you gotta wait 30 
 16 minutes after the light changes. 
 17  Now, is somebody Downtown, 
 18 125 Worth blind, don't they see 
 19 what they're trying to shove 
 20 everything in this area (applause.) 
 21 And I want you to know, and I'm a 
 22 little more handsome than the other 
 23 guy, Metropolitan Avenue divides 
 24 Greenpoint/Williamsburg so a lot of 
 25 people get a little confused.  We 
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 2 area, on Varick.  Either there's 
 3 something wrong upstairs or you 
 4 better get with it because there's 
 5 other areas that we can go. 
 6 Believe me, I'm here a long time. 
 7 You's are on the wrong track.  If 
 8 we gotta fight you, we'll go into 
 9 court, we'll do anything we could, 
 10 but don't keep dumping on us 
 11 because you got a fight on your 
 12 hands. 
 13  Thank you (applause.) 
 14  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 15 Theresa Cianciotta. 
 16  MS. THERESA CIANCIOTTA:  I 
 17 don't know how I'm going to follow 
 18 that one.  Okay. 
 19  Well, my name is Theresa 
 20 Cianciotta.  I represent the 
 21 Concerned Citizens of Whithers 
 22 Street and the Area Block 
 23 Association.  We have been involved 
 24 in working for the betterment of 
 25 the quality of life in our 
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 2 community of 
 3 Greenpoint/Williamsburg for 25 
 4 years.  We are also members of 
 5 OUTRAGE for the past five years. 
 6  We are concerned about the 
 7 environmental unsafe air quality, 
 8 excessive truck traffic, the noise 
 9 and the rats and everything else 
 10 that's terrible in our community 
 11 due to all of these trucks on 
 12 Metropolitan Avenue, due to 16 
 13 waste transfer stations in our 
 14 community. 
 15  40 percent of the City's 
 16 garbage goes through 
 17 Williamsburg/Greenpoint.  That's 
 18 ten thousand tons per day.  70 
 19 percent commercial waste, mostly 
 20 from Manhattan, everything comes 
 21 here from Manhattan. 
 22  Four thousand garage trucks 
 23 rumble down our streets each day 
 24 and often on residential streets, 
 25 blocks which people don't 
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 2 485 Scott Avenue or 72 Scott 
 3 Avenue, but that's an over 
 4 development, an over abundance of 
 5 garbage coming into our area.  Two 
 6 marine transfer stations, people 
 7 don't realize the impact.  They 
 8 haven't seen the structure, it's 
 9 tremendous, humongous and it's 
 10 really something that we shouldn't 
 11 have to shoulder in our community. 
 12  Now, this is wrong.  Two 
 13 marine transfer stations in 
 14 Greenpoint/Williamsburg, this is 
 15 absolutely wrong.  Whatever 
 16 happened to the original plan we'll 
 17 never know, but we are being 
 18 treated unfairly and dumped on. 
 19  Open up all the original 
 20 marine transfer stations.  What I 
 21 think happened was that a lot of 
 22 people that have a lot more clout 
 23 than our people in our community 
 24 and they were able to swing things 
 25 around and that's wrong, because as 
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 2 recognize.  A lot of times these 
 3 trucks aren't even covered properly 
 4 and they're in areas where they're 
 5 not supposed to be. 
 6  At some point we're trying 
 7 to get the police here, they have 
 8 been actively ticketing and 
 9 summonsing these trucks.  So we have 
 10 it on the record with the different 
 11 police precincts as well as through 
 12 Assemblymen Lentol's office and 
 13 Lopez who has been active at the 
 14 various truck stops. 
 15  Now, we don't support the 
 16 alternative plan to the former 
 17 Greenpoint Marine Transfer Station 
 18 and I keep asking, why did the 
 19 Mayor change his plans from opening 
 20 up all the existing marine transfer 
 21 stations, okay?  The Mayor changed 
 22 the plan that will now impact on 
 23 our community.  Now we will have to 
 24 shoulder the weight of two private 
 25 marine transfer stations, maybe on 
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 2 my husband said, we are always 
 3 being dumped on. 
 4  We've seen an overabundance 
 5 of methadone centers in our 
 6 community, we had the shelter, as 
 7 my husband spoke about and we've 
 8 lost a lot in our community.  The 
 9 old 87th Precinct, we've lost a 
 10 firehouse, recently the Engine 
 11 Company 212 and our hospital which 
 12 was everything we needed in our 
 13 community.  And that was lost and 
 14 to try to get a nursing home back, 
 15 we've worked for 20 years.  We have 
 16 worked diligently, we never give up 
 17 and that's on the brink of failing. 
 18  So what happens?  We get all 
 19 the dumping and everything comes to 
 20 us.  Now, we don't agree with the 
 21 alternative plans and we really, I 
 22 feel that in the next 20 years, I 
 23 don't know if I'm going to be here 
 24 and I don't want to see that 
 25 humongous marine transfer station 
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 2 in our community.  It's against all 
 3 that we have worked for all our 
 4 years working for the betterment of 
 5 the community.  I want the best for 
 6 my community. 
 7  And then consider the 
 8 garages at Varick Avenue that are 
 9 going to be newly built, the 
 10 Sanitation trucks.  They're going 
 11 to be rumbling through our 
 12 community.  That's gonna be an 
 13 excess of trucks, plus they'll be 
 14 the Kosciusko Bridge that's gonna 
 15 to be possibly a new bridge, that 
 16 will be demolished.  We're gonna 
 17 have havoc in our community with 
 18 all of what's happening.  People 
 19 are not really aware of what all 
 20 this will be shouldered on us. 
 21  So that's everything that 
 22 I'm talking about is a tremendous 
 23 burden and the residents are 
 24 against this plan and as my husband 
 25 said, the 59th Street, the people 
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 2 that are released in the air. 
 3  I mean, we have to be 
 4 concerned about our health. 
 5 Luckily we're still alive, but I'm 
 6 worried about the children.  I'm 
 7 worried about everybody.  And to 
 8 add more that's going to be 
 9 environmentally unsound, we are 
 10 against it. 
 11  So please take 
 12 consideration of my concerns as 
 13 well as there should be maybe a 
 14 committee.  But at this point, it 
 15 looks like a done deal.  I don't 
 16 know if anybody's gonna pay 
 17 attention to what we're saying, 
 18 because it looks like the Mayor has 
 19 proposed the plan and that's going 
 20 to be it and we're not happy with 
 21 it (applause.) 
 22  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 23 for your comments. 
 24  Our next speaker is Rebecca 
 25 White. 
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 2 at the 59th Street, East 91st 
 3 Street, they're fighting.  They 
 4 don't want the marine transfer 
 5 stations so does that mean that 
 6 we're going to be stuck with the 
 7 marine stations?  As the Borough 
 8 President said, all marine transfer 
 9 stations in Brooklyn?  Don't dump 
 10 on Brooklyn. 
 11  You know, I'm sorry, it 
 12 seems to be everybody dumps on 
 13 Brooklyn and I'm with the Borough 
 14 President, Marty Markowitz and I 
 15 stand strong with this, with my 
 16 statement that we want the best for 
 17 our community.  And consider what I 
 18 have said because as other people 
 19 have said, we have a lot of 
 20 environmental issues.  We live near 
 21 the East Williamsburg Industrial. 
 22 There are so many trucks in and out 
 23 of that facility there because it's 
 24 an area where there are a lot of 
 25 companies that have toxic chemicals 
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 2  MS. REBECCA WHITE:  Hi, good 
 3 evening.  My name is Rebecca White. 
 4 I'm here with the North Brooklyn 
 5 Greens.  We have over 1,200 
 6 enrollees in the neighborhood and 
 7 before I get into what I want to 
 8 say, you know, people are leaving 
 9 because they have families to get 
 10 to.  And I really want to point 
 11 that out, we really hope that 
 12 you're listening to what everyone 
 13 in this room has to say, because 
 14 each person in here represents a 
 15 family and a building.  Each person 
 16 is here not because they're getting 
 17 paid, but because they're here 
 18 concerned about their families and 
 19 their buildings and this community. 
 20  We don't have a lot of 
 21 things that we need to be doing 
 22 other than being at a Sanitation 
 23 hearing, but we're here because we 
 24 care. 
 25  And when someone said you 
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 2 know, we have a really high asthma 
 3 rate, it's not just a statistic, 
 4 that's a lot of mothers and a lot 
 5 of fathers taking their children to 
 6 the hospital routinely.  And when 
 7 someone pulls up that respirator 
 8 (indicating) they have to carry 
 9 that for life and it's not just an 
 10 inconvenience, it's a health risk. 
 11  So I just really want it to 
 12 sink in that this isn't lip service 
 13 and this isn't a NIMBY 
 14 neighborhood.  We are a very 
 15 strong, resilient neighborhood that 
 16 really had a lot blows thrown our 
 17 way. 
 18  We deal with a lot of 
 19 different issues.  We deal with a 
 20 lot of different toxins thrown at 
 21 us.  This is not a NIMBY 
 22 neighborhood, this is a working 
 23 neighborhood and a proud 
 24 neighborhood and we are standing up 
 25 because not that we don't adhere to 
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 2 we have a marine transfer station 
 3 that takes Lower Manhattan's 
 4 garbage to the waterfront there so 
 5 that it doesn't have to cross the 
 6 bridge and come into Brooklyn? 
 7 (Applause.) 
 8  Now I agree with our 
 9 colleagues that the New York State 
 10 Department of Transportation and 
 11 the City Department of 
 12 Transportation have a lot of 
 13 different projects going on that we 
 14 need to examine every possible 
 15 out-of-the-box solution to have 
 16 ways that trucks can get to 
 17 transfer stations without hitting 
 18 our residential streets.  And when 
 19 you look at, you know, they did the 
 20 whole truck study in this 
 21 neighborhood and most of us were 
 22 there and they're saying that we're 
 23 running out of capacity.  So we 
 24 can't afford to have any more 
 25 trucks on the streets. 
 

 
    Page   99 
 1 
 2 New York City's fair share policy, 
 3 but we only want a little bit, we 
 4 don't want it all (applause.) 
 5  As far as the North Brooklyn 
 6 Greens are concerned, we do support 
 7 barge and rail options in dealing 
 8 with solid waste, but only if the 
 9 existing commercial waste stations 
 10 are closed. 
 11  The number one goal in the 
 12 neighborhood is a significant and 
 13 permanent reduction in waste 
 14 handling capacity. 
 15  Now, 80 percent of our 
 16 commercial waste is coming from Manhattan, 
 17 80 percent of the waste that we 
 18 will be handling is coming from 
 19 Lower Manhattan and is predominantly 
 20 commercial waste.  Nowhere on that 
 21 map was there a marine transfer 
 22 station in Lower Manhattan.  We've 
 23 got so much construction going on 
 24 with the Lower Manhattan 
 25 Development Corporation, why can't 
 

 
    Page 101 
 1 
 2  One of the problems with the 
 3 DEIS and its sister document from 
 4 the commercial waste study is that 
 5 it's wholly erroneous in saying 
 6 that there are no negative health 
 7 impacts on the waste transfer 
 8 stations in our neighborhood. 
 9  Now, I don't know what other 
 10 study would be able to take the 
 11 idealized situation and use that as 
 12 their benchmark, but when someone 
 13 like Nissan tests a car, they can't 
 14 just take the idealized crash, they 
 15 have to actually crash a car.  So 
 16 when we're doing an environmental 
 17 impact statement, we need to 
 18 actually be out there measuring 
 19 toxin levels.  We need to actually 
 20 be out there measuring smells.  We 
 21 need to be out there measuring 
 22 asthma rates, we need to be out 
 23 there looking at how many cars or 
 24 trucks are idling when they are in 
 25 the a queue and how many trucks, 
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 2 especially when the cold weather 
 3 hits, are idling overnight with the 
 4 -- sleeping in their trucks with 
 5 their engines on because it's cold. 
 6 And I'm sympathetic to truck 
 7 drivers, my father was a truck 
 8 driver, but that breaks the 
 9 regulations, that's not good for 
 10 the neighborhood and it's not an 
 11 appropriate way to be running a 
 12 waste business. 
 13  Now, I'm really, really 
 14 happy that the Chairman from the 
 15 New York City Waste Coalition came 
 16 because one of things that this 
 17 plan does not address is that waste 
 18 prevention is the number one key. 
 19  We have to deal with garbage 
 20 and we have to deal with it now and 
 21 that's pragmatic, but New York City 
 22 is not committed to waste 
 23 prevention.  New York City needs to 
 24 be committed to aggressive waste 
 25 prevention not only on City 
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 2 that.  So thank you very much 
 3 (applause.) 
 4  MR. SZARPANSKI: Thank you. 
 5 Our next speaker is Laura Hoffman 
 6 (applause.) 
 7  MS. LAURA HOFFMAN:  I am 
 8 Laura Hoffman of the Barge Park 
 9 Pals.  I am glad to see that the 
 10 Department of Sanitation solid 
 11 waste management plan will 
 12 implement marine transfer of solid 
 13 waste.  However, community 
 14 organizations and residents such as 
 15 myself, remain concerned about 
 16 achieving a net reduction of solid 
 17 waste handling in our community. 
 18  The New York City Department 
 19 of Sanitation must achieve a 
 20 significant reduction of solid 
 21 waste handling in this community. 
 22  I had the opportunity to 
 23 tour the Waste Management facility 
 24 and the BFI facility with the CB1 
 25 Environmental Committee which, by 
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 2 agencies, but in promoting it 
 3 because we have eight million 
 4 people and we're not getting any 
 5 smaller.  We need to figure out how 
 6 to reduce our waste overall and 
 7 there is not a serious commitment 
 8 to waste prevention in this plan 
 9 and there is no commitment to green 
 10 garbage trucks. 
 11  One of the things that would 
 12 help out greatly is, if when the 
 13 garbage trucks go out of 
 14 commission, a green energy garbage 
 15 truck is purchased to replace it. 
 16 As long as we're having garbage 
 17 trucks going throughout streets, we 
 18 need to reduce their emission. 
 19  And there are really simple 
 20 things that we can be doing to 
 21 reduce the overall waste burden, 
 22 not only on this neighborhood, but 
 23 on the City and on the City's 
 24 pocketbook.  And we need to see a 
 25 serious commitment from the SWMP on 
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 2 the way, I support every word of 
 3 Deborah Master's testimony.  It was 
 4 very, very to the point. 
 5  It is clear that the City 
 6 must choose only one major 
 7 marine/rail facility.  It would be 
 8 environmentally unjust to force 
 9 both on one community. 
 10  Clearly, the Waste 
 11 Management facility is managed far 
 12 better than BFI.  However, BFI 
 13 states that it would commit to a 
 14 consolidation resulting in less 
 15 facilities and consolidation is 
 16 important to the community. 
 17  If BFI is chosen to take on 
 18 this major operation, DOS must make 
 19 certain that its operation is 
 20 brought up to a state-of-the-art 
 21 status. 
 22  Presently the facility looks 
 23 like it's held together with sticks 
 24 and string, resembling arts and 
 25 crafts status.  The marine transfer 
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 2 station in Manhattan must be 
 3 brought on line.  Manhattan must 
 4 begin to handle some of its own 
 5 waste and stop dumping on this 
 6 community (applause.) 
 7  As it is, this community 
 8 handles most of the City's waste 
 9 water, enough is enough.  The 
 10 Greenpoint Marine Transfer Station 
 11 must not go into operation or be 
 12 expanded as part of the SWMP 
 13 package.  That site neighbors the 
 14 largest sewage treatment facility 
 15 in the City.  The community 
 16 surrounding the sewage treatment 
 17 facility cannot handle the 
 18 cumulative effect, nor can it 
 19 handle the truck traffic; 
 20 particularly since North Greenpoint 
 21 will be severely impacted with high 
 22 residential towers and a massive 
 23 increase in population impacts due 
 24 to the Greenpoint/Williamsburg 
 25 rezoning. 
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 2 community deserves it. 
 3  Wherever there is solid 
 4 waste handling, there should always 
 5 be associated tree plantings and 
 6 open space improvements to help 
 7 filter the horrid air in the 
 8 affected areas. 
 9  I'm in the position to have 
 10 read the SWMP DEIS, the 
 11 Williamsburg/Greenpoint rezoning 
 12 DEIS and the Cross Harbor Project 
 13 DEIS.  The SWMP EIS must consider 
 14 the major truck traffic impacts 
 15 that the Cross Harbor DEIS 
 16 proposes.  The Cross Harbor Project 
 17 proposes the construction of a new 
 18 bridge over the Newtown Creek 
 19 extending from Queens, on 59th 
 20 Avenue to Greenpoint in the area 
 21 most affected by transfer stations. 
 22  This bridge would be in 
 23 addition to the Kosciusko Bridge. 
 24 That's unacceptable. 
 25  The Cross Harbor Project 
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 2  The Department of Sanitation 
 3 must work with the community to 
 4 address what the former Greenpoint 
 5 MTS will be used for.  Presently, 
 6 there is construction going on at 
 7 that site, despite dioxin 
 8 contaminated soils. 
 9  The community has been 
 10 unable to find out what the 
 11 structure will be used for or how 
 12 the property remediation is being 
 13 handled, having formerly housed the 
 14 Greenpoint incinerator. 
 15  This lack of communication 
 16 with the community is unacceptable 
 17 and it must stop.  DOS must not 
 18 rely on odor controls such as 
 19 misters.  DOS should choose much 
 20 more reliable odor treatments such 
 21 as carbon filtration. 
 22  The City must provide the 
 23 communities affected by the SWMP 
 24 with amenities for handling borough 
 25 and City solid waste loads.  The 
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 2 proposes the filling of Maspeth 
 3 Creek and a portion of Newtown Creek 
 4 which may affect SWMP plans which 
 5 also needs careful review.  And the 
 6 Cross Harbor Project strongly 
 7 indicates major truck impacts in 
 8 our community in an area most 
 9 concentrated with land-based 
 10 transfer stations. 
 11  The Greenpoint/Williamsburg 
 12 rezoning DEIS proposes major 
 13 changes that will affect 
 14 manufacturing and industrial area 
 15 uses which may affect the SWMP.  It 
 16 proposes massive population and 
 17 traffic impacts that will also 
 18 affect the community and the SWMP. 
 19 These potential and major impacts 
 20 need to be looked at in the SWMP 
 21 EIS.  DOS must also consider 
 22 creative ways of directing traffic 
 23 off community streets such as a 
 24 ramp from the Kosciusko Bridge to 
 25 bring truck traffic directly onto 
 



 

 
    Page 110 
 1 
 2 the major traffic arteries rather 
 3 than past homes.  This needs DOS 
 4 coordination with the New York 
 5 State DOT.  And I don't know if you 
 6 noticed how hard I'm breathing, but 
 7 I carry it (indicating) this 
 8 Greenpoint trademark as a sort of a 
 9 thought.  The asthma is very severe 
 10 in this neighborhood and you really 
 11 need to go back and do the right 
 12 thing (applause.) 
 13  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 14  Our next speaker is Carlotta 
 15 Giglio. 
 16  MS. CARLOTTA GIGLIO:  Thank 
 17 you for this opportunity to speak. 
 18 I did not prepare a statement 
 19 tonight.  I did testify before this 
 20 committee before and in Manhattan 
 21 and I'm sure you don't want to hear 
 22 again about all my ailments and all 
 23 the noise that I hear. 
 24  I live on Metropolitan 
 25 Avenue between Manhattan and 
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 2 to tell you, I just could not 
 3 concentrate because every time 
 4 trucks passed, they set off the 
 5 alarms on every car on that block. 
 6  Now, if they're doing that 
 7 to me, children at 132 on the next 
 8 block have to hear the same thing 
 9 and it's just incomprehensible to 
 10 me that none of those parents, and 
 11 I hope some of them are here, 
 12 'cause if they are not here, 
 13 because I know if my child went to 
 14 that school I would be screaming to 
 15 the top of my lungs (applause.) 
 16 Excuse me? 
 17  THE AUDIENCE:  Then they 
 18 wonder why our scores in our 
 19 schools are so low. 
 20  MS. CARLOTTA GIGLIO:  I 
 21 don't know how they concentrate. 
 22 It's just beyond my belief.  And 
 23 they added those, they look like 
 24 trailers in the front of the 
 25 schoolyards and now the children 
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 2 Leonard Street.  I certainly agree 
 3 with everyone that spoke, about the 
 4 waste management stations and the 
 5 landfill stations and I certainly 
 6 could not articulate any better 
 7 than everyone has.  But I really 
 8 think you need take into 
 9 consideration several points: 
 10  One is, I live on 
 11 Metropolitan between, as I said, 
 12 Manhattan and Leonard and not only 
 13 do I hear thousands of trucks 
 14 passing my house on a daily basis, 
 15 but I also have the L train running 
 16 underneath my home.  So my house 
 17 rattles from the train and when 
 18 that stops, it rattles from the 
 19 truck traffic.  So it's like I'm 
 20 doing a constant rumble all day 
 21 long. 
 22  Yesterday I was tracking a 
 23 report because although I'm 
 24 retired, I'm involved with many 
 25 things in the community and I have 
 

 
    Page 113 
 1 
 2 are closer to the avenue then they 
 3 ever were before.  So again, I 
 4 don't know how they concentrate. 
 5  And I agree with what Sister 
 6 said, you know, I never thought of 
 7 this, but for the past two years 
 8 every time I plant flowers in my 
 9 garden in the front, they don't 
 10 last more than a week, they die. 
 11 They're dying from the fumes, the 
 12 black smoke that comes out of those 
 13 pipes.  These trucks are so old and 
 14 all you need to do to see what has 
 15 been happening with Assemblyman 
 16 Lopez.  We had two truck stops 
 17 already, we're having one tomorrow, 
 18 okay and Joe Lentol.  They've given 
 19 out thousands, I think the last 
 20 time was $97,000 in fines, but 
 21 these trucks that pass my home, her 
 22 home and anyone else that lives on 
 23 Metro, because they are so 
 24 overweight, the tonnage is 
 25 unbelievable.  They're so old, the 
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 2 tires are worn and this is what's 
 3 passing through our streets. 
 4  I have trucks that pass with 
 5 seven or eight cars besides Waste 
 6 Management trucks.  You can't 
 7 imagine, and I invite you and I've 
 8 invited you the last time and I 
 9 invite anyone on this committee or 
 10 anyone that will have the final say 
 11 as to what happens in this 
 12 neighborhood with garbage, to come 
 13 to my home for a week, believe me, 
 14 it will only take an hour, but you 
 15 can stay a week.  I'll feed you, 
 16 I'll do whatever you want to do. 
 17  I think you really, really 
 18 need to see firsthand what's 
 19 happening down Metro.  There is 
 20 such a crack in the facade in my 
 21 house, it's unbelievable and that's 
 22 the outside. 
 23  On the inside, all my window 
 24 frames are cracking, the sides of 
 25 my walls are cracking and, you 
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 2 firsthand to understand and 
 3 appreciate what we go through. 
 4  Thank you (applause.) 
 5  MR. SZARPANSKI: Thank you. 
 6  Our next speaker is Alison 
 7 Cordero. 
 8  MS. ALISON CORDERO:  Well, 
 9 Mike just said, uh-oh, but I know I 
 10 can't top Guido so I'm not even 
 11 going to try. 
 12  I am actually here to 
 13 testify on behalf of St. Nicholas 
 14 instead of our Executive Director, 
 15 Michael Rochford who had a family 
 16 medical emergency and couldn't be 
 17 here today.  He will be submitting 
 18 his written testimony. 
 19  A lot of the points that I 
 20 would like to make and some of the 
 21 ones that he will make in his 
 22 written testimony, have already 
 23 been made, so I will in the 
 24 interest of time and because there 
 25 are still other speakers to come, 
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 2 know, as I said, people could say, 
 3 well, why don't you get up and 
 4 move?  I was born and raised here, 
 5 I was one of the few people that 
 6 stayed here, I didn't run away. 
 7 And I helped build this community 
 8 and I want to stay here, because I 
 9 do love this community.  But this 
 10 is just, it has to stop, it really 
 11 does have to stop.  And I really 
 12 hope you take this into 
 13 consideration.  Because one day I'm 
 14 going to pull right through 
 15 Metropolitan Avenue, ride the L 
 16 train to Manhattan, but no thanks. 
 17  And I also have to tell you, 
 18 last week I fell.  I fell on 
 19 Manhattan Avenue, I walked in the 
 20 street, the tar is buckled because 
 21 of the traffic and I landed there 
 22 and I just fell flat on my face. 
 23 Really, you know, we can stand here 
 24 and talk for days, but you have to 
 25 really see what's going on 
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 2 not repeat them. 
 3  I would like to just 
 4 emphasize the three most important 
 5 points that I think have been made 
 6 tonight. 
 7  One is we need a real 
 8 reduction and until we have real 
 9 reduction, we shouldn't even really 
 10 be talking about opening one of 
 11 those alternatives, it has to be 
 12 concurrent.  We cannot open one of 
 13 those alternatives until we see a 
 14 real reduction called stop 
 15 (applause.) 
 16  First we need fair share.  A 
 17 number of us, I think about 50 of 
 18 us altogether from the Bronx and 
 19 Brooklyn went up to East 91st 
 20 Street to take the message to 
 21 Manhattan that all boroughs 
 22 including Manhattan, must handle 
 23 their fair share of all the 
 24 residential and commercial garbage 
 25 (applause.) 
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 2  Now, we appreciate that this 
 3 plan takes some long steps and it's 
 4 been, I think we've spent the past 
 5 five years talking to you, talking 
 6 to DEC, talking to the administration 
 7 and we appreciate that you've 
 8 listened, but it's not far enough. 
 9 Whoever said that there needs to be 
 10 a transfer station in Lower 
 11 Manhattan is right.  They dredged 
 12 out the one -- maybe the one good 
 13 thing that 9/11 did for the City 
 14 apart from everybody getting 
 15 together, was that they ended up 
 16 dredging out, as an emergency 
 17 measure, something that would have 
 18 probably taken us 25 years to get 
 19 permits to do, so now you can move 
 20 that stuff out of Lower Manhattan 
 21 by barge.  You just go to plan the 
 22 site. 
 23  But that's a real -- because 
 24 a lot of what we have in addition 
 25 to Manhattan's commercial waste, we 
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 2 area, we do have nonconforming 
 3 zoning within the industrial area, 
 4 on Grattan Street, on Thames Street 
 5 as well as the newly built homes on 
 6 Seigal Street which Delia testified 
 7 about. 
 8  In particular the White 
 9 Street side of that development, 
 10 the impacts are terrible.  The 
 11 Thames Street Station needs to be 
 12 closed and closed soon.  That 
 13 station is in an M-1 area and 
 14 literally there are trucks queuing 
 15 across the street from tenement 
 16 buildings with open windows; we 
 17 just reconstructed one of them 
 18 actually around the City program 
 19 last year. 
 20  Finally, one, not two. 
 21  Once we get that reduction, 
 22 then we can talk about one 
 23 alternative, not two.  You want a 
 24 redundancy, find the redundancy 
 25 somewhere else.  We had ten years 
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 2 have a lot of fill.  And although 
 3 fill is not as noxious and we don't 
 4 smell it as much as the 
 5 prutrescible garbage and so we 
 6 haven't talked about it 'cause what 
 7 we smell in all summer is the 
 8 putrescible, the fill; if you go 
 9 by a fill station they're probably 
 10 some of the worst run stations, 
 11 there is a lot of dust.  And if 
 12 they run by houses like Collatas 
 13 like the senior citizen residence 
 14 that St. Nick's operates at 609 
 15 Metropolitan Avenue, people cannot 
 16 keep their windows open because 
 17 they try to keep the smell out off 
 18 of most of those trucks. 
 19  Some other things 
 20 specifically on behalf of St. 
 21 Nicholas and for the work that I 
 22 do, there are some people here from 
 23 the community that are immediately 
 24 proximate to transfer stations 
 25 because this is an old industrial 
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 2 of this because you didn't plan the 
 3 last time.  We're not going to take 
 4 it again.  I'm going out with Guido 
 5 and that bullhorn if that happens 
 6 (applause.) 
 7  We support, as you know, the 
 8 use of barge or rail, their trucks 
 9 and in fact I remember that Tisch 
 10 was one of the people or the lead 
 11 person that testified when BFI had 
 12 their CSX application in front of 
 13 the community board.  But again, it 
 14 has to come hand and hand with the 
 15 reduction because the fact is that 
 16 stuff is still coming in by truck 
 17 and those are still a lot of trucks 
 18 and we already have the damage to 
 19 our streets and our infrastructure 
 20 on those trucks. 
 21  Finally, things the 
 22 Sanitation Department can do and 
 23 you know you talk to us and many of 
 24 the meetings we've had about some 
 25 things you can't legally do that 
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 2 involve private transfer stations 
 3 and you might get sued and I'm sure 
 4 in New York City there are many, 
 5 many very bright lawyers and the 
 6 Mayor seems to be very adept at 
 7 getting pro bono legal and other 
 8 advice from the best people so I'm 
 9 sure somebody can figure that one 
 10 out. 
 11  But there are some things, 
 12 some very simple things that you 
 13 can do.  We're getting two more 
 14 Sanitation garages and this is the 
 15 part that, because we consider 
 16 ourselves the community of 
 17 Greenpoint, we haven't talked about 
 18 a lot, but the reality is that the 
 19 current siting of the garages and 
 20 proposed siting of the alternatives 
 21 is concentrating the traffic in 
 22 East Williamsburg and Southern 
 23 Greenpoint.  It's not staying on 
 24 Thames Avenue 'cause we know they 
 25 want to build expensive condos on 
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 2 the transfer stations are, you got 
 3 Varick one, two garages in Varick 
 4 too.  That is the largest 
 5 Sanitation facility that makes you 
 6 want to regulate a huge facility in 
 7 the City of New York at this time, 
 8 I believe, if you look at the size 
 9 of those four buildings, it's six 
 10 city blocks long.  We got to deal 
 11 with that, that's gonna be here. 
 12 And the reality is because it has a 
 13 barge and rail connection, it's 
 14 probably gonna be here for the rest 
 15 of our future.  So we better figure 
 16 out a way to make sure it operates 
 17 with the least possible impact on 
 18 the community, that we start doing 
 19 waste prevention now. 
 20  We had a pilot waste 
 21 prevention program, it lasted a 
 22 year.  Anyone will tell you that no 
 23 program involves that amount of 
 24 public education, as Shannon said, 
 25 it can be up and running in a year. 
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 2 Thames Avenue.  It's not going up 
 3 to the Greenpoint Marine Transfer 
 4 Station where they A, already have 
 5 the huge Newtown Creek Plant, but 
 6 Mr. Klein also wants to build some 
 7 condos up there we hear.  So you 
 8 understand why some of those things 
 9 aren't happening. 
 10  But we're not going to again 
 11 look at that concentration without 
 12 some compensation to this community 
 13 and some mitigation. 
 14  One of the things that you 
 15 can do right away is you open that 
 16 new garage, you better get green 
 17 trucks in both garages that are 
 18 going in there as a priority. 
 19 Every truck that comes off of those 
 20 garages needs to be a green truck. 
 21  We need to have very strict 
 22 standards about operations; we need 
 23 a Community Advisory Board that 
 24 includes, 'cause you've got, for 
 25 those people who don't know where 
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 2 We did a lot in a year.  We did 
 3 clothes, we did electronics, we 
 4 established six composting programs 
 5 which are still running, so let's 
 6 -- using $80,000. 
 7  I don't know how many hours 
 8 your consultants that are here, how 
 9 much time that pays for, but not 
 10 me, we work a little cheaper and 
 11 we'll be happy to continue doing 
 12 that work. 
 13  Thank you (applause.) 
 14  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 15  Our next speaker is Venus 
 16 Bonnet. 
 17  THE AUDIENCE:  She had to 
 18 leave. 
 19  MR. SZARPANSKI: Thank you. 
 20  Dolores Clay?  Is Dolores 
 21 here?  Marva Baker?  Not here? 
 22  Dr. Edward Fishkin 
 23 (applause.) 
 24  MR. EDWARD FISHKIN:  Thank 
 25 you.  I'm not a garbage expert and 
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 2 I'm not a Sanitation expert, but I 
 3 do work, I'm a Medical Director of 
 4 Woodhull Hospital, a community 
 5 hospital for our neighborhood. 
 6  We're very concerned about 
 7 the amount of trucks and garbage 
 8 coming into the neighborhood.  My 
 9 patients are penalized from living 
 10 in this neighborhood.  It is a 
 11 penalty just for living in this 
 12 neighborhood and I'll tell you why 
 13 in a minute, but what I have to ask 
 14 that you'll agree, that everyone in 
 15 the room agrees that all men, all 
 16 women, all boys and girls are 
 17 created equal.  Do we all agree 
 18 with that? 
 19  If you agree with that 
 20 premise, then why is it that the 
 21 hospitalization rate for children 
 22 in this neighborhood with asthma is 
 23 between 182 and 220 per 10,000? 
 24  If I go to the Upper West 
 25 Side or I go to the Upper East 
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 2 emergency room.  It's the number 
 3 one reason children get admitted to 
 4 my hospital.  It's about the number 
 5 three reason adults get admitted to 
 6 my hospital.  It's the number four 
 7 reason that adults come to my 
 8 emergency room. 
 9  At the end of this year, by 
 10 Christmas Eve, by the end of this 
 11 month, they'll be 5,000 asthma 
 12 deaths in the United States. 
 13 Almost 25 percent of them are going 
 14 to be in Brooklyn. 
 15  I think Brooklyn has the 
 16 fourth highest absolute number of 
 17 asthma deaths than any other city 
 18 in the country.  It is outrageous. 
 19  The truck traffic is 
 20 phenomenal.  If you stand on Union 
 21 Avenue or Metropolitan in the 
 22 summertime and you count the number 
 23 of trucks and these folks have done 
 24 this, the diesel particulate 
 25 emissions, the vapor emissions, 
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 2 Side, where we had a demonstration 
 3 last week, the hospitalization rate 
 4 for children with asthma is zero. 
 5 So what is that?  I mean, there's 
 6 plenty of asthma there, but theirs' 
 7 is zero.  And how many waste 
 8 transfer stations do they have? 
 9  Another thing, asthma is, in 
 10 Kansas, the asthma prevalence is 
 11 about seven percent for the 
 12 population.  That's not, it's not 
 13 bad.  In urban centers throughout 
 14 the country, Chicago and Los 
 15 Angeles, it's about 15 percent, 
 16 pretty high, double what it is in 
 17 Kansas. 
 18  I'll go into schools in our 
 19 neighborhood and I go into many 
 20 schools, I was in one yesterday, 
 21 the asthma prevalence is 25 
 22 percent.  One out of four children 
 23 in the neighborhood have asthma. 
 24  Asthma is the number one 
 25 reason children come to my 
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 2 those are very powerful triggers 
 3 and very powerful irritants for 
 4 people with asthma, other 
 5 respiratory diseases, heart 
 6 disease, it's phenomenal. 
 7  When I look at the weather 
 8 in the morning to see which way the 
 9 wind's blowing, I know if my 
 10 emergency room is going to be 
 11 packed with people with respiratory 
 12 illness.  That's unacceptable. 
 13  In the summertime when it's 
 14 hot, you get 5,000 diesel trucks 
 15 coming in daily, so you know about 
 16 the ground level ozone levels. 
 17 Also powerful stimulants for 
 18 respiratory illness. 
 19  It's not happening in other 
 20 neighborhoods.  It's really 
 21 unconscionable I think, that this 
 22 neighborhood has to put up with 
 23 things that other neighborhoods 
 24 won't put up with. 
 25  I was embarrassed frankly 
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 2 with the behavior of the Upper East 
 3 Side last week when they said, "We 
 4 don't want this stuff.  We don't 
 5 want any of that stuff here."  It's 
 6 good enough for the people here, 
 7 but it's not good enough for them. 
 8 But I think what we have to come 
 9 out with the discussion in the 
 10 City, however it ends up, is that 
 11 each neighborhood at least has to 
 12 recognize that they're responsible 
 13 for their own stuff.  At least 
 14 everyone agrees (applause.) 
 15  It was shocking, I was 
 16 actually shocked to see the way the 
 17 Upper East Side behaved and I think 
 18 if we start with the premise that 
 19 we're all responsible for our own, 
 20 then I think we can do something 
 21 for our people in North Brooklyn 
 22 and for people in our City. 
 23 Thanks. 
 24  MR. SZARPANSKI: Thank you. 
 25  Carina, is it Sciangola? 
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 2  MR. KARINA SCIANGOLA: 
 3 Eight. 
 4  MR. SZARPANSKI: Thank you. 
 5  Dominick Sciangola. 
 6  MR. DOMINICK SCIANGOLA:  My 
 7 name is Dominick Sciangola, a 
 8 member of OUTRAGE, parent of three 
 9 children who attend St. Nicholas 
 10 Elementary School and also 
 11 represent St. Nicholas Parish. 
 12  We're sick and tired of 
 13 bringing my three young children to 
 14 the doctor every month to treat for 
 15 their sickness.  One child at this 
 16 point has asthma and this is 
 17 obviously a serious problem. 
 18  We need to stop this garbage 
 19 waste that goes on in this 
 20 neighborhood and continues to 
 21 destroy the physical and mental 
 22 health on our residents.  We need 
 23 to stop dumping on Williamsburg. 
 24 We need to have a reduction in the 
 25 number of transfer stations that 
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 2  CARINA SCIANGOLA:  I really 
 3 like this neighborhood and would 
 4 like to stay here, but we can't 
 5 with all the garbage and odors.  On 
 6 garbage collecting days, I get 
 7 nervous crossing the street.  I get 
 8 nervous because I see all these 
 9 garbage trucks zooming down the 
 10 street, I think well, someone is 
 11 going to get hurt. 
 12  I honestly think you should 
 13 take the trucks off our street and 
 14 move the garbage out by barge or 
 15 rail because it will be much safer 
 16 for our neighborhood. 
 17  Now, about the odor.  I 
 18 think that you should probably 
 19 solve it because by bringing other 
 20 neighborhood's garbage, people 
 21 become sick.  We need better odor 
 22 control and more monitoring and 
 23 enforcement, thanks (applause.) 
 24  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 25 for that.  And how old are you? 
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 2 are in this area, 16 is way too 
 3 many.  We need to open the marine 
 4 transfer stations, especially East 
 5 91st Street. 
 6  Do not now allow any 
 7 expansion on any existing waste 
 8 transfer stations.  Place a cap on 
 9 capacity on these existing transfer 
 10 stations.  And we must close the 
 11 existing waste transfer stations 
 12 especially if you're going to be 
 13 adding the marine transfer stations 
 14 in our neighborhood. 
 15  We must have more 
 16 enforcement of the existing laws 
 17 involving the existing transfer 
 18 stations because they will continue 
 19 to manage their facilities and 
 20 their trucks however they want to. 
 21 And the trucks especially are 
 22 breaking the law when they travel 
 23 on the roads being too heavy, bald 
 24 tires and we have all those 
 25 problems. 
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 2  We must reduce the amount of 
 3 truck traffic that comes down our 
 4 streets especially on Metropolitan 
 5 Avenue that bring noise and 
 6 unbearable odors to our 
 7 neighborhood and continue to speed 
 8 down the street just waiting for a 
 9 tragedy to happen. 
 10  We need to stop this now 
 11 before someone gets hurt or 
 12 possibly dies from these trucks. 
 13  We have young students and 
 14 many elderly that need to cross our 
 15 streets daily and the main goal of 
 16 our neighborhood is to develop an 
 17 equitable solid waste policy that 
 18 will reduce the impacts on 
 19 residents' experience on a daily 
 20 basis. 
 21  Thank you. 
 22  MR. SZARPANSKI: Thank you 
 23 for your comments. 
 24  Our next speaker is Council 
 25 Member David Yassky (applause.) 
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 2 very specifically what I mean is, 
 3 if a marine transfer station is to 
 4 open, then an equivalent capacity 
 5 in truck-based transfer stations 
 6 must be closed down. 
 7  We cannot have both.  We 
 8 cannot have both a marine transfer 
 9 station (applause) and continue 
 10 with the same truck-based transfer 
 11 stations that we have had here in 
 12 the neighborhood for the last 
 13 several years. 
 14  I also believe that you must 
 15 very clearly and in a legally 
 16 binding way in the plan, make sure 
 17 that we won't have the problem that 
 18 some marine transfer stations will 
 19 open and others will not. 
 20  What I'm specifically, what 
 21 I'm concerned about is how do we 
 22 know that the marine transfer 
 23 station we were talking about for 
 24 this area won't open and then 
 25 others won't -- then others won't, 
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 2  MR. DAVID YASSKY:  Thank you 
 3 very much.  My name is David 
 4 Yassky, I represent the 33rd 
 5 Council District including the 
 6 neighborhood of Greenpoint and 
 7 most, much of Greenpoint or most of 
 8 Greenpoint and much of 
 9 Williamsburg. 
 10  And listen, you know that 
 11 this community and this 
 12 neighborhood has suffered under the 
 13 so-called interim plan like none 
 14 other with 40 percent of the 
 15 garbage coming through Community 
 16 Board 1.  This community needs 
 17 relief and it needs relief 
 18 desperately. 
 19  I do believe that moving 
 20 from a truck-based plan to a 
 21 barge-based plan holds out the 
 22 promise for relief, but your solid 
 23 waste management plan must be 
 24 amended to guarantee and make sure 
 25 that that relief will come.  And 
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 2 either will not open or be delayed 
 3 for many years, meaning that all 
 4 the truck traffic will have to come 
 5 here.  I believe that you have to 
 6 make sure that they will all open 
 7 together or not at all so that the 
 8 new ones here don't get permitted 
 9 unless all of them do Citywide. 
 10  If this community is going 
 11 to be asked to bear its share, 
 12 everyone I believe has to bear 
 13 their share as well. 
 14  Those are the changes, those 
 15 are the two most, to me, most 
 16 important changes that I hope you 
 17 will all consider as is this plan 
 18 moves forward. 
 19  Thank you very much. 
 20  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 21  Is there anyone else here 
 22 who signed up to speak and wasn't 
 23 called?  Please come up. 
 24  Please state your name for 
 25 the record. 
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 2  MS. EVELYN CRUZ:  So tonight 
 3 I think Carina put things in 
 4 perspective.  We are here tonight 
 5 to speak on behalf of our most 
 6 vulnerable, our young children and 
 7 our seniors. 
 8  My name is Evelyn Cruz and 
 9 I'm here representing Congresswoman 
 10 Valezquez, representing the 12th 
 11 Congressional District.  She's not 
 12 here to join us tonight, but she's 
 13 asked that I submit, read the 
 14 statement on her behalf and we will 
 15 be forwarding written comments. 
 16  "I thank you for the 
 17 opportunity to submit the 
 18 statements in response to the draft 
 19 EIS regarding the Greenpoint three 
 20 marine transfer station 
 21 alternatives along the Newtown 
 22 Creek significant maritime 
 23 industrial area under the new 
 24 revitalization plan. 
 25  As your representative of 
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 2 bear a disproportionate number of 
 3 waste transfer stations and other 
 4 hazardous waste.  These 
 5 neighborhoods are home to more than 
 6 60 waste transfer stations that 
 7 process more than 40 percent of the 
 8 entire City's garbage.  4,000 
 9 trucks loaded with tons of trash, 
 10 travel the streets of these 
 11 communities daily causing 
 12 environmental and structural damage 
 13 and contributing to a high 
 14 prevalence of respiratory illnesses 
 15 and other ailments among its 
 16 residents. 
 17  Sadly, the waste management 
 18 industry rakes it billions of 
 19 dollars at the expense of the 
 20 community and low-paying hazardous 
 21 jobs.  The waste transfer stations 
 22 combined with the clustering of 
 23 other polluting facilities like 
 24 power plants, the Newton Creek 
 25 Sewage Treatment Plant, which is 
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 2 New York's 12th Congressional 
 3 District, which includes Brooklyn, 
 4 Queens and Manhattan, I have 
 5 actively been working in Washington 
 6 to end the environmental injustice 
 7 in my districts and nationwide. 
 8  In submitting these 
 9 comments, I believe that the new 
 10 SWMP will only be successful if it 
 11 helps permanently reduce a 
 12 significant number of land-based 
 13 transfer stations in 
 14 Greenpoint/Williamsburg, ensures 
 15 that each of the City's boroughs, 
 16 especially Manhattan, moves to 
 17 self-sufficiency in disposing of 
 18 its own residential and commercial 
 19 waste (applause) and the DOS 
 20 acknowledges that the Greenpoint 
 21 MTS is inadequately sited to meet 
 22 the objectives of the proposed 
 23 plan. 
 24  The communities of 
 25 Greenpoint and Williamsburg already 
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 2 considered the largest of its kind 
 3 on the East Coast.  The Diamond 
 4 Asphalt Plant, cement plant and 
 5 existing and future roadway and 
 6 bridgeway projects, are all 
 7 damaging the environment and are 
 8 jeopardizing the health and well 
 9 being of the community. 
 10  The reopening of the MTS 
 11 will be an equitable alternative to 
 12 the current system which is clearly 
 13 overburdening our neighborhoods. 
 14 However, I strongly oppose the 
 15 opening of two private marine or 
 16 rail-based alternatives in 
 17 Greenpoint and Williamsburg. 
 18  In addition, I oppose any 
 19 expansion of capacity for private 
 20 marine rail or rail-based 
 21 alternatives unless there is a 
 22 serious and guaranteed offset that 
 23 the same waste processed by another 
 24 facility will be reduced in the 
 25 immediate community. 
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 2  As proposed, the plan will 
 3 equitably retrofit the city's 
 4 entire network of MTSs to compact, 
 5 containerize and export solid waste 
 6 via waterways rather than by 
 7 trucks.  This will substantially 
 8 reduce over 30,000 tons of solid 
 9 waste transported daily here in the 
 10 neighborhood streets. 
 11  However, for the solid waste 
 12 plan to succeed, it is imperative 
 13 that DOS one, guarantee a 
 14 significant reduction of the number 
 15 of private land-based transfer 
 16 stations in Greenpoint and 
 17 Williamsburg and that DOS 
 18 simultaneously works to develop a 
 19 plan that addresses the closing of 
 20 private land-based stations and 
 21 alternatives to the environmental 
 22 impact study. 
 23  The plan must permanently 
 24 reduce the amount of commercial 
 25 waste processed in Greenpoint and 
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 2 alternatives.  The people have a 
 3 right to know. 
 4  Lastly, assessment of 
 5 impacts for the SWMP must be a full 
 6 environmental impact assessment 
 7 that meets the requirements of the 
 8 CEQR and CEQRA.  As presented, the 
 9 study has a series of major 
 10 analyses deficiencies in the 
 11 sections related to the 
 12 geographical, the geographical 
 13 proximity, siting regulations and 
 14 operational regulations. 
 15  It is imperative that DOS 
 16 identify it has segmented its 
 17 consideration of the land-based 
 18 transfer system and the regulations 
 19 from the EIS from the SWMP. 
 20  In its rezoning plan, The 
 21 Department of City Planning has 
 22 proposed the development of more 
 23 than 8,000 units which will 
 24 increase the population density by 
 25 20,000 over the next ten to 12 
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 2 Williamsburg.  Commercial waste 
 3 should be processed at all MTSs. 
 4 It's important that each borough 
 5 become self-sufficient in managing 
 6 their waste. 
 7  Failure to do so will only 
 8 jeopardize the revitalization 
 9 projects throughout the Greenpoint 
 10 and Williamsburg community. 
 11  Manhattan needs to take care 
 12 if its own garbage.  DOS must 
 13 assess the environmental impact of 
 14 the private land-based waste 
 15 transfer station as thoroughly as 
 16 the impact studies of the MTS and 
 17 the alternatives listed in the SWMP 
 18 DEIS. 
 19  The City has the obligation 
 20 to ensure the public welfare of its 
 21 citizen.  It is unacceptable for 
 22 DOS to dodge evaluating the impact 
 23 of private land-based waste 
 24 transfer systems by listing them as 
 25 future no-build condition 
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 2 years.  It is critical for the new 
 3 SWMP DEIS to reanalyze the impact 
 4 of the proposed plan and present a 
 5 plan that really ends the dumping 
 6 of garbage on these communities. 
 7  We need the city to step up 
 8 its enforcement and we need to put 
 9 the green back into Greenpoint. 
 10  In closing, I ask you to 
 11 take into consideration the 
 12 information from today's speakers 
 13 and urge you to develop a better 
 14 comprehensive waste management plan 
 15 that not does continue to impact 
 16 the Greenpoint/Williamsburg 
 17 community. 
 18  Again, thank you for the 
 19 opportunity to provide these 
 20 comments and written comments are 
 21 forthcoming.  Thank you (applause.) 
 22  MR. SZARPANSKI: Thank you 
 23 very much. 
 24  Is there still someone here 
 25 who signed up to speak and did not 
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 2 have the opportunity to do so? 
 3  I just want to remind you 
 4 that written comments can be 
 5 submitted to us until January 25th. 
 6 I thank you all for coming. 
 7  For those of you who want 
 8 copies of my statement and the 
 9 power point presentation, you can 
 10 pick them up at the front desk 
 11 here. 
 12  (Time noted:  8:21 p.m.) 
 13 
 14 
 15 
 16 
 17 
 18 
 19 
 20 
 21 
 22 
 23 
 24 
 25 
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 2 C E R T I F I C A T E 
 3 STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
 4   : ss. 
 5 COUNTY OF NEW YORK ) 
 6 
 7 I, Marc Russo, a Notary Public 
 8 within and for the State of New York, 
 9 do hereby certify that the within is a 
 10 true and accurate transcript of the 
 11 proceedings taken on December 2nd, 
 12 2004.  I further certify that I am not 
 13 related to any of the parties to this 
 14 action by blood or marriage and that I 
 15 am in no way interested in the outcome 
 16 of this matter. 
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 19 
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 21  MARC RUSSO 
 22 
 23 
 24 
 25 
 

 

 



 
02:001578_HD047_06 
Hamilton Avenue Hearing_transcript-obsolete_email_TG_030405.doc-3/15/2005 

 

    Page   1 

 1 

 2 

 3  THE NEW SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 4  DEIS PUBLIC HEARING 

 5  FOR THE PROPOSED HAMILTON AVENUE 

 6  CONVERTED MARINE TRANSFER STATION 

 7  HELD AT: 4201 4th Avenue 

 8  Brooklyn, New York 

 9  December 13th, 2004, 6:15 p.m. 

 10 

 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

 20 Reported by: 

 21 MARC RUSSO 

 22 Job#: 167214 

 23 

 24 

 25 



 

 
   Page   2 
1 
2 A p p e a r a n c e s: 
3 
4 HARRY SZARPANKSI, P.E., Assistant Commissioner,
5 DEPARTMENT OF SANITATION, 44 Beaver Street, 12th

6 floor, New York, New York 10004 
7 
8 VAUGHAN F. ARNOLD, DEPARTMENT OF SANITATION 
9 
10 SARAH DOLINAR, DEPARTMENT OF SANITATION 
11 
12 WALTER CZWARTACKY, DEPARTMENT OF SANITATION 
13 
14 ALSO PRESENT:  JORGE FREIRE, HOWARD FREIRE 
15 Spanish Interpreters 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
 

 
    Page   4 
 1 
 2  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Good 
 3 evening everybody.  My name is 
 4 Harry Szarpanski, I'm Assistant 
 5 Commissioner for Long Term Export 
 6 with the Department of Sanitation. 
 7  With me tonight are Walter 
 8 Czwartacky, Sarah Dolinar and 
 9 Vaughn Arnold also with the 
 10 Department.  We also have with us 
 11 tonight from our consulting firm of 
 12 Henningson, Durham and Richardson, 
 13 HDR, we have Dan Harkins and Susan 
 14 Raila.  HDR is the firm responsible 
 15 for preparing the draft 
 16 environmental impact statement for 
 17 the new solid waste management plan 
 18 and that's the subject of our 
 19 hearing tonight. 
 20  We also have representatives 
 21 from the firm of Ecology and 
 22 Environment, they helped us 
 23 organize this meeting. 
 24  As you know, in October of 
 25 2004, the Department of Sanitation 
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 2 issued a New York City 
 3 comprehensive solid waste 
 4 management plan for the next 20 
 5 years.  As required, the new SWMP, 
 6 as we refer to it, has been 
 7 submitted as a draft to the City 
 8 Council. 
 9  The new SWMP is proposed to 
 10 replace the current SWMP and must 
 11 be approved by the Council before 
 12 it can be submitted to the New York 
 13 State Department of Environmental 
 14 Conservation for its approval. 
 15  The new SWMP plans for the 
 16 management of all of the solid 
 17 waste generated in the City over 
 18 the next 20 years.  It is supported 
 19 by a draft environmental impact 
 20 statement, or draft DEIS, on which 
 21 we will take comments this evening. 
 22  My comments tonight will be 
 23 brief.  I will make a short power 
 24 point presentation before the 
 25 public portion of the meeting 
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 2 begins. 
 3  Copies of my statement will 
 4 be available, as well as my 
 5 presentation, will be available at 
 6 the end of meeting. 
 7  Should you require the 
 8 assistance of a Spanish 
 9 interpreter, please let the 
 10 individuals at the front table 
 11 know. 
 12  Because the real focus of 
 13 this public hearing will be your 
 14 comments, if you plan to make a 
 15 statement for the record, please 
 16 take a moment to fill out a speaker 
 17 sign up sheet and submit it to the 
 18 individuals sitting at the front 
 19 table.  You will be assigned a 
 20 number and I will call your name 
 21 when it is your turn to speak. 
 22  If any elected officials are 
 23 here or show up, we'll allow them 
 24 to speak before the other speakers, 
 25 out of turn. 
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 2 Sanitation. 
 3  The DEIS supports the State 
 4 solid waste air and marine permits 
 5 that are required to construct and 
 6 operate the converted MTS. 
 7  The DEIS and new SWMP are 
 8 available on the DSNY website and 
 9 also in six public repositories in 
 10 Brooklyn for your review. 
 11  The State permit application 
 12 for the converted MTS is also 
 13 available for your review at these 
 14 public repositories and you can 
 15 also check the State website to see 
 16 the progress being made by the 
 17 State on reviewing these permit 
 18 applications. 
 19  The City Council is also 
 20 expected to hold hearings on the 
 21 new SWMP in January. 
 22  There are three broad 
 23 categories as part of the SWMP. 
 24 Those include:  Recycling, 
 25 Department-managed waste and 
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 2  We're interested in making a 
 3 complete record of your comments, 
 4 so please state your name clearly 
 5 and slowly for the stenographer. 
 6  So that we can hear everyone 
 7 who wants to speak, we ask that you 
 8 keep your statements to three 
 9 minutes.  If you do not wish to 
 10 speak, but would like to provide us 
 11 with written comments, please 
 12 complete a comment card that we 
 13 have provided for you use. 
 14  Thank you for coming and 
 15 I'll now begin the power point 
 16 presentation. 
 17  (Showing slides) the draft 
 18 DEIS covers many proposed actions, 
 19 many proposed components in this 
 20 draft EIS. 
 21  This is a public hearing on 
 22 the draft comprehensive plan and 
 23 both the new SWMP and the draft 
 24 DEIS were distributed by the City 
 25 of New York, Department of 
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 2 commercial waste. 
 3  With respect to recycling, 
 4 the goals are to hold down the cost 
 5 of recycling and expand barge 
 6 transport of recyclables; to meet 
 7 the 25 percent recycling goal for 
 8 the DSNY Curbside Program by 2007 
 9 and by the same date, meet a 35 
 10 percent recycling goal for all 
 11 Department-managed waste. 
 12  Let's go back a slide. 
 13  The specific initiatives 
 14 with respect to recycling are:  To 
 15 enter into a 20-year contract for 
 16 metal, glass and plastic processing 
 17 and marketing, and for a new 
 18 recycling processing facility at 
 19 the South Brooklyn Marine Terminal; 
 20 enhance composting and waste 
 21 prevention programs; develop an 
 22 electronics recycling program and 
 23 also establish a recycling 
 24 education center and recycling 
 25 acceptance facility at the 
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 2 Gansevoort Peninsula or an 
 3 alternative Manhattan site. 
 4  The Gansevoort site that 
 5 we're talking about here is in 
 6 Lower Manhattan on the West Side 
 7 just below 14th Street. 
 8  In July of 2004, weekly 
 9 Brooklyn recycling collections 
 10 began again. 
 11  Hugo Neu is expected to 
 12 develop a recycling processing 
 13 facility on City-owned land at the 
 14 30th Street Pier in the South 
 15 Brooklyn Marine Terminal. 
 16  And I just want to point out 
 17 that the specifics of the Hugo Neu 
 18 proposal were disclosed in the 
 19 draft scoping document, and if some 
 20 of you want to refer to it, it's on 
 21 page 14 and 15 where it talks about 
 22 that facility accepting waste 
 23 primarily by barge.  However, 
 24 trucks from the local area from 
 25 South Brooklyn will be arriving 
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 2 and Southwest Brooklyn sites in 
 3 Brooklyn. 
 4  It includes the use of 
 5 private transfer stations for barge 
 6 or rail export of containerized 
 7 waste from the Bronx and from the 
 8 Brooklyn and Queens communities 
 9 once served by the Greenpoint and 
 10 the South Bronx Marine Transfer 
 11 Stations; also complete the 
 12 construction of the Staten Island 
 13 Transfer station and begin export 
 14 of Staten Island waste by rail. 
 15 And enter into a long-term contract 
 16 for the disposal of a portion of 
 17 Manhattan waste at the Essex County 
 18 Resource Recovery facility in 
 19 Newark, New Jersey. 
 20  With respect to commercial 
 21 waste, to limit new or expanded 
 22 transfer stations in communities 
 23 where they are already 
 24 concentrated; establish new 
 25 operational regulations to reduce 
 

 
    Page  11 
 1 
 2 there to deliver material from the 
 3 local area. 
 4  Composting began in the fall 
 5 of 2004 at Canarsie Park; full 
 6 funding was given to the Brooklyn 
 7 Botanic Garden for composting 
 8 information programs. 
 9  With respect to 
 10 Department-managed waste, the goals 
 11 are:  To end the use of long-haul 
 12 trucks for waste transport and 
 13 export more waste by barge or rail; 
 14 to stabilize waste export costs; 
 15 distribute waste transfer 
 16 facilities throughout the City; and 
 17 containerize waste to get more 
 18 transport and disposal options. 
 19  Specifically the long term 
 20 export program includes building 
 21 four new marine transfer stations 
 22 at exiting MTS sites.  Those 
 23 include East 91st Street in 
 24 Manhattan, the North Shore MTS site 
 25 in Queens and the Hamilton Avenue 
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 2 noise, odor and dust at private 
 3 waste transfer stations; to study 
 4 how to lessen waste truck transport 
 5 on truck routes though residential 
 6 areas; expand barge and rail export 
 7 of commercial waste from 
 8 Department-contracted transfer 
 9 stations; export some commercial 
 10 waste through converted MTSs and 
 11 offer the West 59th Street Marine 
 12 Transfer Station for export of 
 13 commercial waste. 
 14  This is a map that shows the 
 15 various wastesheds and the four 
 16 existing MTS sites that we're 
 17 proposing to convert; those 
 18 facilities, the containerization 
 19 facilities and the privately-owned 
 20 facilities is where we would 
 21 contract for export with private 
 22 companies. 
 23  Specifically for the 
 24 Hamilton Avenue converted MTS, the 
 25 wasteshed formerly served by the 
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 2 Hamilton Avenue MTS, we're 
 3 proposing to develop a City-owned 
 4 converted MTS on the same site 
 5 where waste will be placed into 
 6 containers and then exported by 
 7 barge. 
 8  The expected average daily 
 9 throughput is approximately 1,900 
 10 tons per day of Department waste 
 11 and potentially up to 1,270 tons of 
 12 commercial waste per day. 
 13  Commercial waste would be 
 14 accepted at this facility only 
 15 during the nighttime during the 
 16 hours between 8:00 p.m. and 8:00 
 17 a.m. and only putrescible waste 
 18 will be accepted, not construction, 
 19 demolition debris or fill material. 
 20  And as I mentioned, up to 
 21 approximately 1,300 tons per day of 
 22 commercial waste will be delivered 
 23 at nighttime to avoid adverse noise 
 24 impacts. 
 25  There would be no 
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 2 3:00 a.m. hour, to avoid noise 
 3 impacts. 
 4  With respect to MTS permits 
 5 and approvals, the converted MTS 
 6 will require State, Federal and 
 7 local permits and approvals.  The 
 8 MTS itself is subject to the 
 9 Uniform Land Use Review Procedure, 
 10 ULURP as a site selection for a 
 11 capital project. 
 12  The converted MTS ULURP 
 13 application was certified by City 
 14 Planning on November 15th and the 
 15 ULURP process is ongoing. 
 16  Brooklyn Community Board 
 17 Seven is expected to hold meetings 
 18 and a hearing to consider and vote 
 19 on the ULURP application. 
 20  The converted MTS State 
 21 environmental permit application, 
 22 and that includes solid waste, air 
 23 and marine, was submitted in 
 24 November to New York State DEC. 
 25 The New York State DEC will hold a 
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 2 significant adverse on-site noise, 
 3 traffic or air quality impacts. 
 4  This shows the three 
 5 Brooklyn wastesheds; the area in 
 6 blue is the wasteshed that will be 
 7 served by the Hamilton Avenue 
 8 converted MTS. 
 9  In summary, what the draft 
 10 DEIS found was that with respect to 
 11 traffic, no significant adverse 
 12 traffic impacts were shown with 
 13 traffic signal changes in place; 
 14 air quality, no significant adverse 
 15 on-site or off-site impacts were 
 16 shown. 
 17  With respect to odor, the 
 18 environmental review showed no 
 19 significant adverse odor impacts. 
 20  And noise, the facility 
 21 would not exceed the noise code at 
 22 the property boundary.  And the 
 23 Department will limit the number of 
 24 commercial waste trucks accepted to 
 25 only four during the 2:00 a.m. to 
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 2 hearing and establish a public 
 3 comment period on the converted MTS 
 4 permit application as part of its 
 5 permit review process. 
 6  This shows you how you can 
 7 provide comments to us.  These 
 8 comments are both on the DEIS 
 9 and/or the state Permit 
 10 applications. 
 11  Those comments could be 
 12 provided to us verbally tonight by 
 13 filling out a speaker registration 
 14 card.  You can fill out a comment 
 15 sheet and leave it with us.  You 
 16 can leave a written statement with 
 17 us or you can mail comments to us. 
 18 And we ask that you mail it so that 
 19 we receive it by January 24th, 
 20 2005.  They can be mailed to either 
 21 myself or the consultant's address 
 22 shown below. 
 23  I'll now open it up to the 
 24 public. 
 25  The first speaker is Fred 
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 2 Xuereb. 
 3  MR. FRED XUEREB:  Thank you. 
 4  My name is Fred Xuereb, I'm 
 5 a resident of 561 62nd Street.  I 
 6 have a couple of questions. 
 7  On East 91st Street and on 
 8 West Street at 14th Street, these 
 9 locations in Manhattan that you 
 10 proposed, truthfully, I don't think 
 11 it'll happen that it will be passed 
 12 because that area I'm sure doesn't 
 13 want the barges in their area up 
 14 there, high-rent districts.  And if 
 15 they do not allow the barges to 
 16 take the garbage, does that mean 
 17 that the garbage trucks are going 
 18 to come through the Brooklyn 
 19 Battery Tunnel onto the BQE into 
 20 our neighborhood? 
 21  MR. SZARPANSKI:  The format 
 22 of this hearing is that we listen 
 23 and ask for you comments; if you 
 24 have any questions we'll certainly 
 25 listen and we'll respond to all 
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 2 say it, containerization cars are 
 3 parked fully-loaded because you can 
 4 see the garbage still protruding 
 5 out of the doors even when it's 
 6 locked.  And what we want to know 
 7 is it going to be a continuation 
 8 when they decide to put the train 
 9 yards to storing the garbage?  They 
 10 do it there now so I'm saying it -- 
 11  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Just to 
 12 offer a clarification for everyone, 
 13 the Department, there is no 
 14 Department-managed waste that's 
 15 going into containers in that area 
 16 right now.  I'm not sure if you're 
 17 referring to the C&D Construction 
 18 demolition waste or sludge but -- 
 19  MR. FRED XUEREB:  It's 
 20 garbage. 
 21  MR. SZARPANSKI:  If it's 
 22 garbage it's not Department-managed 
 23 waste. 
 24  MR. FRED XUEREB:  It's 
 25 somebody's garbage, that's what I 
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 2 questions in writing. 
 3  MR. FRED XUEREB:  Okay. 
 4  The next one will be in 
 5 reference to the garbage trains 
 6 right now in the Sunset Park area. 
 7 I know they keep calling it Bay 
 8 Ridge Yards but it's still in our 
 9 area of Community Board Seven. 
 10  Right now there are garbage 
 11 trains that you line up and you can 
 12 see them clearly on 5th Avenue and 
 13 65th Street, that loaded container 
 14 transportation. 
 15  This has been in the area 
 16 for over a year that we have 
 17 noticed them.  Now, when you get 
 18 your facilities up and running that 
 19 you want to propose with the tunnel 
 20 and putting the trains along that 
 21 route, they're going to be sitting 
 22 there as long as the trains are 
 23 sitting there now? 
 24  A lot of people aren't aware 
 25 that the Sanitation, how should I 
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 2 want to know. 
 3  Now, if it's New York City 
 4 garbage that you're transporting 
 5 and used to take it down to the 
 6 barge, just want to know if that's 
 7 it, that it's being right along the 
 8 Sunset Park Yard for over a year 
 9 now.  Occasionally you see it by 
 10 just walking across the street 
 11 bridge. 
 12  And Arthur Kill, the 
 13 facility I know is closed, but you 
 14 could still see when you're on 
 15 Route 440 that they have 20, 25 
 16 barges at any given time docked at 
 17 Arthur Kill.  And my question is: 
 18 I don't see why Sunset Park has all 
 19 facilities from all five boroughs 
 20 when they could be utilizing other 
 21 areas. 
 22  For instance, Arthur Kill 
 23 has the facilities, they're there 
 24 now to dock their barges and their 
 25 tugboats, why everything has to be 
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 2 bring -- brought into our area of 
 3 Sunset, I can't understand this. 
 4 And that's it, I'm sure there are 
 5 other members that want to talk. 
 6  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 7  Our next speaker is Nancy 
 8 Walby. 
 9  MS. NANCY WALBY:  Good 
 10 evening, my name is Nancy Walby. 
 11 This evening I'm going to be 
 12 representing the Brooklyn Solid 
 13 Waste Advisory Board and I just 
 14 have a few comments, we'll write 
 15 them out in a more complete form at 
 16 a later time. 
 17  The plans that you have for 
 18 Hamilton Avenue, and am I correct 
 19 this also includes the Hugo Neu 
 20 facility or you're concentrating on 
 21 the Hamilton Avenue? 
 22  MR. SZARPANSKI:  This 
 23 hearing is on the draft DEIS for 
 24 the new SWMP.  The SWMP includes 
 25 both Hugo Neu and the MTS 
 

 
    Page  24 
 1 
 2 Street facility that's proposed. 
 3 And my question is:  How can the 
 4 community be assured that the 
 5 operations that Hugo Neu carries 
 6 out will be clean and how will that 
 7 be enforced, those regulations be 
 8 enforced? 
 9  Another concern we have is 
 10 the truck traffic along Hamilton 
 11 Avenue at the Hamilton Avenue 
 12 Station.  It's a very small 
 13 footprint comparative -- comparing 
 14 it to other footprints in the City 
 15 and it has quite a large wasteshed. 
 16 And what is the truck queuing, what 
 17 are the plans for the trucks 
 18 queuing on Hamilton Avenue, because 
 19 I don't believe that there's going 
 20 to be enough room on that footprint 
 21 for very many trucks, I could be 
 22 mistaken but I want that question 
 23 answered. 
 24  And also, we have concerns 
 25 about the environmental impacts 
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 2 facilities. 
 3  MS. NANCY WALBY:  Okay.  We 
 4 know that your -- the plans are for 
 5 moving solid waste out by rail and 
 6 barge.  We have always encouraged 
 7 that and the proposed facilities 
 8 are going to be enclosed, then we 
 9 think that's a good thing. 
 10  And Hugo Neu is known for 
 11 its aggressive recycling as a 
 12 business and I know the SWMP has a 
 13 section on enforcement of all the 
 14 operations.  Those are the good 
 15 things. 
 16  Now having said that though, 
 17 we have some questions and we would 
 18 like them addressed.  And one is, 
 19 we're aware that Hugo Neu has other 
 20 facilities in this City and they 
 21 don't have a very good track record 
 22 about being clean at those 
 23 facilities.  And we want to be 
 24 assured that they will not carry 
 25 those behaviors down to the 30th 
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 2 resulting from the activities I 
 3 just mentioned. 
 4  In particular, air 
 5 pollution, noise pollution and 
 6 traffic pollution and we want to be 
 7 ensured that there's going to be 
 8 aggressive enforcement, by whom 
 9 will there be enforcement and I 
 10 understand we also have regulations 
 11 will be passed, I don't know if 
 12 they've been passed but we're 
 13 concerned about enforcement. 
 14  And we also believe the SWMP 
 15 really is not aggressive enough in 
 16 its plans for composting and 
 17 recycling and we would like to see 
 18 the Department and even the City 
 19 propose much more aggressive plans 
 20 for composting, more than handing 
 21 out information and recycling 
 22 additional materials other than 
 23 what they recycle right now. 
 24  We'll submit additional 
 25 comments later.  Thank you. 
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 2  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 3  Our next speaker is Felecia 
 4 Campasano. 
 5  MS. FELECIA CAMPASANO:  Hi, 
 6 my name is Felecia Campasano and I 
 7 am the Board President of the Bay 
 8 Ridge Towers.  We are 811 families. 
 9 Our building is located on 65th 
 10 Street between 4th Avenue and 
 11 Second Avenues.  And we have many 
 12 concerns, okay, for all our 
 13 residents. 
 14  First of all, what kind of 
 15 waste is actually going to be held 
 16 in these containers?  Also, how 
 17 many times -- how many trains per 
 18 day will be going under our 
 19 buildings?  How many barges will be 
 20 going out after they're loaded and 
 21 what happens when it snows and it's 
 22 icy, are these trains going to be 
 23 sitting under our buildings?  For 
 24 how many hours?  For how long? 
 25  And what guarantee, we keep 
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 2 manager of the Towers of Bay Ridge 
 3 which Ms. Campasano is the Board 
 4 President. 
 5  In chapter ten of the final 
 6 scoping document, the Department of 
 7 Sanitation's new rules talks about 
 8 it's not necessary to do an 
 9 environmental study on the 65th 
 10 Street Yard.  However, chapter 2.1 
 11 and 2.3 define the 65th Street 
 12 yards as an intermodal yard.  And 
 13 I'm trying to find a way to 
 14 understand if it's an intermodal 
 15 yard why there would be no need 
 16 right near a waterway to do an 
 17 environmental study if the plans, 
 18 as I hear them, are for the 65th 
 19 Street Yard are going to be what 
 20 they are. 
 21  My other question was 
 22 already asked this evening, but I 
 23 also have that concern.  My belief 
 24 is that there is waste being 
 25 transported underneath these 
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 2 hearing that it's going to be in 
 3 sealed containers.  What kind of 
 4 guarantee do we have, I mean we're 
 5 talking about from children to the 
 6 elderly, our backyards are out 
 7 there, we have windows that are 
 8 facing both areas.  And actually, I 
 9 think it's a lot being asked of the 
 10 residents here and other residents 
 11 to really have to tolerate this, 
 12 okay. 
 13  Common sense, when the 
 14 weather is bad those trains are not 
 15 going anyplace.  And I'm sure 
 16 there's only go to be X amount of 
 17 barges going out per day.  So we 
 18 would like to know all those 
 19 answers. 
 20  Thank you. 
 21  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 22  Our next speaker is David 
 23 Rizzuto. 
 24  MR. DAVID RIZUTTO:  My name 
 25 is David Rizutto, I am the property 
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 2 buildings on the rails at this 
 3 time.  It has been going on for 
 4 some time.  Where it's from, I 
 5 don't know and it's a question that 
 6 you need to answer to us. 
 7  Also I have one more 
 8 question, what is the time frame of 
 9 the barges, like Ms. Campasano 
 10 asked, I know it has to be an 
 11 expensive proposition to have 
 12 barges leaving daily, how often 
 13 daily, and it would only stand to 
 14 reason to me that this garbage 
 15 would sit for some time underneath 
 16 the buildings for whatever period 
 17 of time that is.  And I would like 
 18 an answer as to that also. 
 19  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 20  Our next speaker is Antonia 
 21 Smith. 
 22  MS. ANTONIA SMITH:  Good 
 23 evening, my name is Antonia Smith. 
 24  MR. SZARPANSKI: Sorry. 
 25  MS. ANTONIA SMITH: No 
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 2 problem, that's okay sweetheart. 
 3  You did state earlier that 
 4 we would get what was shown on the 
 5 screen was, it was definitely too 
 6 much for me to write and listen at 
 7 the same time. 
 8  I am from Bay Ridge Air 
 9 Rights, that coop building on 65th 
 10 between 4th and Third.  I do have 
 11 two other board members here with 
 12 me which came before me. 
 13  My question sir, is what is 
 14 the RFP for 65th Street?  Okay. 
 15 Also, how will this garbage be 
 16 transferred?  I understand that 
 17 they say it's going to be under 
 18 closed containers, but how sure can 
 19 we be that they are?  Who's 
 20 watching all this?  Who's 
 21 responsible? 
 22  Second, is who is 
 23 representing Bay Ridge Coops, name 
 24 me the coops.  Is it Sarah Gonzalez 
 25 and, is it Sarah Gonzalez?  Okay, I 
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 2 of the weather, not such much 
 3 because the cold weather with the 
 4 snow, but come summer.  We do have 
 5 children playing out in the 
 6 backyard, we do have elderly 
 7 citizens, you know, living with us 
 8 so we definitely are very, very 
 9 concerned as to how this is going 
 10 to have an impact on us. 
 11  And I'd definitely like to 
 12 get some of that paperwork so I can 
 13 take back to my shareholders and 
 14 they be aware of what's going on. 
 15  That's what my concerns are. 
 16  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 17  Both my presentation and my 
 18 statement are available at the desk 
 19 out front. 
 20  Our next speaker is Nicole 
 21 Tai. 
 22  MS. NICOLE TAI:  Hi, my name 
 23 is Nicole Tai, I'm the Chair of the 
 24 Sanitation Committee for Community 
 25 Board Seven and I also am the 
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 2 wasn't sure about that. 
 3  Again, I think I asked the 
 4 question how many trucks and trains 
 5 will be going through.  And has the 
 6 City or the State actually 
 7 conducted surveys for our 
 8 buildings; keep in mind our 
 9 buildings are 30 and 29 stories 
 10 high, these trains are going to be 
 11 going under our buildings.  The 
 12 structure of the building, have 
 13 they been surveyed by, you know, 
 14 whoever knows about buildings? 
 15 Would that cause damages to our 
 16 homes? 
 17  They also stated that the 
 18 noise will be low and the smell 
 19 will be controlled.  How can we be 
 20 sure of that?  How do we know that 
 21 these trucks coming in at two or 
 22 three in the morning is not going 
 23 to wake half of the neighborhood 
 24 up.  The rodents that's going to 
 25 definitely start showing up because 
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 2 Treasurer for Sunset Park, for 
 3 Baltic Homes on Sunset Park. 
 4  And I've been a resident 
 5 here for four years and have 
 6 noticed that we have major, major 
 7 traffic issues mainly in the form 
 8 of our streets.  Our streets are a 
 9 complete mess and there's really no 
 10 discussion on how that is going to 
 11 be alleviated and how much money 
 12 we're going to be receiving to fix 
 13 our streets; how much effort is 
 14 going to be put into fixing our 
 15 streets when the trucks have to 
 16 take alternative routes. 
 17  I live on an alternate truck 
 18 route and we have buses going down 
 19 that street that aren't supposed to 
 20 be going down that street.  We have 
 21 tractor trailers hauling everything 
 22 from trash to goods going down our 
 23 streets and it's got a park -- it's 
 24 got many schools and businesses and 
 25 homes on that street. 
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 2  And so I just wanted to ask 
 3 how are you going to assure the 
 4 community that these trucks are not 
 5 going to be going down alternate 
 6 routes then what is proposed in the 
 7 EIS?  Because this is just, you 
 8 know, there's conditions that 
 9 cannot be predicted and whether 
 10 it's the weather or whether it's 
 11 the street closure or, you know, 
 12 water running down a street, so 
 13 that's something I'd like to have 
 14 addressed. 
 15  Another issue which I think 
 16 is the most intense and major issue 
 17 for this community is that we have 
 18 four facilities proposed for 
 19 Community Board Seven.  The 65th 
 20 Street intermodal yard will, is 
 21 basically in Sunset Park.  And so 
 22 we consider having four facilities 
 23 in our neighborhood to be an 
 24 overburden on our community and 
 25 it's been voiced by numerous board 
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 2 they're all going to be going, 
 3 using the same streets.  And if 
 4 those streets are full, they're 
 5 going to be coming down everybody 
 6 else's street and they're all 
 7 residential streets. 
 8  So that's a major issue we 
 9 have.  And I know that some other 
 10 board members here are going to 
 11 talk about the other conditions 
 12 that will result in having four 
 13 facilities in our neighborhood such 
 14 as health and impasse so I'll let 
 15 them talk about it. 
 16  But one of the major issues 
 17 that we have as well is that we 
 18 only received three documents, we 
 19 did not receive the SWMP, we did 
 20 not receive any of the appendices, 
 21 we only received the three, the 
 22 three out of the six documents. 
 23  THE AUDIENCE:  There's more 
 24 than that.  I've got a list. 
 25  MS. NICOLE TAI:  Yeah, so 
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 2 members and community members that 
 3 this is just, this is unacceptable. 
 4 And so are there alternatives to 
 5 having these, all four of these 
 6 facilities in our neighborhood and 
 7 if there are not, how can we be 
 8 assured that the environmental 
 9 impact statements have been 
 10 targeted to address all four of 
 11 these areas being in one 
 12 neighborhood. 
 13  I noticed each one is dealt 
 14 with individually and there hasn't 
 15 been an overall impact of all of 
 16 these facilities being in one area. 
 17 So each -- each, the Hamilton 
 18 Avenue and the recycling plant have 
 19 all been dealt with individually, 
 20 but there haven't been the 
 21 cumulative impact set and developed 
 22 to tell us what's going on when all 
 23 the trucks for the recycling 
 24 facility and for the waste facility 
 25 are coming in all at the same time, 
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 2 you know, we're very disappointed 
 3 that we haven't received those 
 4 documents.  I've been downloading 
 5 most everything I can from on line 
 6 but my computer can only handle so 
 7 much. 
 8  So for us, this is a real 
 9 issue and we're going to need more 
 10 time to evaluate this as a board. 
 11 So we would appreciate those 
 12 documents being sent to our 
 13 district manager. 
 14  Okay, I'll try and make this 
 15 brief.  Okay, the 56th Street barge 
 16 staging area, want to know if 
 17 there's a potential for that site 
 18 to be a source of truck traffic. 
 19 It says it's just for barges only 
 20 but we want assurances that it is 
 21 only for barges or else is there 
 22 potential that there will be truck 
 23 traffic going to those places to 
 24 load containers or garbage on to 
 25 the barges as well as the 65th 
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 2 Street intermodal yard as well.  So 
 3 we would like those two questions 
 4 answered. 
 5  And of course the major 
 6 issue which Fred also brought up is 
 7 what's going to happen if the 
 8 Manhattan facilities, both the MTS 
 9 and the recycling acceptance center 
 10 are not approved, which is highly 
 11 likely, so does that mean that 
 12 everything is going to be trucked 
 13 into our neighborhood from 
 14 Manhattan or will it be trucked to 
 15 New Jersey or what are the 
 16 alternatives there?  And then what 
 17 is the date?  Do you, I don't know 
 18 if you can answer this now, what is 
 19 the date that the Brooklyn MRF is 
 20 supposed to open?  The recycling 
 21 facility, do you know?  So the 
 22 Manhattan one is seven years down 
 23 the road. 
 24  MR. SZARPANSKI:  I think 
 25 we've estimated 2007 for that 
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 2  MS. NICOLE TAI:  Okay.  And 
 3 finally, the chapter on waste 
 4 prevention and recycling in the 
 5 SWMP is just, it's just pathetic. 
 6 This is a City of eight million 
 7 people and there's nothing proposed 
 8 in there that's new.  And I've SEEN 
 9 so much better done by cities in 
 10 Texas for instance, New York city 
 11 should be able to do much better 
 12 and I'm extremely disappointed and 
 13 I'm just, I cannot believe that 
 14 there's nothing in there about 
 15 reuse, it's just called waste 
 16 prevention recycling.  That is just 
 17 unacceptable. 
 18  And I mean, there are, there 
 19 are facilities here in the City 
 20 that are doing a wondrous jobs and 
 21 they aren't even mentioned there 
 22 and they're not even talked about 
 23 as a potential source of acceptance 
 24 of materials.  And there's no 
 25 discussion on a potential 
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 2 facility. 
 3  MS. NICOLE TAI:  Okay, so it 
 4 would be before the Manhattan 
 5 facility, okay.  So as such, there 
 6 would be a gap there and we 
 7 probably would have trucks for 
 8 about, what that would be, about 
 9 five years coming into our 
 10 neighborhood from Manhattan.  No? 
 11  MR. CZWARTACKY:  If you go 
 12 back, if you go back and review; if 
 13 you go back and review the 
 14 document, you'll have trucks that 
 15 will either continue their process 
 16 of going to the Bronx, dumping it 
 17 into barges there and then it will 
 18 be barged to Brooklyn or drive to 
 19 New Jersey where it will be put 
 20 into barges and barged to Brooklyn. 
 21  MS. NICOLE:  Okay. 
 22  MR. CZWARTACKY: It's not 
 23 part of the plan to drive Manhattan 
 24 waste -- Manhattan recyclable to 
 25 Brooklyn. 
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 2 infrastructure for the use; there 
 3 is discussion a little bit on waste 
 4 prevention initiatives that are 
 5 education-based but, nothing, 
 6 nothing beyond that and no numbers, 
 7 no dollar amounts.  And the fact 
 8 that we're only going to have two 
 9 recycling education centers is, I 
 10 mean, who's going -- some kids in 
 11 Brooklyn don't ever leave Brooklyn, 
 12 they wouldn't go to Manhattan for, 
 13 you know, recycling education.  And 
 14 I mean, certainly couldn't handle, 
 15 you know, every class in Brooklyn 
 16 going to those facilities.  So 
 17 there needs to be something 
 18 community board-based as far as 
 19 education is concerned. 
 20  We need to have money to put 
 21 into that to help us reduce the 
 22 burden of our streets for this 
 23 trash.  We can reduce our waste and 
 24 prevent a lot of things from 
 25 happening in the first place. 
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 2 We've got 20 years do to it and I 
 3 mean I know that there are some 
 4 brilliant minds here in New York so 
 5 we should be able to tap into those 
 6 people and actually get some 
 7 numbers here and get some real 
 8 information for the people on how 
 9 to reuse, how to recycle and how to 
 10 prevent waste.  And if that means 
 11 legislation, I think that that 
 12 should be talked about too.  I 
 13 don't think it's inappropriate to 
 14 talk about that in our City 
 15 government, it just seems ludicrous 
 16 that our City Government is not 
 17 talking about legislating in some 
 18 sort of waste prevention. 
 19  Thank you. 
 20  MR. SZARPANSKI:  (Applause.) 
 21  Thank you. 
 22  Our next speaker is Gloria 
 23 Flora Nicolich. 
 24  MS. GLORIA FLORA NICOLICH: 
 25 My name is Gloria Flora Nicolich 
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 2 come into the area.  I worked very, 
 3 very hard on a program that we had 
 4 for the sledge plant, we didn't 
 5 want that either.  And all the 
 6 reason why we didn't want that are 
 7 the same as we why we don't want 
 8 this. 
 9  First of all, the Sunset 
 10 Park area between 17th Street and 
 11 65th Street from the waterfront to 
 12 11th Avenue has always been a 
 13 dumping ground.  Why?  While other 
 14 areas of Brooklyn and Manhattan, 
 15 absolutely Manhattan, like Park 
 16 Slope, Windsor Terrace, Carroll 
 17 Gardens and the so forth, have 
 18 ridden themselves of incursions 
 19 detrimental to residential living, 
 20 we haven't been able to do that. 
 21 And one of the reasons why we 
 22 haven't been able to do that is 
 23 because we have people here who are 
 24 willing to take the crap. 
 25  Well, after all these years, 
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 2 and I'm a homeowner.  I lived here 
 3 since 19  -- October the 15th, 
 4 1959, I moved into 464 45th Street. 
 5 And the neighborhood has been going 
 6 down ever since.  It looks as if I 
 7 might -- you know, I pass, go 
 8 through Richmond and burn 
 9 everything up. 
 10  He said we have 20 years, I 
 11 don't have 20 years, I'm 81 years 
 12 old, I most certainly do not have 
 13 20 years. 
 14  I would like to see -- I am, 
 15 the 4th of July 19 -- in the year 
 16 2004 I became 81. 
 17  I have lived here a long 
 18 time.  When I came here, this was a 
 19 beautiful area, it's a lot of 
 20 shipping we had on the coast.  My 
 21 husband worked on a tug, it was 
 22 beautiful. 
 23  As things went on, Sunset 
 24 Park has become a dumping ground 
 25 for just about everything if you 
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 2 I'm not willing to take the crap 
 3 anymore (applause.) 
 4  No matter how you slice it, 
 5 recycling is not clean, even if you 
 6 promise me that you're going to 
 7 have a beautiful, sterile white 
 8 building there and that the trucks 
 9 are going to go into that building 
 10 and the doors are going to close 
 11 down behind them, you know, that's 
 12 not going to happen.  There's going 
 13 to be dirt and there's going to be 
 14 filth and there's going to be 
 15 vermin and there's going to be 
 16 rats. 
 17  I see what happens now with 
 18 the recycling on the sidewalk.  I'm 
 19 very, very careful, I make sure 
 20 that all my stuff is put in the 
 21 right color bags every time, 
 22 certain things have to be in blue, 
 23 certain things have to be in white 
 24 and then people come along and 
 25 rustle threw the things so they can 
 



 

 
    Page  46 
 1 
 2 see if there's a can or something. 
 3 The next morning we wake up, the 
 4 whole sidewalk is filthy.  They 
 5 throw papers on our stoops.  We 
 6 come down, whole street is filthy. 
 7 I'm tired of living like that.  And 
 8 I think this is just going to be 
 9 one more thing that's going to hurt 
 10 our neighborhood.  More trucks are 
 11 going to bring more crowds, more 
 12 pollution, more danger for our 
 13 children and seniors. 
 14  There's a senior center, 
 15 senior citizen center here with 
 16 many old people who come up on 
 17 little, on wheelchairs.  There are 
 18 other schools around here.  We have 
 19 a nursing home up near Lutheran 
 20 Medical.  Sick people.  The same 
 21 problems that we had when we said 
 22 we didn't want the sledge are the 
 23 same for you. 
 24  There's going to be vermin, 
 25 there's going to be pollution, 
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 2 this room and I've been here longer 
 3 than anybody in this neighborhood 
 4 and I also, by the way, represent 
 5 the American Merchant Marine 
 6 Veterans Organization, I'm their 
 7 public relations director and 
 8 that's from coast to coast.  And 
 9 one of my aims was to build up the 
 10 waterfront for maritime use because 
 11 we really need it not wearing white 
 12 -- I can go into a lot of things 
 13 but I'm going to tell you, we don't 
 14 want these plants.  One is enough, 
 15 you're trying to shove five down 
 16 our throats, no, we do not want it. 
 17 We don't want it because it will 
 18 bring in traffic.  We don't want it 
 19 because it will bring in vermin. 
 20 We don't want it because it'll 
 21 bring in dirt.  We don't want it 
 22 because we have asthmatic kids 
 23 here.  We don't want it because 
 24 have a lot of schools here.  We 
 25 don't want it because we have 
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 2 there's going to be trucks, it's 
 3 hard enough to cross the street 
 4 now.  This is the most crowed area 
 5 I've ever seen in my life and 
 6 little old people can't get across 
 7 the street in time for the lights 
 8 to change. 
 9  I was nearly killed the 
 10 other day and I'm very careful 
 11 because I can't walk well. 
 12  What are you doing to us? 
 13 I'm not even going to -- you don't 
 14 -- you're not going to answer any 
 15 questions today, I'm not even 
 16 asking you questions and I don't 
 17 think the people in this room care 
 18 about your answers, because you had 
 19 no choice, you have to answer what 
 20 is on page six, line four, word 
 21 two.  This is your job, you're not 
 22 for us so I'm going to tell and I 
 23 really shouldn't be speaking for 
 24 the entire neighborhood, but I 
 25 think I'm older than anybody in 
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 2 senior citizens here.  We don't 
 3 want it, and if we have to stand up 
 4 and kick it, we'll do that too 
 5 (applause.) 
 6  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 7 for your comments. 
 8  Our next speaker is Edward 
 9 Wade. 
 10  MR. EDWARD WADE:  I was here 
 11 in June and we had three large 
 12 volumes on the first plan you had. 
 13 And in June you said the City was 
 14 going to share.  Every 
 15 neighborhood, there was going to be 
 16 three marine transfer stations in 
 17 Manhattan, two in Brooklyn, the 
 18 Bronx, Queens, it was going to be 
 19 complete, the whole City was going 
 20 to share it. 
 21  Well, we're not sharing 
 22 because it's all changed.  But 
 23 while we were here in June we knew 
 24 it wasn't going to be what it was 
 25 because Hugo Neu already had 
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 2 submitted their, with the RFP to do 
 3 the 30th Street for a complete, all 
 4 the recycling, all the recycling in 
 5 the City's going to 30th Street. 
 6  But now we got a marine 
 7 transfer station on Hamilton Avenue 
 8 and according to your records, your 
 9 records, not my records, it's going 
 10 to be one of the busiest because 
 11 you see, you don't put down the 
 12 hours of East 91st Street. 
 13  I heard it's going to be 
 14 from ten at night to 6:00 in the 
 15 morning because they don't want to 
 16 disturb the neighbors, and it's not 
 17 going to take regular garbage, just 
 18 commercial.  There's all kinds of 
 19 stories but according to your 
 20 records, East 91st Street is gonna 
 21 have 130 trucks a day, but Hamilton 
 22 Avenue's going to have 267.  So it 
 23 means -- it means that in one day 
 24 it's going be open longer.  And I 
 25 know it's going to be seven days, 
 

 
    Page  52 
 1 
 2 Pataki doesn't want anything on the 
 3 West Side but parkland so 
 4 Gansevoort isn't going to exist but 
 5 that's your problem. 
 6  But let's get back to 
 7 Hamilton Avenue.  Hamilton Avenue's 
 8 going to be a disaster, it's going 
 9 to be truck, truck, truck.  Trucks 
 10 all day, all night, seven days a 
 11 week.  It's going to take trucks 
 12 from every borough. 
 13  Now, 30th Street, 30th 
 14 Street, they came down, Hugo Neu 
 15 said they're gonna get trucks, 20 a 
 16 day.  They came here, they sat 
 17 right where you are and they said, 
 18 it's going to be a very clean, neat 
 19 plant, the City's gonna build them 
 20 a plant.  But when I went to 
 21 Planning Board 11, 'cause we don't 
 22 have -- we don't have the books, 
 23 you didn't bring the books here.  I 
 24 had to go to Planning Board 11 in 
 25 the library to check the books. 
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 2 24 hours and it's going to take the 
 3 commercial garbage. 
 4  And the thing you had on the 
 5 screen, you're going to stop 
 6 commercial people from coming at 
 7 two in morning, that's a joke.  How 
 8 are you -- who's going to stand out 
 9 there and stop a commercial garbage 
 10 truck from going down Hamilton 
 11 Avenue?  There would be a fight on 
 12 the street. 
 13  And Harry, Harry, I don't 
 14 want to keep you awake, but you 
 15 missed it, all the -- all of the 
 16 recycling from Manhattan's coming 
 17 here.  In your records, your 
 18 records, not my records, on page 87 
 19 of 120, the Manhattan curbside 
 20 recycling is going to show 60 
 21 trucks everyday down to Hugo Neu, 
 22 but Gansevoort's supposed to take 
 23 the rest.  Gansevoort isn't going 
 24 to exist because today the West 
 25 Side Plan went through and Governor 
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 2 And not only don't you have books, 
 3 but the plans for the four, four 
 4 facilities in Board Seven, there's 
 5 no other planning board in the City 
 6 getting four facilities but us. 
 7  30th Street is going to 
 8 have, as you come in, there's no 
 9 trucks going to be there, right, 
 10 it's gonna have two in-the-ground 
 11 truck weighing stations, 80 feet 
 12 long.  Why do you need a truck 
 13 weighing station if you don't have 
 14 any trucks?. 
 15  Then by the barge area 
 16 you're gonna have a tipping area 
 17 for trucks.  Well, if there's no 
 18 trucks, why do you need a tipping 
 19 area to load them on barges? 
 20  Then on the other side, the 
 21 north side, there's a truck loading 
 22 section so they can load trucks 
 23 overhead.  So for a place with no 
 24 trucks, and in chapter 17 dash one 
 25 of a section, you didn't deliver 
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 2 here.  You said Brooklyn would be, 
 3 get all the trucks -- all the 
 4 recycling from Brooklyn would 
 5 travel to 30th Street by trucks, 
 6 although there's no places in 
 7 Brooklyn, there's no piers to take 
 8 these things for barge in Brooklyn. 
 9 Certainly, there's none in Queens 
 10 so we'll probably get Queens. 
 11  Also, we're gonna get all 
 12 the trucks in Brooklyn and the 
 13 Manhattan curbside in this, in 
 14 chapter 17 of the Manhattan 
 15 curbside recyclable to the 30th 
 16 Street Pier and South Brooklyn 
 17 Marine Terminal, Chapter 17 of your 
 18 book so that takes care of 30th 
 19 Street. 
 20  Now, down to 52nd Street, 
 21 you're going rebuild a pier on 52nd 
 22 Street.  You gonna -- there was a 
 23 pier there to load garbage to take 
 24 it to Great Kills years ago. 
 25 You're going build a new pier 
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 2 you don't go any further.  A back 
 3 up for Hamilton Avenue.  In your 
 4 own -- this is your plan right here 
 5 (indicating) and in Planning Board 
 6 11, which I had to go to and look 
 7 at their books, the pier on 52nd 
 8 Street is a back up for Hamilton 
 9 Avenue. 
 10  Now we get down to 65th. 
 11 65th Street is rail yard, a big 
 12 rail yard, it's 33 acres of rail 
 13 and it's got 12 acres of tracks so 
 14 you can store a lot of stuff but in 
 15 your plan, you're gonna take part 
 16 of the stuff from Hamilton Avenue 
 17 and containerize, bring it down 
 18 here by barge. 
 19  Now, when tugs cost ten or 
 20 20 thousand dollars an hour to 
 21 rent, it's good to bring it by 
 22 barge, but when it gets there, 
 23 there's no way to get it off the 
 24 barges because there's no cranes 
 25 down there, there's no overhead 
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 2 because the old pier were all eaten 
 3 up. 
 4  Now I couldn't -- I couldn't 
 5 get the -- I couldn't bring the 
 6 books here because I had to make 
 7 notes, since you didn't bring the 
 8 books here.  And the plans weren't 
 9 delivered here either.  The pier on 
 10 52nd Street, now why build a pier, 
 11 a concrete pier on 500 feet long, 
 12 60 feet wide, just to tie up a 
 13 barge? 
 14  Now we have barge people 
 15 here, oil barges, they build 
 16 cluster piers just to tie them up. 
 17 When you build a pier, concrete 
 18 pier 60 feet wide, it's for trucks 
 19 to go around and can turn around. 
 20 That's the function of a concrete 
 21 60-foot pier.  And that pier is 
 22 going to be down a very narrow 
 23 street so what you can do there and 
 24 in your plan too you said it's a 
 25 backup for Hamilton Avenue.  But 
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 2 cranes to lift them off.  So I 
 3 don't know how you're going to get 
 4 these off the barges. 
 5  The whole plan is terrible 
 6 for us because we're gonna get four 
 7 dirty, rotten facilities which 
 8 we're certainly going to get 
 9 trucks.  You're going to get the 
 10 containers from Hamilton Avenue and 
 11 65th, you're gonna truck them down 
 12 there, I know what's gonna happen, 
 13 and you know what's gonna happen, 
 14 but you weren't honest with us in 
 15 the beginning and there's no reason 
 16 you should be honest now. 
 17  But tonight before I came 
 18 here I was -- I said, gee, maybe 
 19 he'll be honest and above word, you 
 20 know it's not -- let me just make a 
 21 comment.  I got my dictionary out 
 22 and I looked up three words and you 
 23 can decide what we are. 
 24  Sucker:  One who is easily 
 25 deceived, a gullable person. 
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 2  Now we might be suckers and 
 3 you might look at us like suckers 
 4 but we're not. 
 5  Victims:  We certainly are 
 6 victims.  Someone how is harmed by 
 7 another.  Well, the other is you 
 8 people. 
 9  One who is harmed and made 
 10 hurt from an act of volun -- 
 11 voluntary act. 
 12  And the worst one, the worse 
 13 one we can be and that I don't see 
 14 our elected officials here tonight 
 15 is a fool:  One who is deficient in 
 16 judgement.  Well, we're not 
 17 deficient in judgement and your 
 18 plan hurts us, it hurts every man, 
 19 women and child in this community. 
 20 From Hugo New to the plant to 
 21 Hamilton Avenue to the pier, to 
 22 65th Street and I, please share it 
 23 with someone else because we don't 
 24 want every piece of garbage of 
 25 Manhattan, Brooklyn and Queens to 
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 2 glass half full tonight, see what 
 3 we can do.  It's tough given what 
 4 I've heard and what I've seen. 
 5  The failure to include the 
 6 study of siting and regulation regs 
 7 in the DEIS as well as plan for the 
 8 phasing out of truck-based land 
 9 transfer stations in this document, 
 10 appears to be a clear example of 
 11 segmentation, it's extremely 
 12 problematic as we look at the 
 13 various facilities that have been 
 14 talked about tonight. 
 15  They don't begin to address 
 16 the truck-based transfer stations 
 17 that are close to the Hamilton 
 18 Avenue facility or for that matter, 
 19 in on 50th Street, 51st Street, in 
 20 that area. 
 21  So without addressing those, 
 22 that would add additional impacts. 
 23 The findings of no significant 
 24 adverse impacts notwithstanding the 
 25 DEIS, appear to have neglected 
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 2 come here and that's what you 
 3 designed this for (applause.) 
 4  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 5  Our next speaker is Timothy 
 6 Logan. 
 7  MR. TIMOTHY LOGAN:  Hi, good 
 8 evening.  I'm here representing 
 9 several different groups so I just 
 10 want to make sure that I delineate 
 11 statements. 
 12  Anything that refers 
 13 specifically to export or marine 
 14 transfer stations or land-based 
 15 transfer stations can be attributed 
 16 to the Organization of Waterfront 
 17 Neighborhoods. 
 18  The other statements that I 
 19 make can be attributed to the Zero 
 20 Waste cam -- New York City Zero 
 21 Waste Campaign and all of it can be 
 22 attributed to the Consumer Policy 
 23 Institute with the Consumers Union, 
 24 for who I am consulting. 
 25  I'm going trying to give the 
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 2 consideration in this community of 
 3 the Gowanus redecking and the 
 4 failure to plan for the closure 
 5 again, of land-based transfer 
 6 stations.  Also, this litany of 
 7 different options within the 
 8 neighborhood is problematic. 
 9  If the plan is that you're 
 10 going to use the Hamilton Avenue 
 11 Marine Transfer Station, then why 
 12 do you put these other things in 
 13 there?  It leaves a dubious problem 
 14 for the community to address.  They 
 15 have to look at all of these 
 16 different areas. 
 17  If the plan is that you're 
 18 using the Hamilton Avenue Marine 
 19 Transfer Station, then the other 
 20 phase needn't have been in there. 
 21 I would hope that that would be the 
 22 plan and that alone. 
 23  I'd like to recognize the 
 24 movement forward that DSNY made 
 25 with the Hugo Neu recycling 
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 2 facility and what it represents. 
 3 It's something that was in the 1992 
 4 solid waste management plan, not 
 5 that particular site, but rather 
 6 the concept, something that has 
 7 been proposed by advocates 
 8 throughout the City since that 
 9 time.  And its coming to 
 10 realization is quite impressive but 
 11 there's certain concerns that have 
 12 been called to attention regarding 
 13 truck traffic, including dubious or 
 14 conflicting numbers of truck trips 
 15 that have been put forward both by 
 16 public affairs of DSNY and the 
 17 Economic Development Corporation. 
 18 There's somewhat significant 
 19 disparity around those numbers, not 
 20 to mention numbers that have been 
 21 mentioned earlier tonight about 
 22 Manhattan trucks. 
 23  That should be very clear, 
 24 and its failure to provide clarity 
 25 for the people here tonight is 
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 2 Neu Facility; if you're doing an 
 3 EIS, you have to look at what 
 4 environmental impacts there are for 
 5 the various possibilities.  And the 
 6 possibilities were not considered. 
 7 The only possibility that appears 
 8 to be considered primarily was 
 9 export of waste. 
 10  What is waste?  Waste is the 
 11 various useful things that we 
 12 purchased and utilized and we're 
 13 now trying to dispose of some 
 14 portion of them. 
 15  When DSNY was first created 
 16 a hundred years ago or so, you were 
 17 primarily utilized for composting 
 18 because there were any number of 
 19 different scrap dealers that were 
 20 picking up everything else.  Where 
 21 is all of that? 
 22  The DEIS fails to fully or 
 23 even significantly consider the 
 24 broader concept of zero waste and 
 25 the inclusive disciplines of waste 
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 2 problematic. 
 3  Also, it's problematic to 
 4 suggest that trucks would be coming 
 5 from, and you have the map 'cause 
 6 you created it, all of these areas 
 7 to the Hamilton Avenue (indicating) 
 8 or rather to the Hugo Neu facility 
 9 rather than strictly one-third of 
 10 Brooklyn coming by truck to the 
 11 Hugo Neu Facility.  It would make 
 12 sense that one-third might come by 
 13 trucks because the Hamilton Avenue 
 14 facility is so close, but that 
 15 two-thirds should be coming from 
 16 the other barge facilities within 
 17 Brooklyn rather than coming by 
 18 truck. 
 19  Also the lack of additional 
 20 infrastructure planned for 
 21 diversion from waste prevention and 
 22 reuse, recycling and composting in 
 23 this plan is problematic.  The only 
 24 significant plan that was made for 
 25 infrastructure here was the Hugo 
 

 
    Page  65 
 1 
 2 prevention, reuse, recycling and 
 3 composting. 
 4  I'd like to support the 
 5 export of Manhattan's commercial 
 6 waste through transfer stations in 
 7 that borough to reduce the impact 
 8 of commercial waste transfer 
 9 stations on neighborhoods in this 
 10 borough or the other boroughs in 
 11 New York City other than Manhattan, 
 12 they need to deal with their own 
 13 share of waste. 
 14  I'd like to strongly support 
 15 the goal of 70 percent diversion by 
 16 2015 which is mentioned in the 
 17 solid waste management plan and 
 18 it's consistent with a goal for 
 19 zero waste that the public has put 
 20 forward on numerous occasions now 
 21 and was submitted in comments 
 22 during the scoping for the DEIS, 
 23 but apparently not particularly 
 24 considered.  However, the plan 
 25 provides for no detail on how 
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 2 you're going to achieve that goal. 
 3  I'd like to support the 
 4 reinstatement of the Botanical 
 5 Gardens Composting Programs but 
 6 again, call greater attention to 
 7 the composting of food waste that's 
 8 critical to achieving aggressive 
 9 diversion rates, that not 
 10 addressed. 
 11  The commercial waste section 
 12 of the plan does pay any attention 
 13 to waste prevention or recycling of 
 14 commercial waste.  The City will 
 15 not be able to meet this combined 
 16 70 percent diversion rate without 
 17 addressing commercial and 
 18 construction and demolition debris 
 19 streams. 
 20  The plans states an 
 21 intention to increase transfer 
 22 station fees on commercial waste. 
 23 Those increased revenues should be 
 24 dedicated to the commercial waste 
 25 prevention and recycling programs 
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 2 and the Administration has every 
 3 opportunity within their plan to 
 4 put forward this kind of 
 5 legislation to propose it, not to 
 6 wait on the City Council to do such 
 7 a thing. 
 8  If you are the planning 
 9 agency responsible for solid waste 
 10 in this City, why are you stepping 
 11 back and saying we'd like it if the 
 12 Feds did something?  None of us are 
 13 blind here, we've seen what's 
 14 happened recently in the Federal 
 15 elections, we do not expect 
 16 anything particularly progressive 
 17 to happen at the Federal level. 
 18  Failure to address this on a 
 19 local level is problematic.  The 
 20 plan should include the City's 
 21 support for expanding the State's 
 22 Bottle Bill as a means for 
 23 increasing the recycling of 
 24 beverage containers.  And 
 25 incidentally, the Bigger Better 
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 2 as well as I mentioned composting 
 3 programs. 
 4  The plan should include an 
 5 investigation of commercial waste 
 6 franchising.  This might be a way 
 7 to make sure that we don't have all 
 8 of these trucks running rampant on 
 9 the different streets when they're 
 10 given a specific route that they're 
 11 only allowed contractually to 
 12 drive, that might be an 
 13 opportunity. 
 14  Franchising schemes should 
 15 be exempt from recycling 
 16 recyclables to provide maximum 
 17 competition in the recycling 
 18 markets. 
 19  The plan states that the 
 20 City supports Federal legislation 
 21 to establish extender producer 
 22 responsibility for electronic 
 23 waste.  Nice, but then again, the 
 24 City should be pursuing local EPR 
 25 legislation beyond electronic waste 
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 2 Bottle Bill that's been proposed 
 3 might also provide up to, I've 
 4 heard varying numbers, but up to 
 5 about $75 million in local revenues 
 6 for New York City, that could be 
 7 move towards these very issues that 
 8 you've otherwise neglected. 
 9  Plastic packaging is clearly 
 10 a problem that must be addressed 
 11 through policy. 
 12  I'd like to encourage the 
 13 City to implement programs and 
 14 policies to control plastic waste 
 15 and eventually prohibit the use of 
 16 plastic that are not recycled 
 17 and/or not compostable assuming 
 18 that the City moves forward with 
 19 composting programs. 
 20  I'd like to mention that 
 21 while it is wise for the City to 
 22 seek alternative technology to 
 23 manage its waste, many of the 
 24 technologies that are proposed, 
 25 particularly the combustion 
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 2 technologies, are black box 
 3 approaches or new versions of 
 4 incineration, things that have 
 5 already been lost at both the 
 6 policy level and at the science 
 7 level and at the economic level 
 8 within the City, and must be 
 9 stopped now.  They should have been 
 10 stopped when they were otherwise 
 11 walked away from back in '96 by 
 12 state legislation. 
 13  And finally, not quite 
 14 finally, anaerobic digestion should 
 15 be pursued immediately and 
 16 aggressively because it would 
 17 enable the organic food waste 
 18 string to be recovered as a 
 19 available composting and could 
 20 generate energy as well. 
 21  In sum, the lack of 
 22 transparency in this whole process, 
 23 particularly in the documents, the 
 24 failure to get them to various 
 25 different communities, as well as 
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 2 youth organizer at the United 
 3 Puerto Rican Organization of Sunset 
 4 Park, commonly known as UPROS. 
 5  And our neighborhood is a 
 6 community of color and is heavily 
 7 burdened with environmental 
 8 injustices.  It's effecting our 
 9 children and the way we live. 
 10  I live two blocks away from 
 11 the waste transfer station and my 
 12 mom can't take a deep breath 
 13 without wheezing and my cousin has 
 14 been in and out the hospital with 
 15 asthma for, since she was three 
 16 months old.  And I can't even open 
 17 my windows without my house 
 18 smelling like a truck or garbage or 
 19 being full of dust. 
 20  We shouldn't live like this. 
 21 All we ask is for equality, for the 
 22 same rights as privileged 
 23 communities have.  All we ask is 
 24 that Manhattan will take its fair 
 25 share of garbage.  We already have 
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 2 get them all up on line at the same 
 3 time, as well as presenting an 
 4 executive summary of the solid 
 5 waste management plan before the 
 6 document is actually even prepared, 
 7 is continuing to prove a systemic 
 8 shortcoming of the Department of 
 9 Sanitation. 
 10  I look forward to changes; 
 11 I'd like to believe that the glass 
 12 if half full, let's see what we can 
 13 do (applause.) 
 14  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 15  Our next speaker is, I 
 16 apologize if I don't state it 
 17 correctly, Dyhalma Anaya.  Was I 
 18 close? 
 19  MS. DYHALMA ANAYA:  No. 
 20  Hi, good evening, my name is 
 21 Dyhalma Anaya and I'm a life-long 
 22 resident of Sunset Park. 
 23  The H is silent in Spanish. 
 24  So I'm also a co-founder of 
 25 Youth Justice and I'm the lead 
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 2 the Gowanus Expressway to effect 
 3 the air we breathe.  You can't stop 
 4 -- you can't stop this, you have 
 5 the power to reduce my mom's asthma 
 6 attacks and make it easier for my 
 7 cousin and family to breathe by 
 8 bringing the garbage through barges 
 9 so that the trucks won't go through 
 10 our neighborhood and by 
 11 retrofitting the Hamilton Avenue 
 12 Marine Transfer Station; the 
 13 Hamilton Avenue station is on water 
 14 anyway, to open that one and to 
 15 close the one on 50th Street down 
 16 the block. 
 17  Help us make Sunset Park an 
 18 easier place to breathe.  Thank you 
 19 (applause.) 
 20  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 21  Our next speaker is Irene 
 22 Shen. 
 23  MS. IRENE SHEN:  Hi, good 
 24 evening, my name is Irene Shen and 
 25 I'm also a member of UPROS, the 
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 2 same organization as Dyhalma. 
 3  We do a lot of environmental 
 4 justice work in Southwest Brooklyn 
 5 and we work to empower the young 
 6 people in the community and the 
 7 families and to help develop 
 8 eco-friendly, environmentally-sound 
 9 and less hazardous environment in 
 10 Sunset Park. 
 11  And, well, I came with a 
 12 bunch of things written down that I 
 13 wanted to say, but some of that is 
 14 kind of changing as I'm hearing 
 15 things, and I apologize for coming 
 16 late, because I, you know, I think 
 17 I missed some of the presentation 
 18 and, you know, unfortunately that's 
 19 what happens in an under-resourced 
 20 nonprofits. 
 21  But we're a community that 
 22 is very densely populated, it's a 
 23 low-income community of color 
 24 representing Latinos, Asians, 
 25 Arabs, people of African heritage 
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 2 mentioning earlier and we have been 
 3 involved with the process of the 
 4 solid waste management plan for a 
 5 while.  And in that, you know, 
 6 we've been very pleased that the 
 7 Mayor has been in support of the 
 8 SWMP and pushing it forward and, 
 9 you know, and the bigger picture of 
 10 environmental justice and in 
 11 solidarity with our sister 
 12 communities around the City, we 
 13 believe that moving from a 
 14 land-based transfer station into a 
 15 water-based marine transfer station 
 16 is a good move and it is move that 
 17 we want to be in support of, 
 18 because it takes the trucks off -- 
 19 the trucks off our streets and 
 20 brings garbage in through barges. 
 21  I came with the 
 22 understanding that the idea was to 
 23 retrofit and convert the marine 
 24 transfer stations at Hamilton or to 
 25 create a marine transfer station at 
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 2 and 24 percent of the community are 
 3 residents who actually work in the 
 4 community as well as live here so 
 5 people are in this environment all 
 6 the time. 
 7  We're concerned with truck 
 8 traffic, we've been concerned with 
 9 truck traffic.  We are part of the 
 10 Gowanus Expressway Committee to 
 11 actually take down the Gowanus to 
 12 alleviate some of that pollution. 
 13  We've involved with a number 
 14 of environmentally, eco-friendly 
 15 projects to actually make Sunset 
 16 Park a better place to live so that 
 17 are elders and our children and our 
 18 working members of the community 
 19 can actually survive here, you 
 20 know, and have a healthy 
 21 environment to be in. 
 22  UPROS, our organization is 
 23 also a member of OHM, the 
 24 Organization of Waterfront 
 25 Neighborhoods that Timothy was 
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 2 Hamilton Ave and with that, we 
 3 would also be expecting that the 
 4 waste transfer station, the 
 5 land-based transfer station at 50th 
 6 Street would be shut down so we 
 7 would be reducing the truck 
 8 traffic.  And also that the M-1 
 9 zones we're not going to take 
 10 anymore, any more proposed 
 11 land-based transfer stations as 
 12 we've been hearing rumblings about. 
 13  So we, UPROS, does support 
 14 the conversion and the retrofitting 
 15 of a marine-based transfer station 
 16 if that means that the garbage is 
 17 containerized and moved by barges 
 18 exclusively and that it reduces 
 19 truck traffic explicitly in the 
 20 community. 
 21  And if it means that, you 
 22 know, there aren't going to be 
 23 additional sitings or other options 
 24 for alternative sites in the 
 25 community because, you know, as 
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 2 people have mentioned, we are 
 3 taking on Hugo Neu, we are in 
 4 support of a recycling process in 
 5 the City for a wider understanding 
 6 of environmentally-sound practices, 
 7 but we also are very concerned with 
 8 what's going to happen in Sunset 
 9 Park and the future of the 
 10 generations to come. 
 11  And if that means that 
 12 barging the garbage in is the 
 13 option and is the exclusive and 
 14 explicit option that we're looking 
 15 at, while land-based transfer 
 16 stations and truck traffic is 
 17 reduced, then we are in support of 
 18 that.  If that isn't what that 
 19 means, then I guess there's a big 
 20 question mark right now. 
 21  And, you know, we are in 
 22 coalition with lots of other 
 23 community-based organizations 
 24 around the neighborhood so we do 
 25 have a voice and we do have a lot 
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 2 you my personal feelings about this 
 3 and some of the observations that 
 4 I've made here at the office.  And 
 5 I'd like to begin my testimony 
 6 tonight by juxtaposing two quotes, 
 7 one from our Mayor which is, "One 
 8 City, one standard" which he said 
 9 not too long ago in the 2001 
 10 campaign.  And the other is from 
 11 somebody I seem to be quoting a lot 
 12 lately, George Orwell which is, 
 13 "All animals are created equal, but 
 14 some are more equal than others." 
 15  Let me start by saying that 
 16 Mayor Guliani's plan, which I 
 17 thought was a terrible plan, still 
 18 called for each borough to handle 
 19 its own garbage, one City, one 
 20 standard.  Unfortunately, in this 
 21 plan I see garbage coming from 
 22 Manhattan into Brooklyn, but no 
 23 garbage going from Brooklyn into 
 24 Manhattan. 
 25  One city, one standard or 
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 2 of power and we have been out 
 3 there, you know, taking on 91st 
 4 Street in Manhattan and taking on 
 5 Gansevoort and expecting that they 
 6 will do what the SWMP plans on 
 7 doing and we expect that the City 
 8 and the officials on top of this to 
 9 actually back that and to make sure 
 10 that that happens so that the SWMP 
 11 can move ahead and make sure that 
 12 Sunset Park is protected.  Thanks 
 13 (applause.) 
 14  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 15  Our next speaker is Jeremy 
 16 Laufer. 
 17  MR. JEREMY LAUFER:  Thanks. 
 18  Good evening, my name is 
 19 Jeremy Laufer I'm the District 
 20 Manager of Community Board Seven. 
 21 I am stating that only for identity 
 22 purposes since our board has not 
 23 taken a position as of yet on the 
 24 solid waste management plan. 
 25  However, I'd like to give 
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 2 some are more equal than others? 
 3  I'd also like to say that -- 
 4 well, let me say that Mayor 
 5 Bloomberg has promised one City, 
 6 one standard and Mayor Bloomberg 
 7 was very nice to fight against the 
 8 power plant in Williamsburg because 
 9 they're looking to put Olympic 
 10 facilities there. 
 11  When it came to the power 
 12 plant in Sunset Park, Mayor 
 13 Bloomberg's comments were: 
 14 "(Indicating)" I wish I had a 
 15 cricket sound effect. 
 16  When it came to putting 
 17 adult entertainment facilities in 
 18 communities, Mayor Bloomberg went 
 19 to a town hall meeting in the West 
 20 Village where they had one of these 
 21 businesses.  Mayor Bloomberg told 
 22 them that you should not have this 
 23 type of facility in your community. 
 24 We have at least 20 of these in 
 25 this community, Mayor Bloomberg has 
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 2 said about this in our community. 
 3  THE AUDIENCE:  (Making 
 4 sounds.) 
 5  MR. JEREMY LAUFER: Thank 
 6 you. 
 7  One City, one standard or 
 8 some are more equal than others? 
 9  We have been asked, and I 
 10 say asked even though it seems like 
 11 we're being told, to host four 
 12 facilities.  I know of no other 
 13 community board that's being asked 
 14 to host four facilities. 
 15  Currently we have, also 
 16 have, when you talk about 
 17 Department of Sanitation 
 18 facilities, we have our own BK7 
 19 garbage, but we also house BK10's 
 20 garbage, our neighbor's facilities. 
 21  One City, one standard or 
 22 some are more equal than others? 
 23  We've been told tonight 
 24 that, and it's been mentioned 
 25 before, that there have been a 
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 2 doesn't address or because there's 
 3 no EIS for those facilities.  It 
 4 doesn't address the fact that the 
 5 52nd Street facility is going to 
 6 have a major public park sited 
 7 right next to it and I know the 
 8 people from Bay Ridge Towers here 
 9 will tell you that there should be, 
 10 and even though it's not our 
 11 community, that there should be an 
 12 EIS for impact on the housing 
 13 around the rail yard. 
 14  But we're talking about a 
 15 like piece here and a little piece 
 16 there, a study here and a study 
 17 there.  I haven't heard anything 
 18 about cumulative impact on this 
 19 community. 
 20  I think I would support all 
 21 the comments that have been made 
 22 this evening.  People have been 
 23 talking about asthma and 
 24 respiratory disease, but when you 
 25 don't study the cumulative impact 
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 2 number of volumes missing from what 
 3 we should have expected.  We have 
 4 not received the solid waste 
 5 management plan. 
 6  Our DEIS was missing section 
 7 17 which is the 30th Street 
 8 facility.  We have not received the 
 9 65th Street rail yard RFP and we 
 10 only learned last week that the 
 11 ULURP application has been 
 12 certified.  We have never received 
 13 the notice that it was certified. 
 14 I'm told tonight that it was on 
 15 November 15th.  We have 60 days in 
 16 which to act on that, 30 of those 
 17 days are gone already. 
 18  We were also told that there 
 19 will not be an EIS for the 52nd 
 20 Street -- for the 65th Street rail 
 21 yards.  These are two facilities in 
 22 our community that will be hauling 
 23 garbage in some form or another. 
 24  It seems like the plan was 
 25 created in a vacuum because it 
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 2 of four facilities on this 
 3 community, you're not giving us the 
 4 full picture. 
 5  The plan itself will not be 
 6 reducing the commercial facilities 
 7 in this community of which we 
 8 receive 1,000 tons of putrescible 
 9 garbage a day, because we're not 
 10 seen as a community that takes a 
 11 great deal of garbage already. 
 12  When I asked in September 
 13 the Department of Sanitation, how 
 14 close is our commercial facility to 
 15 residential properties, I was told 
 16 well, it's about 400 feet.  I said 
 17 is it about 400 feet?  Which I 
 18 believe is the law, or is it a 
 19 little less or a little more than 
 20 400 feet?  There was no answer in 
 21 September, there's no answer today. 
 22  I have a feeling that that 
 23 facility is there illegally and I 
 24 think it's too close to people's 
 25 homes. 
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 2  Hugo Neu, I'll support the 
 3 comments that have been made 
 4 tonight, but we've told 25 trucks 
 5 will be coming to that facility. 
 6 That seems very strange and very 
 7 low for what Brooklyn has alone. 
 8 And I'll even assume that every 
 9 other borough will get their 
 10 garbage here by barge, but Brooklyn 
 11 alone, are we to believe that 
 12 Sanitation trucks from central 
 13 Brooklyn are going to go to another 
 14 point in Brooklyn, drop off their 
 15 garbage on a barge there and then 
 16 send it to us, or is it more likely 
 17 that they're going to come directly 
 18 here? 
 19  I think 25 trucks is a very 
 20 low estimate.  And again, I said it 
 21 seems like the plans were drawn up 
 22 in a vacuum.  I haven't heard 
 23 anything about, you know, we've 
 24 been told well, you know, there 
 25 won't be much of an impact with 
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 2 certification, again, I apologize 
 3 if you didn't get notice but it's 
 4 not the Department of Sanitation 
 5 that notifies the community board, 
 6 it's City Planning and we will make 
 7 sure tomorrow morning that we let 
 8 them know that you haven't received 
 9 it. 
 10  MR. JEREMY LAUFER:  We only 
 11 found out it was certified last 
 12 week from EDC, not even City 
 13 Planning. 
 14  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Well, 
 15 that's very strange. 
 16  THE AUDIENCE:  No, it's not, 
 17 it's usual. 
 18  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Our next 
 19 speaker is Chaplain Viviania 
 20 Hernandez. 
 21  MS. CHAPLAIN VIVIANIA 
 22 HERNANDEZ:  My name is Chaplain 
 23 Viviania Hernandez; if you will 
 24 permit me the opportunity to at 
 25 least move around a little with 
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 2 trucks queuing, I haven't heard 
 3 anything about the drawbridge at 
 4 Hamilton Avenue which is going to 
 5 be replaced at the same time the 
 6 Hamilton Avenue MTS is supposed to 
 7 come on line.  How are the trucks 
 8 going to get there during the 
 9 construction phase?  Hasn't been 
 10 addressed. 
 11  So once again, one city, one 
 12 standard, or some are more equal 
 13 than others?  Why are we so blessed 
 14 to be more equal than others? 
 15 (Applause.) 
 16  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Before we 
 17 go on to the next speaker, just a 
 18 couple of clarifications. 
 19  If indeed you did not get 
 20 some of the sections in the draft 
 21 EIS I do apologize and I wish you 
 22 had told us that because we would 
 23 have gotten that to you 
 24 immediately. 
 25  With respect to the ULURP 
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 2 this (indicating.) 
 3  First I'd like to show you 
 4 what we have to deal with in air 
 5 quality in our neighborhood 
 6 (indicating.) 
 7  This has just been in front 
 8 of my yard since Thanksgiving and 
 9 it's underneath an overhang. 
 10  This chair, for all to see, 
 11 all right, that chair has been on 
 12 my back porch and the overhang, the 
 13 awning is over what, three, four 
 14 feet.  There's no way that this 
 15 gets access from the outside, this 
 16 is underneath an awning, okay. 
 17  Excuse me again.  This is a 
 18 proposed plan (handing) that was 
 19 supposed to happen for Sunset Park. 
 20 I'll show it to the audience first, 
 21 to my fellow residents and ones in 
 22 the community. 
 23  I believe that there's no 
 24 such things as the barges in this 
 25 plan, okay.  No barges, cleaner 
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 2 air, things like that and I humbly 
 3 and respectfully submit this to 
 4 you, okay. 
 5  This is also a Sunset Park 
 6 plans for the future and I 
 7 highlighted some of the items that 
 8 I'll be addressing 
 9  So because of these things 
 10 and what I'm about to express, I 
 11 personally, as a resident of Sunset 
 12 Park, oppose the sites that you 
 13 plan to bring to our area.  And 
 14 that has nothing to do personally 
 15 with you as individuals but it's 
 16 the fact of quality of life in this 
 17 area. 
 18  And we are finally moving 
 19 towards an area that will be much 
 20 more healthy for our residents and 
 21 visibly beautiful for our 
 22 residents.  And for you to 
 23 perpetrate four stations in Sunset 
 24 Park is unconscionable. 
 25  We contend that Sunset Park 
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 2  We have State support for 
 3 the 197 plan so it's not just a 
 4 community effort, it's something 
 5 that the State wants to bring into 
 6 this area to revitalize an area 
 7 that's been deteriorating just like 
 8 my friend here had mentioned to 
 9 you. 
 10  So on three, the constant 
 11 barges and truck traffic will be 
 12 also in opposition to the 197 plan 
 13 to transform this remarkable site 
 14 into an asset that Sunset Park has 
 15 long awaited. 
 16  After 40 years of isolation 
 17 from the waterfront, Sunset Park 
 18 residents are poised to return to 
 19 the park they will celebrate for 
 20 years to come. 
 21  Even with the different 
 22 things that you propose, when this 
 23 park is being worked on, there will 
 24 be even additional traffic on top 
 25 of that, sir and it will definitely 
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 2 is being asked to shoulder a 
 3 disproportionate amount of the 
 4 recycling responsibilities of the 
 5 City.  We feel that each borough or 
 6 pair of boroughs should be 
 7 responsible for recycling the 
 8 volume generated by their own 
 9 residents. 
 10  Number two, there is an 
 11 ongoing community development 
 12 project, 197A to revitalize the 
 13 waterfront.  That's how thick this 
 14 plan is, sir and ma'am.  This has 
 15 been worked on for many, many years 
 16 and it's finally coming towards 
 17 funding. 
 18  What you propose will be in 
 19 direct opposition to that plan. 
 20 Because like I said, in the 
 21 pictures, there are no barges, 
 22 there are no waste transfer 
 23 stations.  The trucks that you will 
 24 be bringing in will totally disrupt 
 25 what's going to happen there. 
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 2 be a detriment to the neighborhood. 
 3  The Sunset Park area has 
 4 also been identified as having a 
 5 poor image due to a poor working 
 6 environment and if you walk around 
 7 Sunset Park in the area of Third 
 8 Avenue, you will be -- if you 
 9 hadn't had a bad day, you will have 
 10 a bad day.  And we're hoping that 
 11 as we tear down the Gowanus, as we 
 12 build this park, we will have a new 
 13 lease on life for ourselves and for 
 14 children, and for residents that 
 15 have been here so very long. 
 16  Okay, we have deteriorated 
 17 roadbeds as has been stated. 
 18 Sunset Park has antiquated and 
 19 deteriorated road infrastructure 
 20 that impedes freight movement as 
 21 well as technological upgrades.  So 
 22 as it is, we are bearing enough of 
 23 the load, we don't need additional. 
 24  Traffic congestion it says 
 25 on the elevated highway and also 
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 2 along Third Avenue below, 
 3 constrains vehicular and pedestrian 
 4 movement in the area and results in 
 5 high levels of air pollution, 
 6 threatening the health of the 
 7 surrounding community.  And you 
 8 have eyewitness testimony from this 
 9 young lady.  Her children with 
 10 asthma, there's a lot of pieces 
 11 that are not reported and we're 
 12 dealing with that. 
 13  If you can imagine that on 
 14 my chairs, that's what we're 
 15 breathing everyday. 
 16  Children and adults who will 
 17 start enjoying this park will also 
 18 be in danger.  The crossings will 
 19 be perilous. 
 20  We also have, let's see, to 
 21 encourage development in our area 
 22 that will be minimal to the 
 23 environmental burden on adjacent 
 24 residential communities.  How can 
 25 this proposition reduce the bad 
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 2 ask me to allow you to have me read 
 3 the testimony into the record and 
 4 for the community. 
 5  First, I'm sure if he were 
 6 here, he would want to say that he 
 7 really feels for this community and 
 8 he agrees largely with what the 
 9 residents have been saying. 
 10  Marty came out right after 
 11 the Hugo Neu facility was announced 
 12 as having issues with the fact that 
 13 Brooklyn again is going to be 
 14 unfairly taking the burden of the 
 15 City's waste. 
 16  In fact, we all know the 
 17 statistics that prove the case, 
 18 that in borough-wide, 60 percent of 
 19 the waste throughput or with the 
 20 current system is handled by 
 21 Brooklyn.  And one thing I'm sure 
 22 that the community hasn't done is 
 23 if you aggregate Community District 
 24 Six and Seven, 'cause the location 
 25 that we're talking about, Hamilton 
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 2 environmental burden on us?  I say 
 3 it will not. 
 4  And my fifth point and I 
 5 thank you very much for being so 
 6 kind to hear all of us, is that if 
 7 we accept this now, we've accepted 
 8 many other things before, I don't 
 9 believe it's going to be the last. 
 10 And we have come to a point where 
 11 we have to, as a community, to 
 12 stand up and say, "No more." 
 13  I thank you very much 
 14 (applause.) 
 15  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 16  Our next speaker is Judd 
 17 Schechtman from the Brooklyn 
 18 Borough President's office. 
 19  MR. JUDD SCHECHTMAN:  Thank 
 20 you very much. 
 21  My name is Judd Schechtman 
 22 and I'm the environmental and land 
 23 use specialist with Borough 
 24 President Marty Markowtiz.  Marty 
 25 couldn't be here tonight and did 
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 2 Avenue, is very close to the border 
 3 of Community District Six.  And 
 4 just currently both those community 
 5 districts have three transfer 
 6 stations and that's a total 
 7 permitted capacity of 2028 tons per 
 8 day which is about four percent of 
 9 the City's waste stream; while the 
 10 two community districts have only 
 11 about 2.7 percent of the population 
 12 so already they're handling more 
 13 than their fair share. 
 14  And unfortunately the new 
 15 plan, the new solid waste 
 16 management plan again, Brooklyn is 
 17 going to be the centerpiece of the 
 18 waste system.  And the borough as a 
 19 whole is proposed for three marine 
 20 transfer stations, and of course 
 21 the Hugo Neu facility that will 
 22 handle all of the City's 
 23 recyclables; that is, while 
 24 Manhattan has, if the plan goes 
 25 through as stated, two marine 
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 2 transfer stations and Queens only 
 3 is slated to have one; it was one 
 4 in the original plan, I guess it's 
 5 not two, still fewer than 
 6 Brooklyn's going to have.  And that 
 7 is in addition to the already 
 8 existing transfer stations. 
 9  That said, we've all been 
 10 working together to make sure that 
 11 the new solid waste management 
 12 plan, you know, is better for the 
 13 environment and residents and the 
 14 quality of life in the City.  And 
 15 the promise of marine transfer 
 16 stations in Manhattan and in 
 17 Brooklyn is a vast improvement over 
 18 the disastrous hodgepodge that 
 19 Brooklynites live with now everyday 
 20 and for that we are thankful. 
 21  Let there be no confusion, 
 22 Marty's also pleased that the City 
 23 has signed an agreement to ensure 
 24 that recycling be maintained and 
 25 approved and that there is a 
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 2  We in Brooklyn will accept 
 3 nothing less than absolute 
 4 certainty that Manhattan's transfer 
 5 stations open both at West 59th 
 6 Street and East 92nd Street and 
 7 that Brooklyn sees a real decline 
 8 in throughput of Manhattan's 
 9 putrescible waste. 
 10  We are calling for an 
 11 absolute guarantee of an offset in 
 12 the total amount of waste handled 
 13 in this community; this should be 
 14 accomplished when the marine 
 15 transfer stations all are opened, 
 16 as the City will no longer need the 
 17 IESI 50th Street or the 577 Court 
 18 Street facility to handle the 
 19 Sanitation Department's managed 
 20 waste, they both currently have 
 21 contracts with the Department of 
 22 Sanitation to handle the 
 23 residential waste. 
 24  But that is not even enough 
 25 of a guarantee since those 
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 2 20-year contract, but because 
 3 Brooklyn and Community District 
 4 Seven in particular is going to 
 5 handle so much of the burden to the 
 6 entire City, there are two things 
 7 that we really would like assured: 
 8  One is that the facilities 
 9 being planned will operate with the 
 10 absolute highest degree of 
 11 environmental quality, which we 
 12 cannot say for the existing 
 13 transfer station, and at least 
 14 screen impacts, and that the 
 15 community itself will be fairly 
 16 compensated for handling more than 
 17 its fair share of waste. 
 18  Additionally, the plan must 
 19 be effectuated in its entirety; a 
 20 failure to secure the opening of 
 21 Manhattan's transfer stations will 
 22 completely, utterly and immediately 
 23 nullify any support Brooklyn 
 24 residents have been lending this 
 25 plan (applause.) 
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 2 facilities that -- the fact that 
 3 the contracts will expire and the 
 4 City will then move its waste to 
 5 the marine transfer stations, it's 
 6 not enough of a guarantee because 
 7 if the permitting capacity isn't 
 8 reduced, then those two facilities 
 9 could start to take commercial 
 10 waste or waste from other places 
 11 like Long Island.  And so that 
 12 needs to happen. 
 13  And ultimately, the 
 14 community, in order to reduce the 
 15 burden and reduce the number of 
 16 facilities that it currently -- 
 17 that it will be expected to take, 
 18 we really would like to see the 
 19 closure of those facilities any way 
 20 that the City can effectuate that. 
 21  In addition, there are a few 
 22 things that residents have stated 
 23 that must be assured at Hamilton 
 24 Avenue and with regard to the Hugo 
 25 Neu facility. 
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 2  The first is truck traffic, 
 3 because we know that one of the 
 4 most significant impacts a 
 5 community will be forced to endure 
 6 is the relentless pounding of 
 7 garbage trucks delivering 
 8 recyclables to Hugo Neu and waste 
 9 to Hamilton Avenue. 
 10  It is essential that the 
 11 City do as promised by utilizing 
 12 water-based transport whenever 
 13 possible.  Thus, I'm calling for 
 14 the City not to hesitate in its 
 15 opening the Manhattan receivables 
 16 acceptance facility at Gansevoort. 
 17  While the solid waste 
 18 management plan proposes to develop 
 19 this particular -- that particular 
 20 facility, no official action has 
 21 been taken to indicate that this 
 22 will happen.  Whatever the City's 
 23 plan states, there's a risk that 
 24 political pressure from 
 25 neighborhood residents could 
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 2 existing capacities while the 
 3 Hamilton Avenue marine transfer 
 4 station is retrofitted and opened. 
 5 The plan as currently stated, does 
 6 not guarantee offsets and we, of 
 7 course, have heard that the City is 
 8 looking to use excess capacity for 
 9 the marine transfer stations for 
 10 commercial waste, especially in 
 11 Manhattan at 59th Street. 
 12  We would ask that the City 
 13 extend that courtesy, that plan to 
 14 Brooklyn, and if that were the 
 15 case, then the need for the private 
 16 waste transfer stations, the ones 
 17 that are currently in this region 
 18 and in other parts of Brooklyn, 
 19 would be obviated and therefore, 
 20 the City could eventually close 
 21 those stations. 
 22  Whether by franchise, 
 23 financial incentives or some other 
 24 means, the City should coax the 
 25 commercial carters to use the MTSs 
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 2 threaten the viability of operation 
 3 of the Gansevoort facility. 
 4  Brooklyn must see the City 
 5 moving towards actual permit 
 6 applications and design engineering 
 7 commitments at Gansevoort. 
 8  We realize that you probably 
 9 didn't want to make that all too 
 10 public since that could be the 
 11 result, but we don't have any 
 12 guarantees that Gansevoort will 
 13 open, and if we don't, as community 
 14 members have stated, that means 
 15 that Brooklyn could be receiving 
 16 Manhattan's recyclables by truck. 
 17 And that is totally unacceptable, 
 18 essentially nullify any support for 
 19 the plan and the Hugo Neu facility 
 20 in Brooklyn. 
 21  In addition, with regards to 
 22 commercial waste, it is a great 
 23 concern that the existing 
 24 land-based transfer stations will 
 25 be permitted to operate at their 
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 2 and thereby releasing the need for 
 3 land-based transfer stations. 
 4  With regards to like a 
 5 site-specific issues, one thing 
 6 that we know that could be a 
 7 concern is fugitive debris.  We 
 8 expect that the water surrounding 
 9 the Hamilton Avenue facility will 
 10 be minimally impacted as the 
 11 environmental impact statement 
 12 promises.  That means that best 
 13 practices will be used and any 
 14 necessary dredging for instance, in 
 15 dredging, that clam shell buckets 
 16 and silk curtains be used as the 
 17 state -- as the plan proposes and 
 18 that since operations are going to 
 19 be fully containerized, the 
 20 promises that there will be zero 
 21 fugitive debris problems at that 
 22 facility. 
 23  At the Hugo Neu operation, 
 24 the barges are currently planned to 
 25 operate with four-sided fencing, 
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 2 we're asking that they be at least 
 3 fully enclosed with netting 
 4 material and preferably fully 
 5 containerized. 
 6  And one question that 
 7 remains to be answered is exactly 
 8 what's going to happen with the 20 
 9 percent of waste of materials that 
 10 come into the recycling plant that 
 11 are not recyclable since we know 
 12 that there is contamination, and 
 13 how that's going to be transported 
 14 out and what the risk is of debris, 
 15 lose debris in the water and in the 
 16 air around the facility. 
 17  And in addition, there 
 18 should be some kind of a filtering 
 19 system so that if the debris is 
 20 actually -- if the debris that's on 
 21 the barges when it's lifted, winds 
 22 up falling into the water 
 23 surrounding the docking birth, that 
 24 the floatables still don't wind up 
 25 going out into the harbor. 
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 2 you know, the Department's own 
 3 employees will be fined if they 
 4 violate their own rules such as the 
 5 truck routes.  And if there are 
 6 violations, that there be you, 
 7 know, that immediate injunctions be 
 8 issued and that remuneration be 
 9 paid to the community. 
 10  And furthermore, if Sunset 
 11 Park is going to handle, take on 
 12 this burden of the recyclables in 
 13 particular and the waste of the 
 14 City, that it be given fair 
 15 compensations at least that the 
 16 community should expect. 
 17  Marty has specifically 
 18 called for a minimum of eight 
 19 million dollars immediately 
 20 available in funding for the 
 21 construction of a Sunset Park 
 22 waterfront park in next year's 
 23 Mayoral budget. 
 24  Two, that an easement be 
 25 provided for a right-of-way for the 
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 2  In addition, one problem has 
 3 been or one problem that could 
 4 result is that, is the new siting 
 5 operating regulations are, do sound 
 6 to be in fact strict, but they need 
 7 to be effective, we need to have 
 8 effective regulation; at the 
 9 private transfer stations is one 
 10 thing because thus far, the 
 11 Sanitation's responsible for 
 12 enforcing those regulations and can 
 13 fine the operators, but at the 
 14 Department of Sanitation 
 15 facilities, if they don't follow 
 16 their own rules, if the trucks are 
 17 queuing outside or the sites 
 18 themselves are contaminated or 
 19 there's rat problems, there's no 
 20 one to enforce, because the 
 21 Department's operating the facility 
 22 itself. 
 23  So we propose that there be 
 24 some kind of a citizen enforcement 
 25 system and that a guarantee that, 
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 2 Brooklyn Waterfront Greenway 
 3 Initiative through the SBMT, and 
 4 that the New York Police Department 
 5 Auto Pound, which is in that 
 6 vicinity, be closed and moved 
 7 permanently out of the area; that 
 8 in addition to the previously 
 9 mentioned requirements with regards 
 10 to the siting and the operation of 
 11 the facilities and the opening of 
 12 those facilities in Manhattan. 
 13  So we're prepared to support 
 14 the community in accepting a 
 15 law-abiding marine transfer 
 16 facility if it handles only its 
 17 fair share, the community's fair 
 18 share of waste generated here and 
 19 that means no additional capacity, 
 20 but replacement capacity for the 
 21 land-based stations which will be 
 22 closed under the implementation of 
 23 the plan. 
 24  And support for the other 
 25 components of the solid waste 
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 2 management plan in Brooklyn, 
 3 depends on meeting the mitigation 
 4 measures that I've outlined. 
 5  Thank you for the 
 6 opportunity to testify (applause.) 
 7  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 8  Is there anybody else here 
 9 who signed up to speak and didn't 
 10 have an opportunity to speak? 
 11  MR. FRED XUEREB:  Yes, I 
 12 did. 
 13  MR. SZARPANSKI: I'll get to 
 14 you in a minute.  You spoke already. 
 15  MR. FRED XUEREB: I know but 
 16 I put my name in before. 
 17  MR. SZARPANSKI: Right after 
 18 people who didn't get a chance to 
 19 speak yet. 
 20  Leonard Silver. 
 21  Yes, just in time. 
 22  MR. LEONARD SILVER:  Do I 
 23 say my name?  NAFTA, glad it's 
 24 over. 
 25  I know this area since 1980, 
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 2 are.  There's areas of Bushwick 
 3 where there's no residents. 
 4  There are places in 
 5 Brooklyn, it's getting less and 
 6 less, that do have vacant property 
 7 when you mentioned there won't be 
 8 such a thing as any vacant 
 9 property. 
 10  So I know probably what your 
 11 answers going to be, it's less 
 12 expensive, cheaper to have all in 
 13 one together rather than spread 
 14 out, but you're dealing with 
 15 people's lives and illnesses, 
 16 unless you want to just cut down 
 17 the population by causing these 
 18 problems, causing these problems to 
 19 cut down the population. 
 20  So as I say, what other 
 21 areas in spreading out and this 
 22 definitely may be a block, that it 
 23 isn't much residential, maybe a 
 24 block or two.  But you also have 
 25 wind, and pollution does travel 
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 2 I do agree with the objections, why 
 3 all in one borough?  One is -- if 
 4 the population in New York City is 
 5 so great, if it's eight million, 
 6 what are the fees which - 
 7 personally I don't even agree with 
 8 the fees - at a time to give seven 
 9 million, and if you really want to 
 10 count, there's even nine million, I 
 11 don't even know if that is so 
 12 today. 
 13  Now, which means a few 
 14 million in each borough, you don't 
 15 take over all waste in one borough 
 16 so one borough should do or is 
 17 suffering, you don't listen to 
 18 everything else which was stated 
 19 tonight. 
 20  Now, a question I do have, 
 21 why at all at once?  Part of 
 22 Brooklyn rather than, let's say 
 23 other areas that don't have so much 
 24 population, like around the Navy 
 25 Yard, Bushwick, not where residents 
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 2 many miles.  So I do object to 
 3 these plans.  Thank you. 
 4  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 5  Is there anybody else who 
 6 didn't get a chance to speak? 
 7  Okay, Fred Xuereb. 
 8  MR. FRED XUEREB:  Thank you. 
 9  I spoke earlier and I just 
 10 want to hit on a few notes that 
 11 some of the people almost touched 
 12 on. 
 13  The reason that this area, 
 14 that we're so annoyed with what's 
 15 going on with the Sanitation 
 16 Department is you have to 
 17 understand why we are the way we 
 18 are. 
 19  Number one, this has nothing 
 20 to do with you, but right next to 
 21 the Hamilton Avenue Yard you have 
 22 the only asphalt plant in the five 
 23 boroughs, DOT asphalt plant's right 
 24 next door to it. 
 25  Now, there used to be one on 
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 2 91st Street, 92nd Street and the 
 3 FDR, that's closed.  Now it's a 
 4 park.  But I'm trying to bring out 
 5 the point, right next door to you 
 6 there's going to be an asphalt 
 7 plant which we got stuck with and 
 8 the Sunset Park/Windsor Terrace 
 9 area. 
 10  Number two, we have a 
 11 federal prison right here in the 
 12 same area, stuck with it again. 
 13 Nothing to say about it. 
 14  Number three, Sanitation is 
 15 in charge of the alternate side 
 16 parking.  It has nothing to do with 
 17 this right now, but what I'm trying 
 18 to bring out is we're the only 
 19 area, one of the few areas in 
 20 Brooklyn that still have four days 
 21 a week.  And we're annoyed with 
 22 that or we were told Sanitation, 
 23 when they get around to it, they'll 
 24 change it to two days a week like a 
 25 lot of the other areas. 
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 2 a few piers that they want to do 
 3 for the waterfront to beautify the 
 4 area.  And Sarah Gonzalez has been 
 5 pushing for this and some of the 
 6 other politicians in the area, and 
 7 what really annoys me is she's 
 8 promising the community a hundred 
 9 jobs out of that, you know, project 
 10 and to me it's a lie, because when 
 11 it comes to a hundred jobs, this is 
 12 a union shop and just because she 
 13 says that you're going to get a 
 14 hundred residents of Sunset Park 
 15 that are guaranteed a job in this 
 16 is baloney.  Because even if they 
 17 put their name down for it, if it's 
 18 a union shop, that means oh, they 
 19 may hire them, but they'll put them 
 20 in the Bronx or another location 
 21 and people that may live in Jersey 
 22 that work for the same company, 
 23 that's a private agency working for 
 24 Sanitation to do with this 
 25 recycling, they're going to have 
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 2  All right, now, this has to 
 3 do, this question here is the 
 4 loading areas for Sanitation, 
 5 you'll have to have staging areas 
 6 for these trucks, they're not going 
 7 to be just coming in at a certain 
 8 time and say, okay I'm just going 
 9 to pull and drop my load and go. 
 10 They'll be waiting on line. 
 11  I would like to see the EPA 
 12 involved with this and see how long 
 13 those engines run, do they leave 
 14 them continuously running while 
 15 they're on line?  We'll, they're 
 16 supposed to shut them down after 
 17 three minutes, this is the way it 
 18 should be then. 
 19  So that should be, the DEP 
 20 or Environmental Protection anyway, 
 21 should be monitoring the engine 
 22 running of these vehicles, because 
 23 it's not one or two trucks we're 
 24 talking about in the whole. 
 25  And over there is a model of 
 

 
    Page 117 
 1 
 2 seniority and then you're gonna say 
 3 okay, let's put that guy in Sunset 
 4 Park, that's where he wants to go. 
 5  So it's all lies as far as 
 6 I'm concerned.  And to put all 
 7 these facilities, like I said 
 8 before, in this community of Sunset 
 9 Park without even giving it to some 
 10 of these other areas, for instance 
 11 Staten Island, I think is a shame. 
 12  And that project, I think 
 13 they should just throw that in the 
 14 water and recycle that garbage 
 15 because that, those piers to me 
 16 mean nothing if they're going to 
 17 beautify an area and then roll 
 18 these garbage facilities in the 
 19 area. 
 20  Thank you. 
 21  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 22 for your comments. 
 23  I want to remind you that if 
 24 you still have written comments 
 25 that you want to submit to us, 
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 2 please do so by January 24th. 
 3  Thank you all for coming. 
 4  (Time noted 7:59 p.m.) 
 5 
 6 
 7 
 8 
 9 
 10 
 11 
 12 
 13 
 14 
 15 
 16 
 17 
 18 
 19 
 20 
 21 
 22 
 23 
 24 
 25 
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 2 C E R T I F I C A T E 
3STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
 4   : ss. 
 5 COUNTY OF NEW YORK ) 
 6 
 7 I, Marc Russo, a Notary Public 
 8 within and for the State of New York, 
 9 do hereby certify that the within is a 
 10 true and accurate transcript of the 
 11 proceedings taken on December 15th, 
 12 2004.  I further certify that I am not 
 13 related to any of the parties to this 
 14 action by blood or marriage and that I 
 15 am in no way interested in the outcome 
 16 of this matter. 
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 18  hand this 14th day of January, 2005. 
 19 
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 2  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Good 
 3 evening everybody.  My name is 
 4 Harry Szarpanski.  I am the 
 5 Assistant Commissioner with the New 
 6 York City Department of Sanitation, 
 7 Bureau of Long Term Export.  With 
 8 me are Walter Czwartacky and Vaughn 
 9 Arnold also with the Department. 
 10  We also have Susan Raila and 
 11 Dan Harkins with the firm of 
 12 Henningson, Durham & Richardson, 
 13 HDR.  HDR is responsible for the 
 14 preparation of the draft EIS. 
 15  Also with us tonight are 
 16 people from Ecology and 
 17 Environment, they helped us prepare 
 18 for this meeting and other meetings 
 19 that we're having. 
 20  As you may know, in October 
 21 of 2004, the Department of 
 22 Sanitation issued a New York City 
 23 comprehensive solid waste 
 24 management plan for the next 20 
 25 years.  As required, the new SWMP, 
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 3 
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 2 as we refer to it, has been 
 3 submitted as a draft to the City 
 4 Council.  The new SWMP is proposed 
 5 to replace the current SWMP and 
 6 must be approved by the City 
 7 council before it can be submitted 
 8 to the New York State Department of 
 9 Environmental Conservation for 
 10 final approval. 
 11  The new SWMP plans for the 
 12 management of all of the solid 
 13 waste generated in the City over 
 14 the next 20 years and is supported 
 15 by a draft environmental impact 
 16 statement, DEIS on which we will 
 17 take comments this evening. 
 18  My comments tonight will be 
 19 brief.  I will make a short power 
 20 point presentation before the 
 21 public portion of the meeting 
 22 begins.  Copies of my statement and 
 23 the presentation will be available 
 24 at the end of the meeting. 
 25  Because the real focus of 
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 2 this public hearing will be your 
 3 comments, if you plan to make a 
 4 statement for the record, please 
 5 take a moment to fill out a speaker 
 6 sign up sheet and submit it to the 
 7 individuals sitting at the front 
 8 table.  You will be assigned a 
 9 number and I will call your name 
 10 when it is your turn to speak. 
 11  Note that elected officials, 
 12 who may be attending many meetings 
 13 on behalf of their constituents on 
 14 any given night, will have an 
 15 opportunity to speak first. 
 16  We're interested in making a 
 17 complete record of your comments so 
 18 please state your name clearly and 
 19 slowly for the stenographer. 
 20  We usually ask people to 
 21 hold their comments to three 
 22 minutes, but since there are not 
 23 many speakers here, we'll waive 
 24 that three-minute maximum. 
 25  Thank for coming and I'll 
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 2 is also available for review at the 
 3 public repositories.  And we also 
 4 expect that the City Council will 
 5 hold public hearings on the new 
 6 SWMP in January. 
 7  Well, that was the last 
 8 page.  Sorry, we're having 
 9 technical problems. 
 10  The SWMP is organized in 
 11 three broad categories:  It 
 12 addresses recycling, Department of 
 13 Sanitation-managed waste and 
 14 commercial waste. 
 15  With respect to recycling, 
 16 the goals are to hold down the cost 
 17 of recycling and expand barge 
 18 transport of recyclables; meet a 25 
 19 percent recycling goal for the 
 20 Department Curbside Program by 
 21 2007, and also by that same date, 
 22 to meet a 35 percent recycling goal 
 23 for all Department-managed waste. 
 24  The specific initiatives for 
 25 recycling are to enter into a 
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 2 now begin the short power point 
 3 presentation. 
 4  (Showing slides) As I 
 5 mentioned, this is a draft EIS 
 6 hearing and it's on all of the 
 7 converted MTSs.  We're focusing 
 8 here with particular information on 
 9 the North Shore converted MTS. 
 10  It's a public hearing on the 
 11 draft EIS for the comprehensive 
 12 solid waste management plan.  Both 
 13 the SWMP and the DEIS were issued 
 14 by the City Department of 
 15 Sanitation.  The DEIS also supports 
 16 the state solid waste, air and 
 17 marine permits that are required to 
 18 construct and operate the converted 
 19 MTSs. 
 20  The DEIS and SWMP are 
 21 available on the Department's 
 22 website and at four repositories in 
 23 Queens for your review. 
 24  The State permit 
 25 applications for the converted MTS 
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 2 20-year contract for metal, glass 
 3 and plastic processing and 
 4 marketing and for a new recycling 
 5 processing facility at the South 
 6 Brooklyn Marine Terminal; to 
 7 enhance composting and waste 
 8 prevention programs; develop an 
 9 electronics recycling program and 
 10 establish a recycling education and 
 11 recycling acceptance facility at 
 12 the Gansevoort Peninsula or an 
 13 alternative Manhattan site. 
 14  The Gansevoort site is a 
 15 site of a former marine transfer 
 16 station on the West Side of 
 17 Manhattan just below 14th Street. 
 18  In July of 2004, we resumed 
 19 Queens recyclable collection. 
 20 Department of Sanitation trucks 
 21 collecting Queens recyclables, take 
 22 them to our processors at the Long 
 23 Island City Acceptance Facility and 
 24 then to New Jersey.  They will 
 25 eventually be barged to the new 
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 2 facility proposed in Brooklyn.  And 
 3 composting began again in the fall 
 4 of 2004 at Idlewild Park and full 
 5 funding was given to the Queens 
 6 Botanical Garden for composting 
 7 information programs. 
 8  With respect to 
 9 Department-managed waste, our goals 
 10 are to end the use of long-haul 
 11 trucks for waste transport and 
 12 export more waste by barge or rail; 
 13 to stabilize waste export costs; to 
 14 distribute waste transfer 
 15 facilities throughout the City and 
 16 containerize waste to get more 
 17 transport and disposal options. 
 18  The specific elements of the 
 19 long term export program for 
 20 Department-managed waste are, build 
 21 four new marine transfer stations 
 22 at existing MTS sites and those 
 23 include:  The East 91st Street site 
 24 in Manhattan, the North Shore site, 
 25 the Hamilton Avenue and Southwest 
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 2 study how to lessen waste truck 
 3 transport on truck routes through 
 4 residential areas; expand barge and 
 5 rail export of commercial waste 
 6 from Department-contracted transfer 
 7 stations; export some commercial 
 8 waste through the converted marine 
 9 transfer stations and offer the 
 10 59th Street MTS for export of 
 11 commercial waste. 
 12  The DEIS evaluates the 
 13 environmental consequences of sites 
 14 and facilities that are or may be 
 15 part of the proposed action in the 
 16 new SWMP.  Also, it covers 
 17 alternative sites and facilities 
 18 and identifies the things the City 
 19 would do to avoid potential 
 20 significant adverse impacts and 
 21 meet City and State environmental 
 22 review and permit requirements. 
 23  This is just a map showing 
 24 the various wastesheds throughout 
 25 the City; the four marine transfer 
 

 
    Page   11 
 1 
 2 Brooklyn sites in Brooklyn; to use 
 3 private transfer stations for barge 
 4 or rail export of containerized 
 5 waste from the Bronx and from 
 6 Brooklyn and Queens communities 
 7 that were once served by the South 
 8 Bronx and Greenpoint Marine 
 9 Transfer Stations; to complete 
 10 construction of the Staten Island 
 11 Transfer Station and begin export 
 12 of Staten Island waste by rail. 
 13 And to enter into a long term 
 14 contract for the disposal of a 
 15 portion of Manhattan's waste at the 
 16 Essex County Resource Recovery 
 17 Facility in Newark, New Jersey. 
 18  With respect to commercial 
 19 waste, we're looking to limit our 
 20 new or expanded transfer stations 
 21 in communities where they are 
 22 already concentrated; to establish 
 23 new operational regulations to 
 24 reduce noise, odor and dust at 
 25 private waste transfer stations; 
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 2 stations that are proposed to be 
 3 converted and the private facilities 
 4 that we're looking to negotiate 
 5 contracts to export 
 6 Department-managed waste. 
 7  With respect to the North 
 8 Shore converted MTS, for the 
 9 wasteshed formerly served by the 
 10 North Shore MTS, we're looking to 
 11 develop a City-owned converted MTS 
 12 on the same site where waste will be 
 13 placed into containers and exported 
 14 by barge. 
 15  We expect an average daily 
 16 throughput of approximately 2200 
 17 tons per day of Department waste 
 18 and potentially about a thousand 
 19 tons a day of commercial waste. 
 20  Commercial waste would be 
 21 accepted only during the nighttime, 
 22 that's the eight p.m. to eight a.m. 
 23 hours and only putrescible 
 24 commercial waste will be accepted, 
 25 not construction or demolition 
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 2 debris or film material. 
 3  No more than a thousand, 
 4 about a thousand tons of the 
 5 commercial waste would be delivered 
 6 during the nighttime to avoid 
 7 adverse noise impacts.  And there 
 8 will be no significant adverse 
 9 on-site noise, traffic or air 
 10 quality impacts. 
 11  This is a map showing the 
 12 two Queens wastesheds, the one on 
 13 the left side, the dark area is 
 14 going to a facility along the 
 15 Newtown Creek called Review Avenue 
 16 and the North Shore converted MTS 
 17 would handle the area shown in that 
 18 gold. 
 19  This is just a summary of 
 20 what the draft EIS concluded as 
 21 being with respect to specific 
 22 impacts.  With respect to traffic 
 23 there was no significant adverse 
 24 traffic impacts with traffic signal 
 25 changes in place.  With respect to 
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 2 Board Seven will hold meetings and 
 3 a hearing to consider and vote on 
 4 the ULURP application.  The 
 5 converted MTS State Environmental 
 6 Permit application which includes 
 7 solid waste, air and marine, was 
 8 submitted to the State in November 
 9 and the New York State DEC will 
 10 hold a hearing and establish a 
 11 public comment period on the 
 12 converted MTS permit applications 
 13 as part of its permit review 
 14 process. 
 15  This page is just a summary 
 16 of how you can submit comments to 
 17 us.  You can provide them verbally 
 18 tonight, you can fill out a comment 
 19 sheet and leave it with us or 
 20 submit a written statement.  And if 
 21 you want to mail comments to us, we 
 22 ask that they be received by us no 
 23 later than January 24th of '05 and 
 24 they can be sent to my attention or 
 25 to our consultant's address. 
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 2 air quality, no significant on-site 
 3 or off-site impacts were shown. 
 4 With respect to odor, the 
 5 environmental review showed no 
 6 significant adverse odor impacts. 
 7 And with respect to noise, the 
 8 facility would not exceed the noise 
 9 code at the property boundary and 
 10 noise impact mitigation will be 
 11 required for commercial waste 
 12 trucks traveling to the facility 
 13 between one a.m. and five a.m. 
 14  The converted MTSs will 
 15 require State, Federal and local 
 16 permits and approvals.  This MTS as 
 17 well as the other MTSs, are subject 
 18 to the Uniform Land Use Review 
 19 Procedure, ULURP as a site 
 20 selection for a capital project. 
 21  The converted MTS ULURP 
 22 applications were certified by City 
 23 Planning on November 15th and the 
 24 ULURP process is ongoing. 
 25  We expect that Community 
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 2  At this point I will open it 
 3 up to speakers.  And our first 
 4 speaker is Robert LoPinto. 
 5  MR. ROBERT LOPINTO:  Good 
 6 evening Commissioner Szarpanski, my 
 7 name is Robert LoPinto, I chair the 
 8 Environmental Sanitation Committee 
 9 for Community Board Seven.  I'm the 
 10 Chair of the Queens Solid Waste 
 11 Advisory Board; a member of the 
 12 Steering Committee for the 
 13 City-wide Recycling Advisory Board. 
 14  I've been involved in 
 15 helping the City write some of 
 16 their early solid waste management 
 17 plans and involved in reviewing 
 18 them since 1990. 
 19  Thank you for coming to our 
 20 community and I have a few 
 21 comments. 
 22  First one is on recycling. 
 23 And I'd like to see more emphasis 
 24 on waste prevention in the 
 25 recycling part of the solid waste 
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 2 management plan. 
 3  As you know, it is generally 
 4 cheaper to prevent the waste than 
 5 to have to collect it and dispose 
 6 of it, even if you do have a nice 
 7 contract now. 
 8  Second item is on DOS 
 9 facilities in our community board. 
 10 In Queens, there are already a 
 11 number, a few community 
 12 boards that have waterfront access 
 13 and even fewer of those that really 
 14 have industrial waterfront access. 
 15  Our community board being 
 16 one of them, we seem to have a 
 17 number of borough-wide Sanitation 
 18 facilities in our community board. 
 19 Yes, we had the marine transfer 
 20 station here before it was closed 
 21 when Fresh Kills was closed, and 
 22 this is one of the logical places 
 23 to put it since there are not that 
 24 many waterfront accessible 
 25 community boards.  However, we also have, 
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 2 marine transfer station, first is 
 3 the height of the building.  You 
 4 know that we are right across from 
 5 LaGuardia Airport.  The existing 
 6 building is a pretty high building, 
 7 right on the water's edge.  There's 
 8 no building that's going to be even 
 9 that high.  There are concerns 
 10 about the height, not so much from 
 11 what the FAA may allow, but what 
 12 the Port Authority allows. 
 13  We just entered into a new 
 14 lease agreement, the City with the 
 15 Port Authority and the idea is to 
 16 improve the efficiency and use of 
 17 LaGuardia Airport as an economic 
 18 base for Queens; if in fact this 
 19 building will have an impact on 
 20 that, it must be changed. 
 21  Last item is traffic.  Since 
 22 the MTS closed, this area of 
 23 Whitestone/College Point has 
 24 changed drastically.  Development 
 25 has mushroomed.  There is more 
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 2 as I said, other borough-wide and 
 3 some even larger area Sanitation 
 4 facilities in our community board 
 5 and we think that that should be 
 6 considered. 
 7  We also have the garage for 
 8 another community board's 
 9 Sanitation vehicles in our 
 10 community board and this must end. 
 11  One of the things you did 
 12 not mention was where is the waste 
 13 going.  And this is a concern, it's 
 14 nice to have these plans, it's 
 15 really nice that we're 
 16 containerizing this putrescible 
 17 waste, it will obviously leave these 
 18 facilities in a more 
 19 environmentally-friendly manner, 
 20 but we need to know where they're 
 21 going.  And that has to be 
 22 identified before the State 
 23 approves this solid waste 
 24 management plan. 
 25  Specific to the North Shore 
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 2 traffic now than there was four 
 3 years ago.  There are changes being 
 4 made to the Whitestone Expressway, 
 5 to the Grand Central exit at Linden 
 6 Place.  There is increased traffic 
 7 at 20th Avenue which seriously 
 8 impacts the Whitestone Expressway. 
 9 At times, that exit is backed up 
 10 almost to the Linden Place exit. 
 11  The number of trucks that 
 12 will be coming here if you continue 
 13 with your ten to eleven tons per 
 14 truck, which is what Sanitation 
 15 trucks have been averaging, you're 
 16 talking about 210 trucks a day. 
 17 The majority of the Sanitation 
 18 trucks, as I expect, will come 
 19 probably between eight a.m. and 
 20 eight p.m. and so some of them may 
 21 come later, but you're talking 
 22 about as many as 12 to 14 in an hour 
 23 time period for Sanitation trucks, 
 24 you're talking about a considerable 
 25 number of trucks, ten, fifteen 
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 2 trucks at the peak hour. 
 3  Commercial trucks, they're a 
 4 little heavier, some of them 
 5 actually run 25 tons of truck so 
 6 you might only have 40 maybe, 60 of 
 7 those trucks during the nighttime. 
 8 Obviously those that come after 
 9 10:00 when the traffic starts to 
 10 die out, except on a weekend, 
 11 Friday night when the traffic is 
 12 still there because of the movie 
 13 theatre, you are going to have some 
 14 impact. 
 15  One of the concerns we have 
 16 is Linden Place.  The ability for 
 17 the trucks to come to Linden Place, 
 18 make a left under the expressway, 
 19 only room for so many trucks.  Turn 
 20 left again onto the service road 
 21 heading south to get to 31st Avenue 
 22 where they can then head on over to 
 23 the transfer station, is going to 
 24 cause serious problems to that 
 25 area. 
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 2 of my thunder, but let me go back 
 3 into certain points about that. 
 4  There is absolutely no way 
 5 that you will be able to maintain 
 6 the promise that you made under 
 7 the, using the old older disposal 
 8 unit as you will with the new one, 
 9 because of the heavy congestion 
 10 that you're going to get at Linden 
 11 Place. 
 12  During the past five years, 
 13 according to the City DOT, the 
 14 general increase in traffic volume 
 15 has gone up about one-third. 
 16 Fitting four Sanitation trucks 
 17 under the underpass is just about 
 18 the most that you can do.  You may 
 19 get five if you stand one on its 
 20 end.  But I can assure you that 
 21 what you're going to get during the 
 22 morning and evening rush hours is 
 23 not pandemonium, but total 
 24 stillness. 
 25  This would not only block up 
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 2  We understand that the way 
 3 the DEIS works is that if that 
 4 intersection is already a C, D or 
 5 an E, changing it isn't considered 
 6 a major impact.  That's nice on 
 7 paper, but it doesn't work in 
 8 reality. 
 9  People are now sitting there 
 10 sometimes two to three light 
 11 changes, we don't want it to get 
 12 worse, we want it to get better. 
 13  We think that if there's a 
 14 problem there, something has to be 
 15 done for mitigation by this City 
 16 because of this additional truck 
 17 traffic.  Thank you. 
 18  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 19 for your comments. 
 20  Our next speaker is Victor 
 21 Ross. 
 22  MR. VICTOR ROSS:  My name is 
 23 Victor Ross, I'm the Transportation 
 24 Chairman at Community Board Seven. 
 25  Joe LoPinto has stolen some 
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 2 traffic, through the Corporate 
 3 Park, but it also locks up your 
 4 schedule.  The turnaround that they 
 5 have there may or may not be useful 
 6 for you.  You may have to take an 
 7 alternate route.  I'm asking you in 
 8 any event, please avoid using 
 9 College Point Boulevard as a way. 
 10  You may or may not know, the 
 11 City Planning Department has 
 12 already pinpointed portions of 
 13 College Point Boulevard as part of 
 14 the Westwood expansion of Downtown 
 15 Flushing. 
 16  In this area, the Economic 
 17 Develop Corporation has already 
 18 funded and planned expansion of the 
 19 Flushing Bay, they're putting in a 
 20 promenade, a walkway and there are 
 21 plans also for the expansion to 
 22 reach into the Iron Triangle which 
 23 is right across the river. 
 24  Any scintilla of fleet 
 25 movement of Sanitation trucks on 
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 2 College Point Boulevard in Downtown 
 3 Flushing will be highly detrimental 
 4 to the development of this area and 
 5 certainly it would be hazardous to 
 6 the pedestrians that are going to 
 7 be crossing there. 
 8  I believe that putting them 
 9 on 39th, at 41st Avenues, 37th and 
 10 39th, that's where people will be 
 11 able to cross over to the river. 
 12  So if you have studies, 
 13 traffic studies, please review them 
 14 because what you have now is not 
 15 what you had four years ago, I can 
 16 assure of you that. 
 17  The City has already gone 
 18 into and I believe they are going 
 19 in to widen 20th Avenue, which is 
 20 right up the road.  That is already 
 21 exploding.  Linden Place will be 
 22 next. 
 23  The Department of 
 24 Transportation was already talking 
 25 about installing computerized 
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 2 stenographer. 
 3  MS. CRYSTAL FENG:  Crystal. 
 4  Will the truck routes be the 
 5 same as they were before? 
 6  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Well, the 
 7 forum for this hearing is for us to 
 8 accept comments and questions.  We 
 9 answer all questions in writing. 
 10  If you want to wait a few 
 11 minutes once we end this formal 
 12 part of the session, we can give 
 13 you as much information as we have 
 14 here about the truck routes. 
 15  MS. CRYSTAL FENG:  Okay, 
 16 thanks. 
 17  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Is there 
 18 anybody else here who wishes to 
 19 speak? 
 20  If not, thank you all for 
 21 coming.  I urge you to submit any 
 22 comments you still want to submit 
 23 to us in writing by January 24th. 
 24 Thank you. 
 25  (Time noted:  6:47 p.m.) 
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 2 signals in all the College Point 
 3 Corporate Parks arterials, which is 
 4 an indication that they recognize 
 5 the fact that while your facts are 
 6 rosy about being able to 
 7 accommodate a couple of hundred 
 8 Sanitation trucks, actually the 
 9 traffic engineering study shows 
 10 it's not 200, it's 400.  200 coming 
 11 in and 200 going out. 
 12  And then of course, we have 
 13 another albatross of Community 
 14 Board 11 Sanitation trucks that are 
 15 marching though Northern Boulevard 
 16 I suppose.  But the point is, you 
 17 have to take total common sense of 
 18 what this is going to be doing to 
 19 traffic.  Thank you. 
 20  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 21 for your comments. 
 22  Is there anybody else here 
 23 who wishes to speak?  No one? 
 24  Please step up and state 
 25 your name.  State your name for the 
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 6 
 7 I, Marc Russo, a Notary Public 
 8 within and for the State of New York, 
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 13 related to any of the parties to this 
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 2  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Good 
 3 evening everybody.  My name is 
 4 Harry Szarpanski.  I'm Assistant 
 5 Commissioner of Long Term Export at 
 6 the Department of Sanitation. 
 7  With me tonight are Sarah 
 8 Dolinar and Walter Czwartacky of 
 9 the Department.  Also we have Dan 
 10 Harkins, Susan Raila and Alan Cohen 
 11 of Henningson, Durham & Richardson, 
 12 HDR.  HDR is the firm responsible 
 13 for conducting the environmental 
 14 impact statement for this project 
 15 and that's the subject of our 
 16 meeting tonight. 
 17  We also have representatives 
 18 from Ecology and Environment, they’re 
 19 the people who helped us set up 
 20 this meeting. 
 21  As you may know, in October 
 22 of 2004, the Department issued a 
 23 New York City comprehensive solid 
 24 waste management plan for the next 
 25 20 years.  As required, the new 
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 2 SWMP, as we refer to it, has been 
 3 submitted as a draft to the City 
 4 Council. 
 5  The new SWMP is proposed to 
 6 replace the current SWMP and must 
 7 be approved by the Council before 
 8 it can be submitted to the New York 
 9 State Department of Environmental 
 10 Conservation for final 
 11 approval. 
 12  The new SWMP plans for the 
 13 management of all of the solid 
 14 waste generated in the City over 
 15 the next 20 years and is supported 
 16 by a draft environmental impact 
 17 statement, or draft EIS on which we 
 18 will take comments this evening. 
 19  My comments tonight will be 
 20 brief.  I will make a short power 
 21 point presentation before the 
 22 public portion of the meeting 
 23 begins.  Copies of my statement and 
 24 presentation will be available at 
 25 the end of the meeting. 
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 2  And Should you require the 
 3 assistance of a Spanish 
 4 interpreter, please let the 
 5 individuals at the front table 
 6 know. 
 7  Because the real focus of 
 8 this public hearing will be your 
 9 comments, if you plan to make a 
 10 statement for the record, please 
 11 take a moment to fill out a speaker 
 12 sign up sheet and submit it to the 
 13 individuals sitting at the front 
 14 table.  You will be assigned a 
 15 number and I will call your name 
 16 when it is your turn to speak. 
 17  Note that elected officials, 
 18 who may be attending many meetings 
 19 on behalf of their constituents on 
 20 any given night, will have an 
 21 opportunity to speak first. 
 22  We're interested in making a 
 23 complete record of your comments, 
 24 so please state your name clearly 
 25 and slowly for the stenographer. 
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 2 components included in the SWMP. 
 3 It covers recycling, it covers 
 4 Department of Sanitation-managed 
 5 waste and commercial waste. 
 6  With respect to recycling, 
 7 the goals are to hold down the cost 
 8 of recycling and expand barge 
 9 transport of recyclables; to meet a 
 10 25 percent goal for the DSNY 
 11 Curbside Program by 2007 and by 
 12 that same date, meet a 35 percent 
 13 recycling goal for all 
 14 Department-managed waste. 
 15  The specific initiatives for 
 16 recycling are:  To enter into a 
 17 20-year contract for metal, glass 
 18 and glass and plastic processing 
 19 and marketing and for a new 
 20 recycling processing facility at 
 21 the South Brooklyn Marine Terminal; 
 22 to enhance composting and waste 
 23 reduction programs; develop an 
 24 electronics recycling program and 
 25 establish a recycling education 
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 2  So that we can hear everyone 
 3 who wants to speak, I typically 
 4 hold people's comments to three 
 5 minutes, but I think we will allow 
 6 people to speak a little longer 
 7 tonight, it doesn't look like 
 8 there's a lot of speakers here. 
 9  Thank you for coming and 
 10 I'll now begin my short power point 
 11 presentation. 
 12  (Showing slides) This is a 
 13 public hearing on the City's draft 
 14 environmental impact statement for 
 15 the solid waste management plan. 
 16  Both the SWMP and the DEIS 
 17 were issued by the Department and 
 18 can be found on our website.  It's 
 19 also available at public 
 20 repositories in the Bronx and in 
 21 other boroughs. 
 22  The City Council also 
 23 intends to hold public hearings on 
 24 the SWMP, probably in January. 
 25  There are three basic 
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 2 center and acceptance facility at 
 3 the Gansevoort Peninsula or at an 
 4 alternative site in Manhattan. 
 5  The Gansevoort site is a 
 6 site where we once operated a 
 7 marine transfer station and it's 
 8 just below 14th Street on the West 
 9 Side. 
 10  With respect to Bronx 
 11 recycling, in July of 2004, we 
 12 restarted the weekly Bronx 
 13 recycling collection.  The 
 14 Department trucks collect Bronx 
 15 recyclables and right now take them 
 16 to our processors in the Bronx 
 17 acceptance facility where they are 
 18 shipped to Brooklyn.  Eventually 
 19 they will be barged to the new -- 
 20 sorry, right now they're shipped to 
 21 New Jersey, eventually they will be 
 22 barged to the new Brooklyn 
 23 facility. 
 24  Also, composting began again 
 25 in the fall of 2004 at Ferry Point 
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 2 Park and Soundview Park.  We also 
 3 restored full funding to the New 
 4 York Botanical Gardens in the Bronx 
 5 for composting information 
 6 programs. 
 7  With respect to 
 8 Department-managed waste, our goals 
 9 are to end the use of long-haul 
 10 trucks for waste transport and 
 11 export more waste by barge or rail; 
 12 to stabilize waste transport costs; 
 13 distribute the waste transfer 
 14 facilities throughout the City and 
 15 containerize waste to get more 
 16 transport disposal options. 
 17  The specific elements of the 
 18 long-term export program are:  Use 
 19 of private transfer stations for 
 20 barge or rail export of 
 21 containerized waste on the Bronx 
 22 and from the Brooklyn and Queens 
 23 communities that we're once served 
 24 by Greenpoint and the South Bronx 
 25 marine transfer stations. 
 

 
    Page  12 
 1 
 2  With respect to commercial 
 3 waste, limit new or expanded 
 4 transfer stations in communities 
 5 where they are already 
 6 concentrated; establish new 
 7 operational regulations to reduce 
 8 noise, odor and dust at private 
 9 waste transfer stations; study how 
 10 to lessen waste truck transport on 
 11 truck routes through residential 
 12 areas; expand barge and rail export 
 13 of commercial waste through 
 14 DSNY-contracted transfer stations; 
 15 export some commercial waste 
 16 through the converted marine 
 17 transfer stations and offer the 
 18 59th Street Marine Transfer Station 
 19 in Manhattan for export of 
 20 commercial waste. 
 21  The draft EIS evaluates the 
 22 environmental consequences of sites 
 23 and facilities that are, or may be, 
 24 part of a proposed action.  It also 
 25 looked at sites and facilities as 
 

 
    Page  11 
 1 
 2  The complete construction of 
 3 the Staten Island Transfer Station 
 4 and begin export of Staten Island 
 5 waste by rail; enter into a 
 6 long-term contract for disposal of 
 7 a portion of the Manhattan waste at 
 8 the Essex County Resource and 
 9 Recovery Facility in Newark, New 
 10 Jersey. 
 11  THE AUDIENCE:  That's an 
 12 incinerator everybody, who doesn't 
 13 know what that means. 
 14  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 15 for the clarification. 
 16  And build four new marine 
 17 transfer stations at existing 
 18 sites.  Those sites include the 
 19 East 91st Street in Manhattan, the 
 20 North Shore site in Queens, 
 21 Hamilton Avenue and the Southwest 
 22 Brooklyn site in Brooklyn and we 
 23 are not planning to rebuild the 
 24 Hunt's Point Marine Transfer 
 25 Station in the Bronx. 
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 2 alternatives.  It identified the 
 3 things the City would do to avoid 
 4 potential significant adverse 
 5 impacts and it also meets the City 
 6 and State environmental review 
 7 requirements. 
 8  This is just a map showing 
 9 the various wastesheds and the 
 10 facilities that are going to have 
 11 to be served by them. 
 12  In the dark it shows the two 
 13 private facilities that we plan to 
 14 negotiate with.  And it also shows 
 15 private facilities in Brooklyn and 
 16 Queens and the former marine 
 17 transfer stations in the other 
 18 boroughs and the Staten Island 
 19 transfer station in Staten Island. 
 20  With respect to the Bronx 
 21 specifically, we're looking to 
 22 enter into a long term contract 
 23 with one or both private facilities 
 24 for export of barge -- for export 
 25 of Bronx waste by rail. 
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 2  We've got the Allied Waste 
 3 Service facility at 920 East 132nd 
 4 Street.  For that facility, there's 
 5 no expansion of the existing 
 6 permits.  The facility proposes to 
 7 truck containers to the nearby 
 8 Oak Point Rail Yard which is 
 9 located at Oak Point Avenue and Barry 
 10 Street. 
 11  For the Waste Management 
 12 Facility at the Harlem River Yards, 
 13 there's no expansion required and 
 14 rail exists on the site. 
 15  The advantages of this plan 
 16 are that both facilities are 
 17 already operational and receiving 
 18 all Bronx residential waste. 
 19  If a portion of the 
 20 Department-managed waste continues 
 21 to go to both facilities, then all 
 22 waste going to both facilities will 
 23 be exported by rail. 
 24  This is just a map of the 
 25 Bronx showing the location of the 
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 2 environmental review showed no 
 3 significant adverse impacts and the 
 4 DSNY truck traffic showed no 
 5 significant off-site air, noise or 
 6 traffic impacts. 
 7  The various ways that you 
 8 can provide us with your comments 
 9 are, you can speak tonight or you 
 10 can fill out a comment sheet or 
 11 submit a written statement.  And if 
 12 you choose to mail it in to us at 
 13 my address or our consultant's 
 14 address, please do so no later than 
 15 January 24th. 
 16  Thank you and I will now 
 17 open it up to the speakers. 
 18  Our first speaker is Paula 
 19 Caplan representing the Bronx 
 20 Borough President. 
 21  MS. LURIA CAPLAN:  Good 
 22 evening, my name is Paula Luria 
 23 Caplan and I'm speaking on behalf 
 24 of Bronx Borough President Adolfo 
 25 Carrion. 
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 2 transfers stations in the Oak Point 
 3 Yard. 
 4  With respect to the 
 5 environmental review that was 
 6 conducted for the East 132nd Street 
 7 facility, traffic and air quality 
 8 found no significant traffic 
 9 impacts with track signal changes 
 10 in place; no significant off-site 
 11 impact for mobile air quality. 
 12  The evaluation included the 
 13 trucking of containers and return 
 14 the empties between the East 132nd 
 15 Street site and the Oak Point Rail 
 16 Yard. 
 17  Odor and noise, the 
 18 environmental review showed no 
 19 significant odor impacts.  The Oak 
 20 Point Rail Yard is permitted to 
 21 receive waste in sealed containers 
 22 and an off-site noise analysis 
 23 showed no significant impacts. 
 24  With respect to the Harlem 
 25 Yard Transfer Station, the 
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 2  "This solid waste management 
 3 plan for a containerized water and 
 4 rail-based export strategy based on 
 5 the City's marine transfer system, 
 6 emphasizing borough 
 7 self-sufficiency, is a positive step 
 8 forward.  I congratulate Mayor 
 9 Bloomberg and the Department of 
 10 Sanitation for their extensive 
 11 effort. 
 12  I applaud the following 
 13 features:  Appropriately 
 14 recognizing that the Bronx Marine 
 15 Transfer Station should not be 
 16 reopened. 
 17  Acknowledging the need to 
 18 equitably distribute responsibility 
 19 for both commercial and 
 20 sanitation-managed waste among the 
 21 borough.  A Manhattan transfer 
 22 option should help to redress the 
 23 imbalance among boroughs. 
 24  Allowing and encouraging 
 25 private carters to deliver 
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 2 commercial waste to the four 
 3 converted marine transfer stations, 
 4 thereby combining the residential 
 5 and commercial streams in a 
 6 comprehensive system. 
 7  Entering a 20-year recycling 
 8 contract with Hugo Neu Corporation 
 9 to develop a metal, glass and 
 10 plastic processing facility which 
 11 will export processed materials by 
 12 barge. 
 13  Recently enacting siting 
 14 rules for commercial waste transfer 
 15 stations and proposing operational 
 16 regulations to reduce emissions. 
 17  My concerns about the DEIS 
 18 and by extension, the solid waste 
 19 management plan, concern omissions 
 20 and underestimating of 
 21 environmental impacts as follows: 
 22  One, while I agree that the 
 23 Harlem River Yard and the 132nd 
 24 Street site are preferred locations 
 25 for a Bronx transfer station, the 
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 2 particulate matter at 132nd Street. 
 3  In the American Marine Rail 
 4 case, an Administrative Law Judge 
 5 rejected PM10 as an inadequate 
 6 measure to capture small particulates 
 7 that cause respiratory problems, in 
 8 favor of the finer PM 2.5 screen. 
 9 Given the high level of asthma in 
 10 the South Bronx, the highest 
 11 monitoring standards should be 
 12 applied. 
 13  Two, while the draft solid 
 14 waste management plan does not 
 15 include a barge-to-rail operation 
 16 in the Bronx, the DEIS includes 
 17 that option.  Bringing containers 
 18 of waste from other boroughs to the 
 19 Harlem River Yard would contradict 
 20 the plan's fair share objectives 
 21 and would not be acceptable to me 
 22 or to my constituents. 
 23  We already endure odor and 
 24 vermin while rail cars gather in 
 25 the Harlem River and Oak Point 
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 2 DEIS inadequately analyzes these 
 3 properties. 
 4  The DEIS declines to fully 
 5 evaluate the environmental impacts 
 6 of export strategies for either 
 7 site because these facilities 
 8 received negative declarations 
 9 in previous reviews. 
 10  I fundamentally object to 
 11 any claim that a waste station in 
 12 an urban location has no adverse 
 13 environment effects.  It is just 
 14 disingenuous to claim that a 
 15 facility handling thousands of tons 
 16 of putrescible garbage has no 
 17 impacts.  Few uses in New York City 
 18 are more noxious.  An EIS must 
 19 identify those impacts in order to 
 20 offer mitigation strategies. 
 21  The DEIS contains 
 22 insufficient information for a 
 23 comparative assessment between the 
 24 Harlem River Yard and 132nd Street. 
 25 If does not analyze the 2.5 micron 
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 2 Yards awaiting assemblage of a 
 3 train. 
 4  Three, the plan fails to 
 5 identify the disposal sites, a 
 6 crucial element for plan 
 7 feasibility.  Absence of a disposal 
 8 plan renders the plan highly 
 9 speculative. 
 10  Fourth, I commend the City's 
 11 aim to achieve an ambitious 25 
 12 percent recycling rate through its 
 13 Curbside Program by 2007 and 70 
 14 percent recycling rate for the 
 15 combined residential and commercial 
 16 waste stream by 2015.  But the plan 
 17 does not show how that goal will be 
 18 attained.  Assuming that 
 19 construction and demolition debris 
 20 and fill material constitute a 
 21 large share of the 70 percent, 
 22 facilities that handle them must be 
 23 addressed. 
 24  Accomplishing the 70 percent 
 25 goal will also require a serious 
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 2 composting program for food waste. 
 3  Five, the plan barely 
 4 mentions waste prevention.  A waste 
 5 reduction strategy is essential to 
 6 the ultimate success of a waste 
 7 management plan. 
 8  Six, the DEIS undervalues 
 9 the correlation between diesel 
 10 fumes and asthma.  Fine particulate 
 11 matter and diesel emissions is a 
 12 proven cause of asthma, lung cancer 
 13 and heart disease.  Long idling at 
 14 traffic lights and odors from waste 
 15 haulers exacerbates diesel impacts. 
 16  The South Bronx endures an 
 17 extremely high rate of asthma and 
 18 the highest pediatric 
 19 hospitalization rate in the City. 
 20 Its children suffer from asthma at 
 21 a rate more of more than double the 
 22 national average. 
 23  A 22 percent reduction in 
 24 traffic volume was accompanied by a 
 25 41 percent reduction in acute 
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 2 otherwise. 
 3  In addition, Randalls 
 4 Island, which is undergoing a major 
 5 overhaul to become a premier public 
 6 recreation area, lies a stone's 
 7 throw across the Bronx Kill from 
 8 the Harlem River Yard.  Impacts on 
 9 both Port Morris and Randalls 
 10 Island must be addressed 
 11 and corrected. 
 12  Eight, while I welcome the 
 13 plan to not open the South Bronx 
 14 MTS, I object to the assertions in the 
 15 analysis.  The DEIS remarks that a 
 16 converted South Bronx MTS would be 
 17 compatible with its industrial 
 18 surroundings and not be expected to 
 19 have a significant adverse impact 
 20 on residents who are on the 
 21 adjacent Hunts Point Market uses 
 22 related to air quality or odor. 
 23 These statements ignore the impact 
 24 of truck traffic on local streets 
 25 and diesel and garbage fumes. 
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 2 asthma when Downtown Atlanta 
 3 streets were closed to traffic 
 4 during the Olympics. 
 5  Seven, the DEIS fails to 
 6 analyze the impact on the proposed 
 7 mixed use, residential and 
 8 industrial districts adjacent to 
 9 the Harlem River Yard.  It 
 10 inaccurately states that 
 11 development related to rezoning in 
 12 Port Morris is projected to occur 
 13 by 2014 at the earliest, while in 
 14 fact 2014 is the year by which the 
 15 City Planning Department projects 
 16 full build-out. 
 17  The expanded Port Morris 
 18 mixed use district abuts the Waste 
 19 Management facility.  Mitigation 
 20 measures and vigilant regulation of 
 21 waste operations in the Harlem 
 22 River Yard are essential.  Yet the 
 23 DEIS denies impacts beyond the 
 24 property's borders.  Port Morris 
 25 residents and workers can attest 
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 2  Prior to the MTS closing in 
 3 June 1996, rodents attracted by the 
 4 waste posed a major Sanitation 
 5 problem for the food market.  Since 
 6 the MTS closing, the rodent 
 7 population has decreased markedly. 
 8  I must set the record 
 9 straight:  Garbage handling is not a 
 10 compatible use adjacent to a major 
 11 food center. 
 12  The DEIS further states that 
 13 under the no-build scenario, the 
 14 site would remain Sanitation 
 15 Department property and the 
 16 existing MTS would remain standing. 
 17 This contradicts the Hunts Point 
 18 Vision Plan recently completed by a 
 19 task force formed by Mayor 
 20 Bloomberg and me. 
 21  Furthermore, within the 
 22 dynamic of a constantly-changing 
 23 City, one cannot assume that an 
 24 abandoned City facility will remain 
 25 unused. 
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 2  In conclusion, I applaud the 
 3 overall policies and concepts in 
 4 the draft solid waste management 
 5 plan, but I find serious 
 6 inadequacies in the environmental 
 7 review.  My ultimate support for 
 8 the plan will depend on the actual 
 9 site or sites selected for the 
 10 export of Bronx waste in relation 
 11 to the Citywide system." 
 12  Thank you. 
 13  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 14 for your comments. 
 15  Our next speaker is George 
 16 Torres representing Council Member 
 17 Jose Serrano. 
 18  MR. TORRES:  Hello, my is 
 19 George Torres, I'm here 
 20 representing Council Member, the 
 21 office of Council Member Jose 
 22 Serrano.  And I think I'll reserve 
 23 most of my comments with the fact 
 24 that there will be a Council 
 25 Hearing for the Councilman to make 
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 2 Allied site. 
 3  For the Harlem River Rail 
 4 yard I think it's a little easier 
 5 just to do truck-to-rail in that 
 6 facility. 
 7  I mean, we must take into 
 8 consideration the impact that just, 
 9 as the Borough President stated, 
 10 the negative impacts that would go 
 11 in there. 
 12  And then the final thing 
 13 for, to my comment would be there 
 14 was talk, I guess you guys could 
 15 answer this, developing an 
 16 intermodal facility, should the 
 17 other waste transfer station go to 
 18 plan, not to develop fully the 
 19 Harlem River Rail Yard and maybe 
 20 you can speak to that. 
 21  Is that a reality or is that 
 22 something that you guys are not 
 23 planning on doing?  And that's 
 24 basically just if you could answer 
 25 that. 
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 2 statements. 
 3  But there was some concern 
 4 over the vagueness of the plan for 
 5 the SWMP and I think that some of 
 6 the things that will lead to a more 
 7 smoother meeting tonight would be 
 8 if you guys could speak on the plan 
 9 in terms of basically almost 
 10 everything, where the garbage ends 
 11 up, the rules for selecting of the 
 12 contractor, or if there's going to 
 13 be an RFP in terms of which site 
 14 will get the garbage, whether it's 
 15 Allied or the Harlem River Rail 
 16 Yard. 
 17  I think in our professional 
 18 opinion that not both facilities 
 19 should receive, but there should be 
 20 only one.  And I would go even 
 21 further and say that while both 
 22 sites served are preferred, the 
 23 Harlem River Rail Yard or the 
 24 Allied site, you would need to do 
 25 truck-to-truck-to-rail for the 
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 2  MR. SZARPANSKI:  As you may 
 3 know, the forum for this meeting is 
 4 to receive comments from you.  We 
 5 will answer all of the questions 
 6 you have in writing. 
 7  MR. GEORGE TORRES:  Okay, 
 8 then that's it.  And then we'll, I 
 9 guess we'll submit more detailed 
 10 questions. 
 11  And at what point will you 
 12 respond?  You will respond to 
 13 people individually or as a group 
 14 or? 
 15  MR. SZARPANSKI:  No, just as 
 16 we commented and responded to 
 17 comments for the draft scoping 
 18 documents, we will publish both on 
 19 CD form and it will be on our web 
 20 page where we'll provide our full 
 21 responses. 
 22  MR. GEORGE TORRES.  Okay. 
 23  MR. SZARPANSKI: Thank you 
 24 for your comments. 
 25  Our next speaker is Mary 
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 2 Feinberg. 
 3  MS. MARY FEINBERG:  Hi, I'm 
 4 speaking tonight for my colleague 
 5 Carlos Alicea who actually prepared 
 6 this but wasn't feeling too well so 
 7 he asked me to fill in for him. 
 8  I'm going, these are sort of 
 9 general comments, we have technical 
 10 comments on the way which we will 
 11 be submitting to you further.  And 
 12 I have a couple of comments that 
 13 are sort of based on the 
 14 presentation that you made that I 
 15 want to add to it that are sort of 
 16 nontext. 
 17  The New York city waste 
 18 management plan as proposed by the 
 19 Department of Sanitation is based 
 20 on a wrong underlying principle of 
 21 exporting garbage. 
 22  This principle of exporting 
 23 garbage is misguided because it 
 24 will impose environmental burdens 
 25 in communities where the landfills 
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 2 expansion, you know, within the 
 3 last year and a very substantial 
 4 permit expansion.  So it's a little 
 5 disingenuous to say that this is not going 
 6 to require a permit expansion when 
 7 in fact you just expanded the 
 8 permit to sort of make room for all 
 9 of this. 
 10  This will be bring 
 11 environmental consequences for the 
 12 communities targeted to host the 
 13 waste transfer stations for the 
 14 next 20 years.  Instead of 
 15 envisioning a program that will use 
 16 as a guiding principal zero 
 17 generation of waste, this 
 18 administration in collusion with 
 19 the waste industry, has put forward 
 20 a plan that is more of the same, 
 21 securing garbage for 
 22 Waste Management and other 
 23 incinerator companies. 
 24  One of the easy ways to make 
 25 business, no risk involved, profits 
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 2 are located to receive New York 
 3 City waste. 
 4  Historically it has been 
 5 demonstrated that such communities 
 6 are also poor communities and 
 7 communities with populations that 
 8 are nonwhite. 
 9  Exporting garbage will only 
 10 delay this administration's dealing 
 11 with the environmental impacts of 
 12 an unsustainable economy based on 
 13 consumerism and throwing out waste. 
 14 However, this exporting waste model 
 15 makes a lot of sense for waste 
 16 companies. 
 17  This plan basically will 
 18 provide waste companies an area of 
 19 expansion for their business 
 20 activities.  This will bring, and I 
 21 just want to state parenthetically 
 22 here that although you said that 
 23 there's going to be no permit 
 24 expansion in your presentation, in 
 25 fact there was a just a permit 
 

 
    Page  33 
 1 
 2 guaranteed for the next 20 years. 
 3 If it is hard today to get the City 
 4 to implement modest waste, modest 
 5 zero waste and re-use and recycling 
 6 programs, can you imagine how hard 
 7 it will be to do this when the plan 
 8 is approved.  No way the waste 
 9 industrial will allow the supply of 
 10 waste to be lowered, because that 
 11 will mean less profits. 
 12  What we do not understand in 
 13 the South Bronx is this idea of not 
 14 dealing with the root of the 
 15 problem of garbage in New York 
 16 City. 
 17  First is the excessive 
 18 production of waste, the real lack 
 19 of institutional support for a zero 
 20 waste program and reuse and 
 21 recycling program in New York City. 
 22  Prominent lip service is 
 23 given to these buzz words. 
 24 However, after reading this 
 25 proposed plan, it's the same old 
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 2 story, let's rely on exporting our 
 3 waste to other places paid with 
 4 money and make Waste Management and 
 5 other private haulers of waste 
 6 companies rich.  Then they have the 
 7 nerve to call it sustainable. 
 8  Not only is exporting 
 9 garbage the wrong principle for 
 10 designing a waste management plan, 
 11 but this plan that claims to 
 12 achieve equality is flawed. 
 13  And I want to sort of 
 14 interject here that in sort of the 
 15 last minute looking at this plan, 
 16 although the idea of this plan is 
 17 that quote, each borough will 
 18 handle its own waste and supposedly 
 19 that promotes equality, in fact, 
 20 the plan then talks about a second 
 21 step which is sort like a staging 
 22 area, this stuff can actually go on 
 23 to rail and the South Bronx 
 24 transfer stations are mentioned as 
 25 a likely possibility for that to 
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 2 pollution." 
 3  Incineration has been proved 
 4 to be an unwise and very 
 5 unhealthily environmental strategy 
 6 to dispose of waste.  Incineration 
 7 produces some of the most dangerous 
 8 chemicals on earth, chemicals that 
 9 can cause cancer, birth defects, 
 10 learning problems and asthma. 
 11  Some of us in this room 
 12 spent eight years to stop the medical 
 13 waste incinerator in this 
 14 community.  How could we in good 
 15 conscience live with our garbage 
 16 going to another poor, polluted 
 17 community to be burned there, we 
 18 can't. 
 19  Following the strategy that 
 20 began in the Guliani 
 21 Administration, the Department of 
 22 Sanitation and the Bloomberg 
 23 Administration are basically 
 24 extending their privatization 
 25 mantra to one of the most lucrative 
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 2 happen.  So that whereas, garbage 
 3 may be collected, may be barged out 
 4 of the MTS in Queens, it's then 
 5 going end up barged by our marine 
 6 plant, it's going to end up barged 
 7 to someplace like the Harlem Rail 
 8 Yard to be put on rail and then 
 9 sent out. 
 10  So in fact we are going to 
 11 be receiving quote, more than our 
 12 fair share, unquote. 
 13  The plan also proposes to 
 14 send New York City garbage to an 
 15 incinerator in Newark, one of the 
 16 most poor communities in New 
 17 Jersey. 
 18  Additionally, as a community 
 19 activist in Newark told me at a 
 20 meeting where we discussed a 
 21 proposal of sending garbage to that 
 22 incinerator, she stated, "We are 
 23 going to receive the pollution in 
 24 solid form and you in New York will 
 25 receive it back in the form the air 
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 2 sectors, the waste industry. 
 3  The DOS and this 
 4 administration seek to protect the 
 5 goose that lays the golden egg by 
 6 proposing a 20-year plan that will 
 7 guarantee a lot of money to private 
 8 corporations for disposing of the 
 9 waste generated by the City, not to 
 10 mention lobbied money to the 
 11 politicians they support. 
 12  The point here of For A 
 13 Better Bronx, is that this plan 
 14 basically gives control of the 
 15 garbage industry to Waste 
 16 Management, Inc. 
 17  Although many community 
 18 groups have labeled this plan a 
 19 victory and a step forward, we 
 20 respectfully disagree with our 
 21 friends and collaborators that have 
 22 this opinion.  For a Better Bronx 
 23 cannot support a waste management 
 24 plan that does not attack the root 
 25 of the problem of waste in New York 
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 2 city. 
 3  For a Better Bronx cannot 
 4 claim this plan is a victory, 
 5 because clearly other poor and 
 6 nonwhite depressed communities are 
 7 going to bear the environmental 
 8 impacts of the garbage export of 
 9 New York. 
 10  For a Better Bronx cannot 
 11 support a plan that is proposing to 
 12 increase the burden of three and 
 13 four transfer stations in 
 14 communities that already suffer a 
 15 lot of pollution and are poor 
 16 communities and communities of 
 17 nonwhite human beings. 
 18  For a Better Bronx cannot 
 19 support a plan that does not 
 20 mention a cohesive plan for zero 
 21 waste reduction like New York 
 22 City -- like New York City did in 
 23 its bid proposal for the Olympic 
 24 Games. 
 25  For a Better Bronx cannot 
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 2 no direct rail access right now at 
 3 Allied is because Waste Management 
 4 cut a piece of track so that Allied 
 5 couldn't -- couldn't access the 
 6 rail.  That piece of track is very 
 7 easily relaid, you know, if there 
 8 was the political will to do so. 
 9  We affirm our commitment to 
 10 defend our overburdened community 
 11 against the waste facility that 
 12 operates in the South Bronx and our 
 13 commitment to take Waste Management 
 14 out of our neighborhood. 
 15  We reaffirm our right to use 
 16 whatever means necessary to fight 
 17 against this ill-conceived waste 
 18 management plan. 
 19  We reaffirm that this plan 
 20 that claims justice because each 
 21 borough will handle its own garbage 
 22 is not in fact just, because of the 
 23 locations of the waste transfer 
 24 stations are almost all in 
 25 low-income communities of color. 
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 2 support plans that offer a book of 
 3 proposals to open a waste transfer 
 4 station in the very community where 
 5 the Mayor and the President of the 
 6 City Council live. 
 7  For a Better Bronx cannot 
 8 support a plan that 
 9 legitimizes the privatization of 
 10 waste in New York City. 
 11  Waste Management which will 
 12 begin the control of the waste 
 13 business in the City is a company 
 14 that has had a history of abuse and 
 15 discrimination within our community 
 16 in Mott Haven and abuse and 
 17 discrimination against its workers, 
 18 exposing them to dangerous working 
 19 conditions and paying lower 
 20 salaries in our communities when 
 21 compared with workers in 
 22 communities that are white. 
 23  I also just want to add in a 
 24 comment on what Mr. Torres said 
 25 before, that the reason why there's 
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 2 This is not environmental justice. 
 3  We reaffirm that the plan is 
 4 based on bogus propositions like 
 5 the one that locates the only 
 6 transfer station located in a rich 
 7 white neighborhood right next to 
 8 where Mayor Bloomberg and the City 
 9 Council Speaker Gifford Miller 
 10 lives which is across the street 
 11 from the new fancy high-income 
 12 housing project that's just being 
 13 developed.  Do you really think 
 14 this waste transfer station will 
 15 ever really open and where will 
 16 that garbage end up? 
 17  We reaffirm that this plan 
 18 is ill-conceived because there is 
 19 no plan here to start reducing the 
 20 garbage as many other cities have 
 21 done.  Equal distribution of 
 22 garbage is not environmental 
 23 justice, zero waste is 
 24 environmental justice. 
 25  We reaffirm our support for 
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 2 this plan is a legitimization of a 
 3 political strategy that undermines 
 4 the struggle to end environmental 
 5 justice because our garbage will be 
 6 leaving New York City, going to 
 7 poor communities to be landfilled 
 8 at our cities and to Newark to be 
 9 burned in a very poor polluted 
 10 neighborhood right across the 
 11 River, it's like 12 miles away from 
 12 New York City, ten miles away as 
 13 the pollution flies. 
 14  Is our garbage is being 
 15 dumped in incinerators in other 
 16 communities environmental justice? 
 17  We reaffirm that this plan 
 18 is unacceptable because the garbage 
 19 in the Waste Management transfer 
 20 station stinks.  Many of us in this 
 21 community have to close our windows 
 22 in the summer when it got really 
 23 bad.  Like, we can't emphasize this 
 24 enough and to support what Paula 
 25 Caplan said on behalf of the 
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 2  Privatization of New York 
 3 City garbage with the worse waste 
 4 company in the New York and the 
 5 number one worst waste company in 
 6 the world, is not environmental 
 7 justice. 
 8  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 9 for comments. 
 10  Our next speaker is Harry 
 11 Bubbins. 
 12  MR. HARRY BUBBINS:  Thanks a 
 13 lot for having this again. 
 14  So I wanted to say it's 
 15 true, it's kind of -- we're 
 16 skeptical of the commitment DSNY 
 17 has given the facts that were 
 18 mentioned earlier that there was a 
 19 significant increase in permit 
 20 expansion allowed.  And we've 
 21 recently, regardless of the company 
 22 involved, you could of at least 
 23 mandated a full environmental 
 24 impact statement and that was not 
 25 done.  So I meet this with 
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 2 Borough President, there's clearly 
 3 a problem shipping waste out of 
 4 that yard.  The stuff here had been 
 5 mishandled and not properly 
 6 protected there or there's 
 7 insufficient rail as we all know, 
 8 we have insufficient freight rail out 
 9 of the City and out of that yard. 
 10 And stuff backs up there.  And this 
 11 plan will only add to that problem. 
 12 And we do not see this DEIS 
 13 addressing the problem of actually 
 14 getting the stuff moved out in a 
 15 timely fashion. 
 16  Now the Department of 
 17 Sanitation has given Waste 
 18 Management the largest waste 
 19 corporation in the world, a present 
 20 for its bad behavior.  A long term 
 21 contract for the garbage facility 
 22 here in the South Bronx and an 
 23 increase in its monopoly on the 
 24 garbage business in New York for 
 25 the next 20 years. 
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 2 skepticism, it's that this is a 
 3 certain process and maybe then 
 4 there would have been studies done 
 5 about those effects with a full 
 6 study, but that didn't occur 
 7 unfortunately. 
 8  I want to zero in as well, I 
 9 think one of the principles of 
 10 borough self-sufficiency in 
 11 Community Board 1 is getting all 
 12 the garbage in the Bronx and that's 
 13 rather unfair and there should be a 
 14 program of mitigating factors and 
 15 benefits for the community. 
 16  It's mentioned on page 13 of 
 17 your executive summary in fact that 
 18 one of the goals is to create new 
 19 jobs on the Brooklyn economic 
 20 development of the waterfront, 
 21 Brooklyn waterfront.  So it's 
 22 within your task to do that kind of 
 23 development throughout the City. 
 24 Now, I'm sure that's the case with 
 25 the recycling plant that there's 
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 2 going to be a number of satellite 
 3 and peripheral benefits coming from 
 4 that so that should be similarly 
 5 included in the Bronx, especially 
 6 Community Board 1 given the fact 
 7 that we're handling all of the 
 8 borough's waste. 
 9  The mention of the Green 
 10 Berger Advisory Council, that 
 11 should be implemented immediately 
 12 even as this whole plan is being 
 13 fully considered so that there's a 
 14 local neighborhood advisory council 
 15 that is probably be good in 
 16 monitoring the Government as well 
 17 as the private companies’ 
 18 fulfillment of this plan and in 
 19 general their operations in 
 20 general.  And then it will move on 
 21 to develop trucks and mobile 
 22 distribution and these important 
 23 issues. 
 24  Also a 
 25 bridge and rail dialogue should be 
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 2 resources to have recreational 
 3 opportunities. 
 4  Parallel to that, the City 
 5 Department of Planning has 
 6 mentioned by the Borough 
 7 President's Office, has identified 
 8 two locations, one of them adjacent 
 9 to the Waste Management property 
 10 that are priority concerns for the 
 11 rezoning of Port Morris.  So again 
 12 the Bloomberg Administration can be 
 13 having more cooperation through the 
 14 city agencies to bring that to 
 15 fruition and allow Community Board 
 16 1 to get waterfront parks. 
 17  And as I said, the zoning 
 18 plan I think there's two of 
 19 numerous sites as a priority. 
 20  It's great tonight, the 
 21 first three transfer stations need 
 22 to be open on the Upper East Side 
 23 so hopefully that will really 
 24 happen.  As was mentioned, some 
 25 people are skeptical that that's 
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 2 included as the Borough President 
 3 mentioned, it's a very important 
 4 facility and you 
 5 can't get to it pretty much because 
 6 of the garbage and the rail.  So 
 7 the Mayor should work to make that 
 8 part of this comprehensive plan. 
 9 And that would do well and much to 
 10 expand the South Bronx marine way 
 11 which the city DEC is already 
 12 working on with local community 
 13 leaders. 
 14  It's great that the 
 15 composting program be enhanced and 
 16 hopefully that will continue. 
 17  Also regarding waterfront 
 18 development, the two companies, Allied Waste 
 19 and Waste Management presently 
 20 occupy pretty much the entire 
 21 waterfront.  There's also open 
 22 space that's not used by the new 
 23 facility, and hopefully DSNY can 
 24 help pressure those companies to 
 25 provide community access and 
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 2 even going to happen. 
 3  Regarding waste reduction, 
 4 there should be, as I mentioned 
 5 earlier, as in other countries, 
 6 there's a law mandating that waste 
 7 be left at the source.  For 
 8 example, department stores and 
 9 handling packaging, and therefore 
 10 they handle the cost of removing 
 11 that, therefore they pressure 
 12 companies to make less packaging. 
 13 So that's something that the City 
 14 Council can do or agencies or the 
 15 Mayor could bring forward to the 
 16 City Council and ask for a local 
 17 leader to take up that. 
 18  The waste-free tax revenues 
 19 to reduce waste, the City pretty 
 20 much subsidizes a lot of businesses 
 21 especially these free papers that 
 22 are given out nowadays, they're 
 23 pretty much thrown immediately into 
 24 the garbage and that's millions and 
 25 millions of paper every year and 
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 2 it's a lot of extra work that the 
 3 Sanitation Department is doing at 
 4 no cost for these businesses that 
 5 provide metal and plastic and the 
 6 newspapers are just one example. 
 7  McDonald's, all these 
 8 restaurants and everything, people 
 9 go and buy food, they get a hundred 
 10 napkins with their bags and those 
 11 are all thrown immediately to be 
 12 picked up by your personnel.  So 
 13 that should be addressed somehow. 
 14  And finally you mentioned 
 15 that biofuel study, I wonder how 
 16 well a study because other cities 
 17 are converting their entire garbage 
 18 fleets to biodiesel.  For example, 
 19 Tacoma and Olympia, Washington have 
 20 their entire garbage fleets run on 
 21 biodiesel so hopefully that will 
 22 become more of a strategy to reduce 
 23 pollution as people's main concern 
 24 today, the emissions from idling 
 25 trucks that line up and that would 
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 2 today.  But unfortunately the 
 3 community you are putting this 
 4 garbage in are communities of 
 5 color. 
 6  I have not seen any other 
 7 person come and testify in this 
 8 hearings and say they are in 
 9 communities who are not of low 
 10 income. 
 11  I've seen it, I've lived it 
 12 everyday and it's unfair to our 
 13 community, our children and our 
 14 senior citizens and everything else 
 15 that we have in addition. 
 16  We have listened to this 
 17 everyday.  Do we know we are going 
 18 to get it, no, because many of 
 19 these politicians and other people 
 20 who serve our community, don't 
 21 really care.  And it's unfair to 
 22 stand here and seeing a lot of 
 23 people say, yeah, we're going to do 
 24 this, we're going to do that, we're 
 25 going to try to eliminate the waste 
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 2 reduce the emissions, and probably 
 3 with the purchasing power of New 
 4 York City would reduce cost as 
 5 well. 
 6  So thank you very much for 
 7 the opportunity today. 
 8  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 9 for your comments. 
 10  Our next speaker is Silkia 
 11 Martinez. 
 12  MS. SILKIA MARTINEZ:  I'm 
 13 here on behalf of the many 
 14 asthmatics and asthmatic children, 
 15 my daughter fortunately is not 
 16 asthmatic. 
 17  Asthma plays an impact.  Did 
 18 you realize how many children in 
 19 the South Bronx have asthma?  And 
 20 how many others you are going to be 
 21 effecting trying to so called under 
 22 quotations, solve the waste issue? 
 23 I'm an asthmatic but thank God not 
 24 I'm not a chronic asthmatic because 
 25 I wouldn't been here speaking 
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 2 but what about these trucks?  The 
 3 emissions of these trucks only 
 4 weigh down on people mother's, our 
 5 children lung's, they kill people 
 6 with asthma every year. 
 7  People don't realize that 
 8 this is not only a garbage issue, 
 9 it's a health issue, it's a smell 
 10 issue, it's a borough issue. 
 11  People say that the Hunts 
 12 Point shouldn't be opened, but 
 13 unfortunately I live in Hunt's 
 14 Point and if I couldn't care less 
 15 about what was going in there 
 16 before.  So I don't know what's the 
 17 whole issue we're saying that they 
 18 shouldn't open it because there's a 
 19 market there and there's three 
 20 transfer stations directly in that 
 21 same neighborhood where the market 
 22 is at. 
 23  So how am I going to be so 
 24 little for when I see myself or 
 25 what my neighborhood looks like. 
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 2 That's what I want to know, why 
 3 people try to tell people in other 
 4 communities, no mentality.  We're 
 5 not people because we don't have 
 6 the greedy amount of people Uptown 
 7 for low income who might not have 
 8 high working rate, but we're people 
 9 who actually know what it is and to 
 10 say it stinks in Hunts Point and 
 11 it's not fair.  It's not fair to 
 12 me, it's not fair to them, it's not 
 13 fair to anyone who knows me in this 
 14 room to say I live in Hunts Point 
 15 and there's so many, 15 different 
 16 stations. 
 17  None of you have bothered to 
 18 get up on your two feet, get on 
 19 that six bus and look at the whole 
 20 perimeter of that neighborhood. 
 21  That's my upsetness and my 
 22 and my anger because I have to 
 23 stand every time when these 
 24 meetings come along to say that I'm 
 25 an asthmatic and I'm fortunate to 
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 2 strategies.  The SWMP must make any 
 3 new system, including the converted 
 4 marine transfer station and the 
 5 private marine or rail-based 
 6 alternative, conditional on the closure of 
 7 significant number of the private 
 8 land-based transfer stations 
 9 currently in operation in our 
 10 neighborhood.  And I also believe 
 11 that you have to look further into 
 12 the environment, the fact -- the 
 13 fact is that the harm that it does 
 14 environmentally.  Because it has to 
 15 be absurd that they say that it has 
 16 no type of harm. 
 17  I mean, we have one of the 
 18 highest asthma rates in the South 
 19 Bronx.  We have trucks, we have the 
 20 smell of garbage.  I mean, it's 
 21 unfair for someone to come -- that 
 22 someone that doesn't live around 
 23 here could come and say it's not 
 24 harmful to us.  But we live here, 
 25 we breathe it and we suffer from it 
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 2 fight for what I want.  And I don't 
 3 want to see any more garbage pushed 
 4 into my community. 
 5  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 6  Our next speaker is Marta 
 7 Rodriguez. 
 8  MS. MARTA RODRIGUEZ:  Good 
 9 evening, I'm Marta Rodriguez and 
 10 I'm representing Sustainable South 
 11 Bronx, but I'm also a resident of 
 12 Hunts Point. 
 13  We support the opening of 
 14 the marine transfer station and 
 15 private marine or rail-based 
 16 alternatives because we need a fair 
 17 alternative to the permit 
 18 application system which 
 19 overburdens our neighborhoods and 
 20 other low-income neighborhoods of 
 21 color. 
 22  Our support of the solid 
 23 waste management plan is 
 24 conditioned upon the fact that this 
 25 SWMP will be of two or more 
 

 
    Page  57 
 1 
 2 so I think that it should be part 
 3 of the plan. 
 4  Thank you. 
 5  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 6  Our next speaker is Elena 
 7 Conte. 
 8  MS. ELENA CONTE:  Hi, good 
 9 evening.  My name is Elena Conte 
 10 and I'll be giving comments on 
 11 Sustainable South Bronx in addition 
 12 to the comments that Marta already 
 13 put forth. 
 14  Tonight's meeting especially 
 15 we know is on the environmental 
 16 impacts of the city solid waste 
 17 management plan.  And the bottom 
 18 line is that a Sustainable South 
 19 Bronx wants to emphasize is that 
 20 the real way that the South Bronx 
 21 will be protected and the people of 
 22 New York served is through the 
 23 aggressive pursuit of zero waste, 
 24 an initiative that requires 
 25 planning and economic support for 
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 2 waste prevention, reuse and 
 3 sustainable economic development. 
 4  And while we believe that 
 5 great commitment to the goal of 
 6 zero waste and more planning can 
 7 help bring it to reality in 20 
 8 years.  And the details that we 
 9 need to be filled in on that will 
 10 come out at the SWMP hearings. 
 11  We also want to speak about 
 12 the term reality.  As you heard, 
 13 we support opening of the 
 14 marine transfer stations and 
 15 private marine and/or rail-based 
 16 alternatives, because we believe 
 17 that it can be an equitable 
 18 alternative to the current system 
 19 which overburdens our neighborhood 
 20 and other low-income communities of 
 21 color, but that doesn't mean that 
 22 it will be.  And the way that 
 23 things are laid our in the current 
 24 plan, leaves a lot of questions in 
 25 our minds. 
 

 
    Page  60 
 1 
 2 allows some components to be 
 3 implemented on a faster timetable 
 4 and avoid City investment in new 
 5 capital products, projects, excuse 
 6 me. 
 7  Of higher concern than 
 8 avoiding City investment and other 
 9 types of expediency, however, are 
 10 the reduction of excess capacity, 
 11 the closure the land-based 
 12 stations and the strict adherence to 
 13 the principal of borough 
 14 self-sufficiency and relying on 
 15 that existing capacity is not an 
 16 acceptable way to try to implement 
 17 the basic principles. 
 18  So in spite of the historic 
 19 and current burden that the South 
 20 Bronx has had to bear, it's willing 
 21 to accept the garbage that it 
 22 creates provided that the standards 
 23 of operation of the facilities 
 24 charged with handling this waste, 
 25 are dramatically improved to truly 
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 2  The bottom lines which must 
 3 be adhered to despite any 
 4 circumstances are:  Borough 
 5 self-sufficiency, the closure of 
 6 the land-based stations and the 
 7 reduction of excess permit 
 8 capacities in the Bronx. 
 9  Currently, the Bronx 
 10 generates an average of about 3600 
 11 tons per day of the residential and 
 12 commercial putrescible waste 
 13 combined.  While the 3600 number 
 14 varies, the total Bronx putrescible 
 15 capacity needs to be reduced to a 
 16 maximum of 4,000 tons per day. 
 17  The current DEIS and SWMP, 
 18 while these principles don't do 
 19 enough to ensure that the necessary 
 20 changes will take place. 
 21  Page 11 of the draft SWMP 
 22 says that among the long term 
 23 export programs major advantage is, 
 24 is that the quote, use of existing 
 25 private transfer stations capacity 
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 2 ensure the safety and well being of 
 3 the surrounding neighborhoods.  The 
 4 safety and well being of the 
 5 neighborhoods includes that of the 
 6 workers at the facilities who 
 7 deserve being given prevailing 
 8 wages, uncompromised safety 
 9 protocols and other basic rights. 
 10  Furthermore, these 
 11 facilities should be required to 
 12 make significant contributions to 
 13 the neighborhoods to make sure they 
 14 receive meaningful benefits for 
 15 housing these facilities. 
 16  We expect that the City 
 17 should include this as a 
 18 requirement for all stations with 
 19 which it enters into any kind of a 
 20 contract. 
 21  Furthermore, notices should 
 22 not be made without the people of 
 23 the neighborhood.  To ensure you 
 24 meet the bottom line, a plan for 
 25 closing the private land-based 
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 2 transfer stations should be 
 3 considered at the same time as the 
 4 plan for opening the MTSs and the 
 5 alternatives in this SWMP DEIS. 
 6  The City should commit to a 
 7 plan that includes a community 
 8 advisory group and a timeline of 
 9 milestones to develop and implement 
 10 the redistribution of waste 
 11 capacity for communities with the 
 12 largest number of land-based 
 13 transfer stations as is proposed in 
 14 the draft SWMP. 
 15  It's only after the details 
 16 in that plan so this redistribution 
 17 plan has been worked out to the 
 18 satisfaction of that community 
 19 group, that the City should enter 
 20 into -- that's a really bad word -- 
 21 should enter into a contract with 
 22 the private company for 
 23 DSNY-managed South Bronx waste. 
 24  To protect the neighborhood 
 25 for long term capacity, only one 
 

 
    Page  64 
 1 
 2 facility in the Harlem River Yard, 
 3 okay. 
 4  Sustainable South Bronx is 
 5 opposed to the creation of a 
 6 facility that will allow the Bronx 
 7 to receive containerized garbage 
 8 from other boroughs to be railed 
 9 though their neighborhood.  The 
 10 current documents would allow for 
 11 this facility to receive 
 12 containerized garbage from East 
 13 91st Street, the North Shore 
 14 converted MTS, and West 59th 
 15 Street. 
 16  Not only is this proposal a 
 17 transparent violation of borough 
 18 self-sufficiency, I mean, why 
 19 bother to keep this facility if 
 20 you're going to bring it right back 
 21 up here, that's not right anymore. 
 22  The DEIS's assertion for the 
 23 creation of such a facility is not 
 24 subject to any kind of additional 
 25 environmental review?  That's 
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 2 company should get that contract 
 3 for DSNY-collected waste.  But 
 4 after that will be considered, 
 5 after we flush out the plan, the 
 6 community input on that group of 
 7 how we're going to redistribute all 
 8 that excess capacity. 
 9  So that gives you some of 
 10 the general principles.  I really 
 11 want to highlight just a couple of 
 12 key points, although I'll get much 
 13 more into it in the written 
 14 comments. 
 15  But that the current 
 16 analysis represented by this DEIS 
 17 does not go nearly far enough to 
 18 address, it doesn't really do the 
 19 job that it even claims to let out. 
 20  So the first point that has 
 21 to be raised is it hasn't been 
 22 presented to us or discussed at any 
 23 public hearings thus far or any of 
 24 our other conversations with the 
 25 City, is this proposed intermodal 
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 2 disastrous and it really 
 3 exemplifies the worst attempts to 
 4 sneak in other polluters and it's 
 5 overburdening without any community 
 6 input.  I mean, that, you know, 
 7 I've been reading all this stuff 
 8 for months, I have to say I've been 
 9 following it with my entire group 
 10 from the point of the Sustainable 
 11 South Bronx and all the documents, 
 12 and I come upon the proposal to 
 13 open this facility and I'm 
 14 thinking, how is it possible that I 
 15 have never heard about this and 
 16 I've never heard anything of this 
 17 discussed anywhere, it's 
 18 unbelievable. 
 19  So the way that it currently 
 20 works is that the plan would allow 
 21 the responders to the City's 
 22 argument and the City to make this 
 23 decision in a back room.  I want to 
 24 be very clear, an intermodal 
 25 facility in the Bronx getting 
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 2 garbage from outside the borough is 
 3 completely unacceptable. 
 4  The second point related to 
 5 the DEIS refers to the insufficient 
 6 gathering of analysis that the 
 7 current DEIS offers and that's 
 8 really an understatement. 
 9  The DEIS makes references to 
 10 previous studies done in '94 and 
 11 done in '97, 2000 but it doesn't 
 12 provide an analysis of the impacts 
 13 that the existing system has on the 
 14 community.  And a refusal to do 
 15 this slightly shows the willingness 
 16 to perpetuate the environmental 
 17 injustices by depending on the sort 
 18 of studies that we know has been 
 19 proven over and over again has 
 20 discriminated against the people of 
 21 the neighborhood. 
 22  In particular, none of these 
 23 historical studies have examined 
 24 off-site impacts.  This omission is 
 25 what created the current situation 
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 2 essentially trying to conclude that 
 3 air quality is only going to be 
 4 affected at one intersection at 
 5 East 138th Street and Bruckner and 
 6 that, you know, it's not going to 
 7 be of significance. 
 8  So essentially the DEIS 
 9 concludes that by changing the 
 10 traffic signals, this is its big 
 11 recommendation for the whole 
 12 impact, that if you change the 
 13 traffic signals at 138th and 
 14 Bruckner Boulevard, the 
 15 environmental impact of the waste 
 16 from the entire borough of the 
 17 Bronx is going to be mitigated.  I 
 18 mean, that in and of itself is a 
 19 conclusion is unbelievable that 
 20 that's what you're putting out 
 21 there as what the impact is going 
 22 to be.  It's really insulting to 
 23 the realities that people are 
 24 living with. 
 25  So clearly, we need more 
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 2 and there is no analysis in this 
 3 DEIS of what the perpetuation of 
 4 the current situation will be. 
 5 You're calling it the future 
 6 no-build alternative, but you're 
 7 also calling it okay by refusing to 
 8 do a full analysis of what's really 
 9 going on here right now, that's a 
 10 major leap in logic, since we know 
 11 that Bronx's air quality is, you 
 12 know, has received a grade of F 
 13 from the American Lung Association, 
 14 and high asthma rates so on and so 
 15 forth. 
 16  So the DEIS doesn't provide 
 17 any new information with regard to 
 18 the waste management site.  With 
 19 regard to the East 132nd Street 
 20 site, the operation that the 
 21 proposed Oak Point Intermodal site 
 22 are also being exempt from review. 
 23  The new truck traffic up the 
 24 Bruckner and all the way down Barry 
 25 Street are not analyzed.  And it's 
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 2 controls that need to be installed 
 3 in our existing facilities, 
 4 whatever facility get that 
 5 contract, I'm going to include 
 6 those in the written comments. 
 7  Just two more quick points. 
 8 Well, with one other point.  Just 
 9 that the environmental impacts of 
 10 the transfer station siting 
 11 regulations and the transfer 
 12 station operational regulations, 
 13 should also be being assessed as 
 14 part of the environmental review of 
 15 the SWMP.  It's absent from the 
 16 analysis that you provided and it 
 17 is inappropriate for DSNY to 
 18 separate a set number of 
 19 regulations governing a private 
 20 land-based state waste transfer 
 21 system from the delivery process of 
 22 the overall SWMP. 
 23  That's enough for now.  See 
 24 the rest in writing, thank you. 
 25  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
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 2  Our next speaker is Sharon 
 3 Joslyn. 
 4  MS. SHARON JOSLN:  Good 
 5 evening, my name is Sharon Joslyn, 
 6 I've been a resident of the South 
 7 Bronx since 1980 and I work at 
 8 St. Luke's Church on 138th Street. 
 9  We do a lot of work in the 
 10 community, we're always active, 
 11 trying to improve the quality of 
 12 the life.  We're very rarely 
 13 approached or informed of anything 
 14 that is happening in the community 
 15 and we do resent that. 
 16  The South Bronx is 
 17 affectionately referred to 
 18 sometimes as the Downtown Bronx, 
 19 but some of us from the work that 
 20 we've been doing, we're beginning 
 21 to call it the Dumptown Bronx. 
 22 Because every time a facility has 
 23 to find a place for its location, 
 24 it comes to the South Bronx. 
 25  And I remember when DNY 
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 2 to see something done with that, 
 3 make life better for people and not 
 4 burden our people.  Thank you. 
 5  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 6  Our next speaker is Timothy 
 7 Logan. 
 8  MR. TIMOTHY LOGAN:  Hi, 
 9 Timothy Logan, on here speaking on 
 10 behalf of the Consumer Policy 
 11 Institute of Consumers Union 
 12 (holding computer.) 
 13  I think part of the problem 
 14 is we look at what you've done for 
 15 this DEIS, come to the fact that 
 16 it's you, Mr. Szarpanski that's 
 17 running it and you're Assistant 
 18 Commissioner of Long Term Export. 
 19 That means that the entire 
 20 Department has failed in looking at 
 21 what they were doing when they were 
 22 doing their comprehensive solid 
 23 waste management plan.  Because if 
 24 they were being comprehensive, as 
 25 put out here in a letter by the 
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 2 auxiliary came and it was in the 
 3 paper, it's there because nobody 
 4 lives there.  And you're saying 
 5 there's no significant impacts on 
 6 the environment.  Well, our 
 7 population is part of the 
 8 environment and we're suffering 
 9 with asthma, with health problems. 
 10 We're trying to work, we're trying 
 11 to get our kids to schools.  And we 
 12 think that means that we are 
 13 insignificant. 
 14  What we want is, in a 
 15 capital city of the world, New York 
 16 City, that there be more creative 
 17 management of waste and we know 
 18 that is possible.  Whereas, other 
 19 people have said that there be a 
 20 just a way of dealing with waste 
 21 and I know we can do it. 
 22  We would like to see quality 
 23 of life considered.  Look at our 
 24 beautiful waterfront here that we 
 25 have no access to.  We would like 
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 2 Commissioner, which I will read to 
 3 you.  This is an excerpt, "In 
 4 addition to continuing programs 
 5 designed to reduce, re-use, prevent 
 6 and recycle and compost solid 
 7 waste, a key component of the 
 8 proposed new SWMP is the 
 9 development of the state-of-the-art 
 10 MTSs." 
 11  That was a letter from 
 12 Commissioner Doherty to elected 
 13 officials of involved agencies and 
 14 interested parties on the New York 
 15 City new comprehensive SWMP CEQRA 
 16 and CEQR notice of determination on 
 17 May 3rd, 2004. 
 18  You notice it say says, a 
 19 key component is the marine 
 20 transfer station, not the whole 
 21 damn thing.  I think it's somewhat 
 22 clear on that case. 
 23  The idea here, the 
 24 comprehensive solid management plan 
 25 according state legislation 
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 2 requires it, is that we're 
 3 implementing regulations for the 
 4 City to produce a 20-year 
 5 comprehensive plans which covers 
 6 all aspects of the current and 
 7 future solid waste management 
 8 including alternatives to disposal, 
 9 waste prevention, reuse, recycling 
 10 and composting, while 
 11 simultaneously evaluating the 
 12 facilities needed for long term 
 13 export. 
 14  A comprehensive solid waste 
 15 management plan should contain many 
 16 other sections that thoroughly 
 17 cover at least diversion strategies 
 18 as well as the detailed steps and 
 19 necessary infrastructure to the 
 20 City's proposals for the next 20 
 21 years.  Instead, this request of a 
 22 plan for the next few years to 
 23 reconstruct facilities that are 
 24 needed only to enable long term 
 25 export. 
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 2 plan, hundreds of ideas of how 
 3 we're going to reach this 70 
 4 percent diversion by 2015, which is 
 5 laudable.  Nor have they 
 6 particularly looked at the commercial 
 7 waste structure to designate how 
 8 they're going to get to this 35 
 9 percent diversion rate of DSNY and 
 10 commercial waste by 2007. 
 11  Those figures are simply 
 12 inexcusable.  Thank you. 
 13  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 14  Our next speaker Yolanda 
 15 Gonzalez. 
 16  MR. TIMOTHY LOGAN:  She 
 17 asked me to step up here and give 
 18 her comments so I'll read them from 
 19 my seat. 
 20  I was also asked by the 
 21 President of the Bronx SWAB to 
 22 deliver these comments.  They will 
 23 in fact be delivering written 
 24 materials in time for your January 
 25 24th deadline I believe it is. 
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 2  The 20-year solid waste 
 3 management plan can and should 
 4 comprehensively deal with waste 
 5 diversion options. 
 6  The notice of determination 
 7 should not tell us one thing as 
 8 quoted in the letter and then fail 
 9 to have any chapters devoted to 
 10 waste diversion strategies. 
 11  The DEIS almost entirely 
 12 fails to deal with waste diversion 
 13 strategies with certainly a noted 
 14 exception of the Hugo Neu facility 
 15 and a few minor other points. 
 16  I think it's been said by 
 17 almost every person who came here 
 18 tonight and it was mentioned in 
 19 your SWMP, that this solid waste 
 20 management plan considers zero 
 21 waste but then you kind of 
 22 dismissed it and I think that's a 
 23 significant failure because, as you 
 24 take a look at what was done, they 
 25 haven't particularly come up with a 
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 2  The Bronx SWAB supports, so 
 3 this is on behalf of the Bronx 
 4 SWAB. 
 5  The Bronx SWAB supports the 
 6 closing of the South Bronx MTS and 
 7 the move to export waste from the 
 8 City by barge or rail as opposed to 
 9 the trucks. 
 10  The SWAB would like to 
 11 provide comments on whether the 
 12 City should pursue one of two 
 13 designated Bronx sites other than 
 14 the Harlem River Yards and the 
 15 Allied 132nd Street Facility. 
 16 However, there is no information 
 17 provided that would enable our 
 18 analysis of the comparative 
 19 environmental impacts of the sites. 
 20  The Bronx SWAB is concerned 
 21 to see the mention of the Harlem 
 22 River Yards as a potential barge-to 
 23 rail-transfer station for other 
 24 boroughs' waste.  We oppose such a 
 25 move because utilizing this 
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 2 facility would increase the waste 
 3 disposal burden on the Bronx, 
 4 overburdening an already taxed rail 
 5 line. 
 6  The SWAB supports the export 
 7 a Manhattan's commercial waste to a 
 8 transfer station in that borough to 
 9 reduce the impact of commercial 
 10 waste transfer on our neighborhoods 
 11 in the Bronx. 
 12  The SWAB supports the Hunts 
 13 Point Market Composting Project and 
 14 urges the City to move more 
 15 expeditiously than the timeframe 
 16 laid out in the plan. 
 17  The SWAB strongly supports 
 18 the goal of 70 percent diversion by 
 19 2015 which is consistent with the 
 20 SWAB goal of zero waste by 2024; 
 21 however, the plan provides no 
 22 detail on how that goal will be 
 23 achieved. 
 24  It is necessary to build 
 25 more recycling infrastructure to 
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 2 dedicated to commercial waste 
 3 prevention and recycling programs. 
 4  The plan should include an 
 5 investigation of commercial waste 
 6 franchising.  However, any 
 7 franchising scheme must exempt 
 8 recyclables to provide maximum 
 9 competition in recycling markets. 
 10  The plans states that the 
 11 City supports Federal legislation 
 12 to establish extended producer 
 13 responsibility for electronic 
 14 waste.  While this a positive 
 15 statement, the City should be 
 16 pursuing local EPR legislation. 
 17  And if you care to find us 
 18 on the Net at production.org and 
 19 www.cleanfreshnetwork. 
 20  The plan should include the 
 21 City support for expanding the 
 22 State's Bottle Bill as a means for 
 23 increasing the recycling beverage 
 24 containers.  Plastic packaging is 
 25 clearly a problem that must be 
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 2 achieve the 70 percent recovery 
 3 goal.  The Bronx SWAB strongly 
 4 suggests that the City develop 
 5 capacity in each borough through 
 6 borough-based recycling industrial 
 7 parks. 
 8  The SWAB supports the 
 9 reinstatement of the Botanical 
 10 Gardens Composting Program. 
 11 However, greater attention to 
 12 composting food waste is critical 
 13 to achieving aggressive diversion 
 14 goals. 
 15  The commercial waste section 
 16 of the plan does not pay any 
 17 attention to waste prevention or 
 18 recycling.  The City will not be 
 19 able to meet a goal of 70 percent 
 20 reduction without addressing the 
 21 commercial and construction and 
 22 demolition and debris streams. 
 23  The plan states an intention 
 24 to increase transfer station fees; 
 25 those increased revenues should be 
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 2 addressed through policy means. 
 3  The Bronx SWAB encourages 
 4 the City to implement programs and 
 5 policies to control plastic waste 
 6 and eventually prohibit the use of 
 7 plastics that are not recyclable in 
 8 the City's program. 
 9  While it is wise for the 
 10 City to seek alternative 
 11 technologies to manage its waste, 
 12 many of the technologies proposed 
 13 for study are black box approaches 
 14 or new versions of incineration. 
 15  Anaerobic digestion should 
 16 be pursued immediately and 
 17 aggressively because it would 
 18 enable the organic food waste 
 19 stream to be recovered as a 
 20 valuable compost and could generate 
 21 energy as well. 
 22  Thank you. 
 23  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 24 for your comments. 
 25  Is there anybody else who 
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 2 signed up to speak and wasn't 
 3 called?  Any other speakers? 
 4  If not, I thank you for 
 5 coming and I urge you to get any 
 6 comments you have in writing to us 
 7 by January 24th.  Thank you. 
 8  Copies of my presentation 
 9 will be available at the end of the 
 10 discussion. 
 11  (Time noted 7:33 p.m.) 
 12 
 13 
 14 
 15 
 16 
 17 
 18 
 19 
 20 
 21 
 22 
 23 
 24 
 25 
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 3 STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
 4   : ss. 
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 6 
 7 I, Marc Russo, a Notary Public 
 8 within and for the State of New York, 
 9 do hereby certify that the within is a 
 10 true and accurate transcript of the 
 11 proceedings taken on December 6, 2004. 
 12 I further certify that I am not related 
 13 to any of the parties to this action by 
 14 blood or marriage and that I am in no 
 15 way interested in the outcome of this 
 16 matter. 
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 22 
 23 
 24 
 25 
 

 

 



 
02:001578_HD047_06 
Review Avenue Hearing_transcript.doc-3/4/2005 

 

    Page   1 

 1 

 2 

 3  THE NEW SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 4  DEIS PUBLIC HEARING 

 5  FOR THE QUEENS ALTERNATIVE 

 6  TO THE PROPOSED GREENPOINT CONVERTED 

 7  MARINE TRANSFER STATION 

 8  HELD AT: 33-31 39th Street 

 9  Sunnyside, New York 

 10  December 8, 2004, 6:21 p.m. 

 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

 20 Reported by: 

 21 MARC RUSSO 

 22 Job#: 167213 

 23 

 24 

 25 



 

 
    Page   2 
 1 
 2 A p p e a r a n c e s: 
 3 
 4 HARRY SZARPANKSI, P.E., Assistant Commis-
sioner, 
 5 DEPARTMENT OF SANITATION, 44 Beaver Street, 
12th 
 6 floor, New York, New York 10004 
 7 
 8 WALTER CZWARTACKY, DEPARTMENT OF SANITATION 
 9 
 10 SARAH DOLINAR, DEPARTMENT OF SANITATION 
 11 
 12 ALSO PRESENT: JORGE FREIRE, HOWARD FREIRE, 
 13 Spanish interpreters 
 14 
 15 
 16 
 17 
 18 
 19 
 20 
 21 
 22 
 23 
 24 
 25 
 

 
    Page   4 
 1 
 2  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Good 
 3 evening everyone.  My name is Harry 
 4 Szarpanski.  I'm the Assistant 
 5 Commissioner for Long Term Export 
 6 at the Department of Sanitation. 
 7  With me tonight are Sarah 
 8 Dolinar and Walter Czwartacky of 
 9 the Department.  Also with us, we 
 10 have Susan Raila and Dan Harkins of 
 11 the firm of Henningson, Durham & 
 12 Richardson, HDR.  HDR is the firm 
 13 that is responsible for conducting 
 14 the environmental impact statement 
 15 for this project and it's the EIS 
 16 that we're here to talk about 
 17 tonight. 
 18  As you may know, in October 
 19 of 2004, the Department of 
 20 Sanitation issued a New York City 
 21 Comprehensive Solid Waste 
 22 Management Plan for the next 20 
 23 years.  As required, the new SWMP, 
 24 as we refer to it, has been 
 25 submitted as a draft to the City 
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 2 PUBLIC SPEAKERS: PAGE: 
 3 
 4 Jerel Klue 16 
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 6 Joseph Ruzalski 24 
 7 Dorothy Morehead 27 
 8 Don McCallian 32 
 9 Gertrude McDonald 35 
 10 
 11 
 12 
 13 
 14 
 15 
 16 
 17 
 18 
 19 
 20 
 21 
 22 
 23 
 24 
 25 
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 2 Council. 
 3  The new SWMP is proposed to 
 4 replace the current SWMP and must 
 5 be approved by the City Council 
 6 before it can be submitted to the 
 7 New York State Department of 
 8 Environmental Conservation for 
 9 final approval. 
 10  The new SWMP plans for the 
 11 management of all of the solid 
 12 waste generated in the City over 
 13 the next 20 years and is supported 
 14 by a draft environmental impact 
 15 statement, or EIS, on which we will 
 16 take comments this evening. 
 17  My comments tonight will be 
 18 brief.  I will make a short power 
 19 point presentation before the 
 20 public portion of the meeting 
 21 begins.  Copies of my statement and 
 22 presentation will be available at 
 23 the end of the meeting. 
 24  Should you require the 
 25 assistance of a Spanish 
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 2 interpreter, please let the 
 3 individuals at the front table 
 4 know. 
 5  Because the real focus of 
 6 this public hearing will be your 
 7 comments, if you plan to make a 
 8 statement for the record, please 
 9 take a moment to fill out the 
 10 speaker sign up sheet and submit it 
 11 to the individuals at the front 
 12 table.  You will be assigned a 
 13 number and I will call your name 
 14 when it is your turn to speak. 
 15  Note that elected officials, 
 16 who may be attending other meetings 
 17 on behalf of their constituents on 
 18 any given night, will have the 
 19 opportunity to speak first. 
 20  We're interested to make a 
 21 complete record of your comments so 
 22 please state your name clearly and 
 23 slowly for the stenographer. 
 24  So that everyone here who 
 25 wants to speak, can speak, we 
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 2  The City Council also is 
 3 planning to hold hearings on the 
 4 new SWMP in January or February. 
 5  There are three broad 
 6 categories in the SWMP.  The first 
 7 one is recycling.  Then the SWMP 
 8 addresses Department of Sanitation 
 9 managed waste and the commercial 
 10 waste. 
 11  With respect to recycling, 
 12 our goals are to hold down the cost 
 13 of recycling and expand barge 
 14 transport of recyclables.  Our 
 15 other goal is to meet a 25 percent 
 16 recycling goal for the Department 
 17 Curbside Program by 2007 and by 
 18 that same date, meet a 35 percent 
 19 recycling goal for all 
 20 Department-managed waste. 
 21  The specific initiatives on 
 22 recycling include entering into a 
 23 20-year contract for metal, glass 
 24 and plastic processing and 
 25 marketing, and for a new recycling 
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 2 normally ask people to limit their 
 3 statements to three minutes, but 
 4 seeing that there are not a lot of 
 5 speakers, we'll dispense with that 
 6 time frame. 
 7  If you do not wish to speak 
 8 but would like to provide us with 
 9 written comments, please complete a 
 10 comment card that we've provided 
 11 for your use. 
 12  Thank you for coming and 
 13 I'll now begin my short power point 
 14 presentation. 
 15  (Showing slides) As I 
 16 mentioned, this is a public hearing 
 17 on the City's DEIS for the draft 
 18 comprehensive solid waste 
 19 management plan.  Both the SWMP 
 20 itself and the DEIS were issued by 
 21 the City Department of Sanitation 
 22 and are available on our website as 
 23 listed there.  There are also four 
 24 public repositories in Queens where 
 25 you can view these documents. 
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 2 processing facility at the South 
 3 Brooklyn Marine Terminal.  The 
 4 company we're looking to contract 
 5 with is called Hugo Neu. 
 6  Enhance composting and waste 
 7 prevention programs are part of the 
 8 initiative; developing an 
 9 electronics recycling program and 
 10 establishing a recycling education 
 11 center and recycling acceptance 
 12 facility at the Gansevoort 
 13 Peninsula in Manhattan or an 
 14 alternate site in that borough. 
 15 And the site that we're looking at 
 16 at Gansevoort is a site that used 
 17 to be a marine transfer station 
 18 that the Department ran.  It's just 
 19 below 14th Street on the West Side. 
 20  Specifically with respect to 
 21 Queens recycling, in July of 2004, 
 22 weekly recycling collection started 
 23 again.  Department of Sanitation 
 24 trucks collecting recyclables will 
 25 take them to the Long Island City 
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 2 acceptance facility and to New 
 3 Jersey, but eventually when the 
 4 Brooklyn facility is built, they 
 5 will barged to that Brooklyn site. 
 6  And composting began in the 
 7 fall of 2004 at Idlewild Park and 
 8 in addition, full funding was given 
 9 to the Queens Botanical Gardens for 
 10 composting information programs. 
 11  With respect to Department 
 12 of Sanitation managed waste, our 
 13 goals are to end use of long-haul 
 14 trucks for waste transport, and 
 15 export more waste by barge or rail; 
 16 we're looking to stabilize waste 
 17 export costs; distribute waste 
 18 transfer facilities throughout the 
 19 City and containerize waste to get 
 20 more transport and disposal 
 21 options. 
 22  Specific long term elements 
 23 of the export program include use 
 24 of private transfer stations for 
 25 barge and rail export of 
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 2 not going to be converted. 
 3  On the commercial waste 
 4 side, we're looking to limit new or 
 5 expanded transfer stations in 
 6 communities where they are already 
 7 concentrated; establish new 
 8 operational regulations to reduce 
 9 noise, odor and dust at private 
 10 waste transfer stations; study how 
 11 to lessen waste truck transport on 
 12 truck routes through residential 
 13 areas; expand barge and rail export 
 14 of commercial waste from 
 15 Department-contracted transfer 
 16 stations; export some commercial 
 17 waste through the marine transfer 
 18 stations which we do plan to 
 19 convert.  And offer up the West 
 20 59th Street Marine Transfer Station 
 21 for use by the commercial sector to 
 22 export commercial waste for 
 23 Manhattan. 
 24  The draft EIS looked at 
 25 environmental consequences of sites 
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 2 containerized waste from the Bronx 
 3 and from the Brooklyn and Queens 
 4 communities once served by the 
 5 Greenpoint and South Bronx Marine 
 6 Transfer Stations. 
 7  We're also looking to 
 8 complete the Staten Island Transfer 
 9 Station construction and begin 
 10 exporting Staten Island waste by 
 11 rail.  We're looking to enter into 
 12 a long term contract for disposal 
 13 of a portion of Manhattan's waste 
 14 at the Essex County Resource 
 15 Facility in Newark, New Jersey and 
 16 we're looking to build four new 
 17 marine transfer stations at 
 18 existing MTS sites and those sites 
 19 are:  At East 91st Street in 
 20 Manhattan, at the North Shore in 
 21 Queens, Hamilton Avenue at the 
 22 Southwest Brooklyn site and just to 
 23 point out that the Greenpoint 
 24 Marine Transfer Station where waste 
 25 from this wasteshed used to go, is 
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 2 and facilities that are, or may be 
 3 part of the proposed new SWMP, as 
 4 well as alternative sites and 
 5 facilities that are not part of the 
 6 recommended sites. 
 7  It identifies things that 
 8 the City would do to avoid 
 9 potential significant adverse 
 10 impacts and it also meets the City 
 11 and State environmental review 
 12 requirements. 
 13  This map shows the location 
 14 of the various marine transfer 
 15 stations that we are going to 
 16 convert and the private existing 
 17 transfer stations where we're 
 18 looking to contract for export of 
 19 the waste services. 
 20  Specifically for this area 
 21 we're looking to enter into a long 
 22 term contract with a private waste 
 23 company for truck-to-rail or 
 24 truck-to-barge disposal of Queens 
 25 waste that used to go to the 
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 2 Greenpoint Marine Transfer Station 
 3 in Brooklyn.  The facility is Waste 
 4 Management's facility at 38-50 
 5 Review Avenue in Queens and the 
 6 Long Island Railroad Maspeth Rail 
 7 Yard. 
 8  There's a proposed expansion 
 9 of the waste processing capacity. 
 10 The proposed expansion is going to 
 11 be offset by reducing processing 
 12 capacity in the region; it requires 
 13 modification of waste transported 
 14 by barge, and a truck-to-rail 
 15 operation with truck containers to 
 16 the Maspeth Rail Yard. 
 17  This map shows the various 
 18 Queens wastesheds.  The one we're 
 19 discussing or we're talking about 
 20 tonight is the one in blue and it 
 21 shows the location of the existing 
 22 Review Avenue Transfer Station that 
 23 we're looking to contract with. 
 24  The findings of the draft 
 25 environmental impacts with respect 
 

 
    Page  16 
 1 
 2 comments tonight by filling out a 
 3 speaker card and speaking, or you 
 4 can fill out a comment sheet and 
 5 submit it to us or you can given us 
 6 written comments, either tonight or 
 7 you can mail those written comments 
 8 to us.  And we ask that you send 
 9 those comments by January 24, 2005. 
 10  I will now turn it over to 
 11 comments by the public. 
 12  And our first speaker is 
 13 Jerel Klue representing Council 
 14 Member Eric Gioia. 
 15  MR. JEREL KLUE:  My name is 
 16 Jerel Klue, J-E-R-E-L, last name 
 17 Klue, K-L-U-E again, representing 
 18 Council Member Eric Gioia's office. 
 19  First and foremost, let me 
 20 pass on from the Council Member and 
 21 his family, a very happy holiday. 
 22 I hope that everyone is doing well 
 23 and has a great holiday. 
 24  And I would like to read 
 25 this letter into the record. 
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 2 to this facility, traffic and air 
 3 quality, there's no significant 
 4 off-site impacts for traffic or 
 5 mobile air.  We evaluated the 
 6 trucking of full containers of 
 7 waste and return of empties between 
 8 Review Avenue and the Maspeth Rail 
 9 Yard. 
 10  With respect to odor and 
 11 noise, again, no significant 
 12 adverse impacts.  The Maspeth Rail 
 13 Yard is permitted to receive waste 
 14 in sealed containers and off-site 
 15 noise analysis showed no 
 16 significant impacts. 
 17  With respect to traffic, air 
 18 quality, odor and noise, no 
 19 significant adverse traffic, air 
 20 quality or noise impacts were shown 
 21 through the environmental impact 
 22 analyses. 
 23  These are the various ways 
 24 in which you can comment on this 
 25 draft EIS.  You can provide 
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 2  "Dear Mr. Doherty:  I'd like 
 3 to thank you for coming to 
 4 Sunnyside and speaking to the 
 5 concerned citizens of our 
 6 neighborhood.  Your hard work and 
 7 efforts are appreciated. 
 8  Tonight, I want to take this 
 9 opportunity to discuss a few 
 10 concerns that residents have raised 
 11 regarding the New York City 
 12 Department of Sanitation's draft 
 13 comprehensive solid waste 
 14 management plan. 
 15  Our neighborhood is a 
 16 special place with easy access to 
 17 public transportation, an amazing 
 18 array of cultural institutions and 
 19 hardworking people who care about 
 20 their schools, streets and each 
 21 other.  This neighborhood is 
 22 already a great place to live, work 
 23 and raise and family, and because 
 24 of its people, it also has more 
 25 potential than perhaps anywhere 
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 2 else in the entire world.  However, 
 3 before we reach this potential, we 
 4 must first ensure that the quality 
 5 of life for our residents is safe 
 6 and secure. 
 7  Constituents contact my 
 8 office on a daily basis about 
 9 traffic problems on our streets. 
 10 From increased noise and air 
 11 pollution, to potholes and traffic 
 12 jams, our streets are experiencing 
 13 the effects of a system overwhelmed 
 14 by cars and trucks.  In fact, our 
 15 streets are more crowded than they've 
 16 ever been. 
 17  The draft plan will add even 
 18 more traffic to the stressed system 
 19 with garbage trucks bearing waste 
 20 from across the borough barreling 
 21 down our streets, barreling through 
 22 our streets. 
 23  My office has written 
 24 several letters to ensure that 
 25 trucks stick to their prescribed 
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 2 site of the largest oil spill in 
 3 the history of North America.  I'm 
 4 currently in the process of suing 
 5 Exxon Mobil to compel them to take 
 6 responsibility for the 
 7 environmental degradation they have 
 8 caused.  Until Newtown Creek is 
 9 restored, we must be sure to 
 10 nurture this area back to health. 
 11  At the public hearing this 
 12 evening, you and your staff must 
 13 carefully consider the ideas, the 
 14 opinions and feelings of all our 
 15 neighborhood residents.  Waste 
 16 management is an integral part of 
 17 our quality of life and our 
 18 residents know its effects 
 19 first-hand.  Their input must be 
 20 taken into account not only 
 21 tonight, but on a consistent basis. 
 22 They know their neighborhood best 
 23 and their input is invaluable. 
 24  That you for your time and 
 25 attention.  Should you have any 
 

 
    Page  19 
 1 
 2 routes on main roads, but with 
 3 traffic-jammed streets, commercial 
 4 traffic is often diverted down less 
 5 traveled, residential blocks. 
 6 Quality of life is a top priority 
 7 for me, so I ask that for the sake 
 8 of our residents, please take the 
 9 time to closely analyze the effects 
 10 of more car and truck traffic on 
 11 our roads before enacting your 
 12 final plan. 
 13  Furthermore, my vision for 
 14 the area is that one day soon, 
 15 people will come from near and far 
 16 to enjoy our waterfront, from 
 17 Newtown Creek to the Triborough 
 18 Bridge.  Filled with parks, 
 19 libraries, and good schools, the 
 20 waterfront should be a place for 
 21 people to bike, jog or simply relax 
 22 and enjoy the view. 
 23  The plan allows for the 
 24 possibility of trash barges 
 25 floating down Newtown Creek, the 
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 2 questions or concerns, or if I can 
 3 be of any assistance, please do not 
 4 hesitate to call me at 
 5 718-383-9566.  Sincerely yours, 
 6 Eric Gioia." 
 7  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 8 very much. 
 9  Our next speaker is Joe 
 10 Conley, Chairperson of Queens 
 11 Community Board Two. 
 12  MR. JOE CONLEY:  Good 
 13 evening and good evening to 
 14 everybody.  Thank you for taking 
 15 the time to come out. 
 16  It's like deja vu all again, 
 17 here we go again.  This is the 
 18 third time now the Department of 
 19 Sanitation's come in to our 
 20 neighborhood trying to do 
 21 something. 
 22  We had the waste transfer 
 23 station, it was going to be on 21st 
 24 Street and Jackson Avenue.  They 
 25 wanted to do something at the 
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 2 former Phelps Dodge site.  So we're 
 3 asking the Department of Sanitation 
 4 to please pull this plan.  And 
 5 despite what you said earlier Harry 
 6 about the no impact of truck 
 7 traffic in the neighborhood, I 
 8 invite you to come to 48th Street 
 9 any night you want, you see the 
 10 truck traffic that's there tonight, 
 11 tomorrow tonight, next week, from 
 12 all the Sanitation and garbage 
 13 trucks that go along 48th Street. 
 14  I'll invite you to come 
 15 right to my front yard and listen 
 16 to the trucks, it's incredible. 
 17  And so we've been pleading 
 18 for years about this.  We get zero 
 19 cooperation about the truck routes 
 20 so we know that with this increased 
 21 truck traffic coming into the area, 
 22 there's no such thing as negligible 
 23 or no impact.  This cannot happen 
 24 and we're asking the Department of 
 25 Sanitation to rethink their plan. 
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 2 to the quality of life and the 
 3 impact from truck traffic that does 
 4 and will continue and will increase 
 5 with this transfer station at this 
 6 site. 
 7  So Community Board Two 
 8 respectfully asks the Department of 
 9 Sanitation not to place this at 
 10 this site. 
 11  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 12 for your comments. 
 13  Our next speaker is Joseph 
 14 Ruzalski. 
 15  MR. JOSEPH RUZALSKI:  My 
 16 name is Joseph Ruzalski, I'm with 
 17 the United '40s Civic Association. 
 18 I'm representing Community Board 
 19 Five, Tony Anunciata and his 
 20 environmental over there, and I'm 
 21 gonna ask to speak for the 
 22 Blissville people. 
 23  Now, I've been down there on 
 24 Review Avenue viewing this and it's 
 25 pure hell down there, it's a damn 
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 2  Also, that this an area that 
 3 we're trying to build up and for 
 4 years it's about recapturing the 
 5 waterfront, recapturing wasted 
 6 industrial land for revitalization 
 7 and we seem right on the cusp. 
 8  Long Island City is enjoying 
 9 a very big growth in housing, it's 
 10 enjoying a very large population 
 11 growth for new development and 
 12 projects like this are going to 
 13 stymie it, it's going to slow it. 
 14 It's not going to encourage it. 
 15  So we think this is an 
 16 ill-conceived plan, it's not 
 17 addressing the needs of the City, 
 18 it's not addressing the needs of 
 19 the community.  We ask you to go 
 20 back and rethink about this. 
 21  There will be a letter 
 22 coming from the Community Board but 
 23 we did have this as a vote.  The 
 24 Community Board voted against it 
 25 after careful analysis and it's due 
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 2 mess.  Right down there they're 
 3 trying to do their best.  I don't 
 4 understand how you gonna take all 
 5 the garbage trucks that are coming 
 6 down and then -- first of all, I 
 7 understand it's going be from a 
 8 hell of a lot of districts it's 
 9 going down there on Review Avenue 
 10 now, causing traffic jams. 
 11  7:00 in the morning, 8:00 in 
 12 the morning up until 1:00, the 
 13 traffic jam on Greenpoint Avenue, 
 14 which is off the truck route, of 
 15 truck route, it's supposed to be 
 16 Van Dam Street to Borden Avenue, 
 17 make a right.  Then go up right up 
 18 Greenpoint Avenue.  And the same 
 19 thing with Maspeth.  You're going 
 20 down towards Grand Avenue, down 
 21 Grand Avenue, where there's kids, 
 22 there's schools over there. 
 23  You know, I don't understand 
 24 what the people are trying to do. 
 25 You're trying to jam up Maspeth. 
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 2 Now you got the MTA down there on 
 3 Grand Avenue, they're building and 
 4 you're gonna have this rail station 
 5 down there you want and we can't 
 6 have it.  It's causing too much 
 7 havoc as it is now. 
 8  Right now we go down along 
 9 Review Avenue, we get down to the 
 10 river that we check along the 
 11 Newtown Creek, you have rats down 
 12 there.  I mean, the rats are nice, 
 13 if you like rats, you got rats, but 
 14 who the hell wants it, we don't 
 15 want them.  And the stench.  Now, 
 16 when you're in the cemetery you can 
 17 smell it. 
 18  Now with the new housing 
 19 coming up in Long Island City on 
 20 the tip down there, what is this 
 21 going to do to them people down 
 22 there?  We do not need it. 
 23  So I advise, not advise, I 
 24 would say listen, come down and see 
 25 what's going on itself.  I mean, 
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 2 I'm Dorothy Morehead, I chair the 
 3 Environmental Committee of 
 4 Community Board Two.  I'm on the 
 5 Queens Solid Waste Advisory Board 
 6 and I'm on the Newtown, member of 
 7 the Newtown Creek Alliance but here 
 8 as a, with the community board and 
 9 as a resident of the area. 
 10  We have had a lot of 
 11 problems with trucks, a lot of 
 12 problems with traffic in our area. 
 13 Our air quality is very poor.  We 
 14 -- since I've been on the community 
 15 board, which is now about 11 or 12 
 16 years, from the very beginning 
 17 we've been asking for air 
 18 monitoring for our community.  We 
 19 finally got temporary air monitors 
 20 for six months in the summer about 
 21 five years ago, and it proved all 
 22 of our worst fears that Long Island 
 23 City is one of the most, has one of 
 24 the worst air pollution problems in 
 25 the City. 
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 2 it's a pain, I go down there, I try 
 3 to do my best.  I got Gus driving 
 4 me all over the damn neighborhood. 
 5 I can hardly see anymore, I can 
 6 hardly walk, but I'm fighting, I'll 
 7 be fighting till I fall on the 
 8 ground and I'll be there. 
 9  Now, the people of 
 10 Greenpoint have the same problem, 
 11 you're going to bring everything 
 12 over there, over here, or here, 
 13 over there, we don't need it. 
 14  Right now when you go down 
 15 alongside the railroad tracks, 
 16 cross over underneath the bridge, 
 17 you got the Waste Management down 
 18 there now.  It's a damn mess.  So 
 19 please, we're all against it. 
 20  Thank you.  Have a nice 
 21 holiday. 
 22  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 23  Our next speaker is Dorothy 
 24 Morehead. 
 25  MS. DOROTHY MOREHEAD:  Hi, 
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 2  The area where we live is 
 3 called asthma alley mostly because 
 4 of either power plants or the 
 5 traffic.  We are crisscrossed by 
 6 major roads.  We have the entrance 
 7 to the Brooklyn/Queens, the Midtown 
 8 Tunnel, we have the Brooklyn Queens 
 9 Expressway, we've got Queens 
 10 Boulevard and the Long Island 
 11 Expressway that cross our 
 12 community. 
 13  They are, they don't call 
 14 the Long Island Expressway the 
 15 world's longest parking lot for 
 16 nothing.  Traffic is dead stopped 
 17 there. 
 18  What happens with truckers, 
 19 though they're supposed to stay on 
 20 truck routes, they don't, they will 
 21 find, I don't know if the 
 22 Sanitation guys are any different 
 23 maybe 'cause they get paid by the 
 24 hour, but they all find other ways 
 25 to get out of the traffic jams and 
 



 

 
    Page  30 
 1 
 2 they all go on public -- on the 
 3 regular streets without -- that are 
 4 not designated for truck traffic. 
 5  At our board meeting, we did 
 6 not cover this at our environmental 
 7 committee meeting, I brought it up 
 8 to the entire board last Thursday 
 9 night and we had almost a unanimous 
 10 vote against this.  It's not a good 
 11 site for it. 
 12  I've been to many waste 
 13 transfer stations both for the 
 14 recyclables which I'm, by the way, 
 15 very much in favor of, that's the 
 16 good part of your project to do the 
 17 recyclables, I applaud that.  I 
 18 applaud the fact that now we can, 
 19 some of the Cities' household waste 
 20 can be removed by using the 
 21 machines, forget what they're 
 22 called now the, in the sinks, the 
 23 insinkerator type of garbage 
 24 disposals.  And certainly the 
 25 recycling of the compostable 
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 2 downwind of a transfer station even 
 3 though they are enclosed and I'm 
 4 sure the technology is improving it 
 5 still, when the trucks come in, 
 6 they always queue and those -- the 
 7 trucks don't smell good.  So to try 
 8 and put this in an area where 
 9 you're transporting so much waste 
 10 through major, very highly densely 
 11 inhabited communities is really a 
 12 disaster and we hope it's all -- 
 13 you can rethink this project. 
 14  Thank you. 
 15  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 16 for your comments. 
 17  Our next speaker is, we have 
 18 Don McCallian. 
 19  MR. DON MCCALLIAN:  My name 
 20 is Don McCallian, I reside at 48-30 
 21 40th Street, Sunnyside, which is 
 22 sort of right in the middle of the 
 23 spots that we talked about tonight 
 24 to you already. 
 25  And I am a member of the 
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 2 materials, I think those are 
 3 laudable. 
 4  The siting of this is 
 5 disastrous for our community.  To 
 6 bring all of this garbage on our 
 7 City streets from six community 
 8 boards is really excessive and we 
 9 will do whatever we can to convince 
 10 you to number one, transport by 
 11 rail, and because there are major 
 12 initiatives to improve Newtown 
 13 Creek, not the least of which, I 
 14 mean, a major thing would be the 
 15 Olympic village if we ever got 
 16 that, imagine what the impact of 
 17 this would have. 
 18  I'm sorry to tell you, 
 19 garbage stinks.  I've been to a lot 
 20 of dumps, a lot of the transfer 
 21 stations, I've been to the 
 22 self-help centers, both out in 
 23 College Point and the one at 
 24 Greenpoint Avenue, many times.  It 
 25 is not pleasant to be anywhere near 
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 2 United '40s Group which has already 
 3 been well-represented.  I'm also a 
 4 member of the 108th Precinct 
 5 Council and many other groups 
 6 connected with St. Teresa's Parish 
 7 which is on 44th and 50th Avenues. 
 8  And I would just like to 
 9 record maybe on behalf of the Ardly 
 10 Tenants Association, which is a 
 11 building right smack in the middle 
 12 of the traffic area that you're 
 13 talking about.  I'd like to just 
 14 tell you a little bit how people 
 15 feel about this coming into the 
 16 area.  And as Joe Conley mentioned 
 17 before from Community Board 2, 
 18 they're dead against it. 
 19  Now, if you wish to go to 
 20 Joe's house some night, maybe you 
 21 can come over by me any day of the 
 22 week and you'll see the truck 
 23 traffic that's already coming into 
 24 the area and through the area. 
 25  You add the tunnel which is 
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 2 a big discussed item at the moment, 
 3 you add your project to what it 
 4 already is a mess and the people 
 5 just can't stand it anymore.  Not 
 6 only do you have full trucks, you 
 7 have empty trucks going back in the 
 8 other direction which people don't 
 9 seem to want to talk about, 
 10 particularly with the cross-tunnel 
 11 issue there, containers going out, 
 12 they're going to be coming back 
 13 either empty trailer or empty boxes 
 14 on the truck. 
 15  So I would just start to 
 16 relate to you on behalf of all the 
 17 people of this area, that 48th 
 18 Street, 43rd Street, 39th Street, 
 19 Review Avenue, cannot take 
 20 additional traffic without 
 21 seriously injuring the area. 
 22 Business-wise, real estate-wise and 
 23 people-wise and as I say, I'm on 
 24 40th Street and Greenpoint Avenue, 
 25 I'm sort of between all of these 
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 2 homeowner in the area and I'm on 
 3 the Public Safety Committee on 
 4 Community Board Two. 
 5  We had many complaints about 
 6 the trucks going through 
 7 residential streets because most of 
 8 the truckers don't know where the 
 9 truck route is in the first place. 
 10 And we wrote letters and I have a 
 11 letter at home that states that our 
 12 streets are not paved to withstand 
 13 heavy trucking.  And now you're 
 14 asking us to accept more than what 
 15 we already have which really is 
 16 more than we can stand. 
 17  And in your statement here, 
 18 it says they'll be no impacts from 
 19 traffic and noise?  Where we going 
 20 to get those quiet Sanitation 
 21 trucks?  Does anybody listen to the 
 22 noise that they create? 
 23  So a lot of things have to 
 24 be considered here.  We are 
 25 overloaded with trucks and the 
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 2 areas, but I have many friends in 
 3 the area that have been here for 40 
 4 years and I haven't met one person 
 5 on the street that will say they're 
 6 for this project. 
 7  So I would add to Joe's 
 8 comments and just say, please 
 9 reconsider the proposal you have on 
 10 paper now. 
 11  Thank you, and have a good 
 12 holiday. 
 13  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 14 for your comments. 
 15  Is there anyone else here 
 16 who signed up to speak and I didn't 
 17 call on? 
 18  Is there anyone else here 
 19 who didn't sign up to speak and 
 20 still wants to speak? 
 21  Please step up.  If you can 
 22 come to the microphone, please and 
 23 please state your name 
 24  MS. GERTRUDE MCDONALD:  My 
 25 name is Gertrude McDonald, I'm a 
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 2 streets cannot withstand any more 
 3 heavy trucking. 
 4  And when the pipes break in 
 5 the streets, the homeowner is 
 6 responsible.  So is the City paying 
 7 any attention to those problems or 
 8 we waiting until they happen? 
 9  What happened, can you 
 10 answer me? 
 11  MR. SZARPANSKI:  The forum 
 12 tonight is for us to accept 
 13 comments and any questions you ask 
 14 will all be answered in written 
 15 form. 
 16  MS. GERTRUDE MCDONALD: 
 17 Good.  But I hope you give that a 
 18 lot of consideration 'cause the 
 19 whole community is against it. 
 20 
 21  (Continued on following 
 22 page.) 
 23 
 24 
 25 
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 2  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 3 for your comments. 
 4  Is there anybody else here 
 5 who would like to speak?  If not, 
 6 thank you all for coming, have a 
 7 good holiday. 
 8  (Time noted:  6:52 p.m.) 
 9 
 10 
 11 
 12 
 13 
 14 
 15 
 16 
 17 
 18 
 19 
 20 
 21 
 22 
 23 
 24 
 25 
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 2  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Good 
 3 evening everybody, we're about to 
 4 get started. 
 5  My name is Harry Szarpanski. 
 6 I am the Assistant Commissioner 
 7 with the New York City Department 
 8 of Sanitation, Bureau of Long Term 
 9 Export, and I welcome the 
 10 opportunity to appear before you 
 11 tonight. 
 12  With me are Walter 
 13 Czwartacky, Sarah Dolinar and 
 14 Vaughan Arnold of the Department. 
 15 Also with us are Susan Raila and 
 16 Dan Harkins of the firm of 
 17 Henningson, Durham & Richardson, 
 18 HDR.  That firm is responsible for 
 19 preparing the draft environmental 
 20 impact statement. 
 21  We also have representatives 
 22 of Ecology and Environment who 
 23 helped us organize this meeting 
 24 tonight. 
 25  As you may know, in October 
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 2 of 2004, the Department of 
 3 Sanitation issued a New York City 
 4 comprehensive solid waste 
 5 management plan for the next 20 
 6 years. 
 7  As required, the new SWMP, 
 8 as we call it, has been submitted 
 9 as a draft to the City Council. 
 10  The new SWMP is proposed to 
 11 replace the current SWMP and must 
 12 be approved by the City Council 
 13 before it can be submitted to the 
 14 New York State Department of 
 15 Environmental Conservation for 
 16 final approval. 
 17  The new SWMP plans for the 
 18 management of all of the solid 
 19 waste generated in the City over 
 20 the next 20 years and is supported 
 21 by a draft environmental impact 
 22 statement, or draft EIS, on which 
 23 we will take comments this evening. 
 24  My comments tonight will be 
 25 brief.  I will make a short power 
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 2 point presentation before the 
 3 public portion of the meeting 
 4 begins. 
 5  Copies of my comments as 
 6 well as the presentation will be 
 7 available at the end of the 
 8 evening. 
 9  Because the real focus of 
 10 this public hearing will be your 
 11 comments, if you plan to make a 
 12 statement for the record, please 
 13 take a moment to fill out a speaker 
 14 sign up sheet and submit it to the 
 15 individuals sitting at the front 
 16 table.  You will then be assigned a 
 17 number and I will call your name 
 18 when it is your turn to speak. 
 19  Note that elected officials, 
 20 who may be attending many meetings 
 21 on behalf of their constituents on 
 22 any given night, will have the 
 23 opportunity to speak first. 
 24  We are interested to make a 
 25 complete record of your comments. 
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 2 Sanitation. 
 3  The DEIS also supports the 
 4 State solid waste, air and marine 
 5 permits that are required to 
 6 construct and operate the converted 
 7 MTS. 
 8  Both the DEIS and the SWMP 
 9 are available on the Department's 
 10 website and also in six public 
 11 repositories in Brooklyn for your 
 12 review. 
 13  The State permit application 
 14 for the converted MTS is also 
 15 available for review at these 
 16 public repositories. 
 17  The City Council will hold a 
 18 public hearing on the new SWMP in 
 19 January and I want to point out 
 20 that Community Board 11 plans to 
 21 hold a public hearing by the 
 22 community board on January 13th 
 23 starting at 7:00 sharp. 
 24  The draft new SWMP is 
 25 organized in three broad 
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 2 Please state your name clearly and 
 3 slowly for the stenographer. 
 4  So that everyone who wants 
 5 to speak can be heard, we ask that 
 6 you limit your statements to three 
 7 minutes; we can go a little over 
 8 three minutes given that not that 
 9 many people have signed up to 
 10 speak. 
 11  If you do not wish to speak 
 12 but would like to provide us with 
 13 written comments, please complete a 
 14 comment card that we have provided 
 15 for you use. 
 16  Thank you for coming and I 
 17 will now begin my short power point 
 18 presentation. 
 19  (Showing slides) as I 
 20 mentioned, this is a public hearing 
 21 on the City draft DEIS for the 
 22 draft comprehensive solid waste 
 23 management plan.  Both the new SWMP 
 24 and the DEIS were issued by the 
 25 City of New York Department of 
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 2 categories:  It covers recycling, 
 3 Department-managed waste and 
 4 commercial waste. 
 5  With respect to recycling, 
 6 the goals are to hold down the cost 
 7 of recycling and expand barge 
 8 transport of recyclables; meet a 25 
 9 percent recycling goal for the 
 10 Department Curbside Program by 2007 
 11 and by that same date, meet a 35 
 12 percent recycling goal for all the 
 13 Department-managed waste. 
 14  The specific initiatives on 
 15 recycling include entering into a 
 16 20-year contract for metal, glass 
 17 and plastic processing and 
 18 marketing, and for a new recycling 
 19 processing facility at the South 
 20 Brooklyn Marine Terminal; to 
 21 enhance composting and waste 
 22 prevention programs; develop a new 
 23 recycling program and establish a 
 24 recycling education and recycling 
 25 acceptance facility at the 
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 2 Gansevoort Peninsula or an 
 3 alternative Manhattan site. 
 4  The Gansevoort Peninsula is 
 5 on the West Side of Manhattan just 
 6 below 14th Street, the site of the 
 7 former marine transfer station. 
 8  With respect to Brooklyn 
 9 recycling, in July of 2004, weekly 
 10 recycling and collections started 
 11 again. 
 12  Hugo Neu will develop a 
 13 recycling processing facility on 
 14 City-owned land at the 30th Street 
 15 Pier in the South Brooklyn Marine 
 16 Terminal. 
 17  We began recycling 
 18 collection again in the fall of 
 19 2004.  We did not take those 
 20 recyclables to the marine terminal, 
 21 those did wind up either at the 
 22 Fresh Kills Staten Island facility 
 23 or at a composting facility in 
 24 Bronx. 
 25  Full funding was given to 
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 2 Bronx and from the Brooklyn and 
 3 Queens communities that were once 
 4 served by the Greenpoint and South 
 5 Bronx Marine Transfer Station. 
 6  To complete the construction 
 7 of the Staten Island transfer 
 8 station and begin export of Staten 
 9 Island waste by rail.  And enter 
 10 into a long-term contract for the 
 11 disposal of a portion of Manhattan 
 12 waste at the Essex County Resource 
 13 and Recovery Facility in Newark, 
 14 New Jersey. 
 15  With respect to commercial 
 16 waste, we're looking to limit new 
 17 or expanded transfer stations in 
 18 communities where they are already 
 19 concentrated; establish new 
 20 operational regulations to reduce 
 21 noise, odor and dust at the private 
 22 waste transfer stations; study how 
 23 to lessen waste truck transport on 
 24 truck routes through residential 
 25 areas; expand barge and rail export 
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 2 the Brooklyn Botanic Garden for 
 3 composting and information 
 4 programs. 
 5  With respect to the 
 6 Department-managed waste, the goals 
 7 are:  To end the use of long-haul 
 8 trucks for waste transport and 
 9 export of more waste by barge or 
 10 rail; to stabilize waste export 
 11 costs; distribute waste transfer 
 12 facilities throughout the City and 
 13 containerize waste to get more 
 14 transport and disposal options. 
 15  The specific components 
 16 include building four new marine 
 17 transfer stations at existing MTS 
 18 sites, and those include the East 
 19 91st Street site in Manhattan; the 
 20 North Shore site in Queens and the 
 21 Hamilton Avenue Southwest Brooklyn 
 22 converted MTS site in Brooklyn; 
 23  To use private transfer 
 24 stations for barge and rail export 
 25 of containerized waste from the 
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 2 of commercial waste from 
 3 DSNY-contracted transfer stations; 
 4 export some commercial waste 
 5 through the converted marine 
 6 transfer stations, and offer the 
 7 West 59th Street MTS for export of 
 8 commercial waste. 
 9  The draft DEIS evaluates the 
 10 environmental consequences of sites 
 11 and facilities that either are, or 
 12 may be part of the proposed action 
 13 in the new SWMP. 
 14  Also, we looked at 
 15 alternative sites and facilities 
 16 and evaluated them; it identifies 
 17 the things the City would do to 
 18 avoid potential significant adverse 
 19 impacts, and the draft DEIS also 
 20 meets City and State environmental 
 21 review and permit requirements. 
 22  This is a map that shows the 
 23 various wastesheds and it shows 
 24 where the proposed converted marine 
 25 transfer stations are to be located 
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 2 as well as where the private 
 3 transfer stations are, the ones 
 4 that we are to contract with. 
 5  Specifically for the 
 6 Southwest Brooklyn converted MTS, 
 7 for the wastesheds formerly served 
 8 by the Southwest Brooklyn MTS, we 
 9 will develop a City-owned converted 
 10 MTS on the same site where waste 
 11 will be placed into containers and 
 12 then exported by barge. 
 13  The expect average daily 
 14 throughput is approximately 950 
 15 tons per day of Department waste 
 16 and potentially up to 828 tons per 
 17 day of commercial waste. 
 18  Commercial waste will only 
 19 be accepted during the nighttime 
 20 hours between 8:00 p.m. and 8:00 
 21 a.m. and also putrescible 
 22 commercial waste would be allowed 
 23 to come to the facility, not 
 24 construction and demolition debris 
 25 or fill material. 
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 2 impacts. 
 3  With respect to noise, the 
 4 facility would not exceed the noise 
 5 code at the property boundary and 
 6 no significant adverse on-site or 
 7 off-site noise impacts due to waste 
 8 deliveries were shown. 
 9  In order to approve the 
 10 converted MTS, it requires State, 
 11 Federal and local permits and 
 12 approvals.  The MTS is also subject 
 13 to the Uniform Land Use Review 
 14 Procedure as a site selection for a 
 15 capital project. 
 16  The converted MTS ULURP 
 17 application was certified on 
 18 November 15th and the ULURP process 
 19 is ongoing. 
 20  And as I mentioned before, 
 21 Brooklyn Community Board 11 will be 
 22 holding a meeting and a hearing to 
 23 consider and vote on the ULURP 
 24 application. 
 25  The converted MTS State 
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 2  No more than 830 tons of 
 3 commercial waste will be delivered 
 4 during the nighttime hours to avoid 
 5 any adverse noise impacts. 
 6  There would be no 
 7 significant adverse on-site noise, 
 8 traffic or air quality impacts. 
 9  This map shows the three 
 10 Brooklyn wastesheds.  The part in 
 11 gold towards the bottom of the 
 12 slide is the wastesheds for the 
 13 Southwest Brooklyn converted MTS. 
 14  This is a summary of what 
 15 the draft environmental impact 
 16 statement analyses showed, that 
 17 there was no significant adverse 
 18 traffic impacts shown with traffic 
 19 signal changes in place and minor 
 20 intersection improvements. 
 21  No significant adverse 
 22 on-site or off-site impacts were 
 23 shown with respect to air quality. 
 24  The environmental review 
 25 showed no significant adverse odor 
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 2 environmental permit application, 
 3 which includes solid waste, air and 
 4 marine, was submitted in November 
 5 to the New York State DEC.  And the 
 6 New York State DEC will hold a 
 7 hearing and establish a public 
 8 comment period on the converted MTS 
 9 permit application as part of its 
 10 review process. 
 11  This slide just shows how 
 12 you can submit comments to us 
 13 either on the draft DEIS or on the 
 14 State permit application.  You can 
 15 fill out a speaker sign up sheet or 
 16 you can submit a written statement 
 17 or provide verbal comments tonight 
 18 or you can make any comments.  And 
 19 we ask that you send those comments 
 20 to us so we can receive them no 
 21 later than January 24th, 2005. 
 22 These could be either mailed to me 
 23 at the address above or to our 
 24 consultants. 
 25  And I will now open it up to 
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 2 speakers who signed up. 
 3  Our first speaker is 
 4 Councilman Domenic Recchia. 
 5  MR. DOMENIC RECCHIA:  Okay, 
 6 good evening. 
 7  First of all, before we get 
 8 started, I would just like to 
 9 introduce my attorney and the 
 10 attorney for the City Counsel who's 
 11 been with us working on this issue, 
 12 Carmen stand up; he's been with me 
 13 and he's the attorney who's worked 
 14 on this whole project. 
 15  So at the end of the meeting 
 16 if anyone has any questions, just 
 17 ask Carmen and if you'd like to 
 18 make an appointment to see us, we 
 19 will be there to accommodate anyone 
 20 and work with you. 
 21  Tonight we're here to 
 22 discuss the Department of 
 23 Sanitation's proposal for 
 24 developing a containerized marine 
 25 transfer station in my district. 
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 2  Currently, our garbage is 
 3 shipped by private haulers to 
 4 private landfills throughout the 
 5 East Coast.  As I'm sure you can 
 6 imagine, paying private companies 
 7 to dispose of 12,000 tons of 
 8 garbage everyday is getting very 
 9 expensive.  We can't keep trucking 
 10 our garage out of the City. 
 11  I applaud the Administration 
 12 for seeking alternative means to 
 13 deal with the garbage.  In order to 
 14 address this problem, the Bloomberg 
 15 Administration wants to build four 
 16 new marine transfer stations, one 
 17 of which will be right here in 
 18 Bensonhurst. 
 19  Tonight we're here to give 
 20 our opinion on the draft of the 
 21 environmental impact statement, 
 22 also known as the DEIS. 
 23  This document, after my 
 24 careful review, has a lot of 
 25 problems with it. 
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 2  We're here to discuss two 
 3 issues:  The first is the City's 
 4 new solid waste management plan. 
 5 The other is the proposed marine 
 6 transfer station to be built on the 
 7 waterfront between Bay 41st Street 
 8 and 25th Avenue. 
 9  A new solid waste management 
 10 plan for New York City is sorely 
 11 needed.  After the closing of the 
 12 Fresh Kills Landfill in Staten 
 13 Island, our garbage problems have 
 14 only gotten worse. 
 15  The City produces over 
 16 12,000 tons per day of residential 
 17 garbage.  Just think about that, 12 
 18 tons per day, that's more than 4.3 
 19 million tons every year and that's 
 20 just residential garbage that is 
 21 handled by the City's Sanitation 
 22 Department. 
 23  Figuring out what to do with 
 24 all this trash is a major problem 
 25 for our policymakers. 
 

 
    Page  21 
 1 
 2  First, the DEIS traffic 
 3 analysis is nonsense.  We all know 
 4 how much traffic will be produced 
 5 by this facility.  This transfer 
 6 station will be open 24 hours a day 
 7 and it will the first one to handle 
 8 private and commercial waste, as 
 9 well as the residential garbage. 
 10  The commercial waste will 
 11 represent a huge increase in the 
 12 amount of garbage handled at the 
 13 new MTS.  I'm astonished that the 
 14 DEIS recognizes only minor traffic 
 15 impacts. 
 16  The traffic analysis is 
 17 completely flawed; the DEIS 
 18 significantly underestimates the 
 19 amount of garbage coming to the 
 20 site every day.  The claim is that 
 21 only 828 tons of commercial garbage 
 22 will come in everyday, this is 
 23 totally unrealistic. 
 24  I'm sure many of you 
 25 remember the EIS study that was 
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 2 done for Keyspan Park.  That study 
 3 also claimed a minimum traffic 
 4 impact.  Anyone who has tried to 
 5 get to Cropsey Avenue before or 
 6 after a game at Keyspan Park can 
 7 tell you how wrong engineers were 
 8 back then. 
 9  At this time, I'm requesting 
 10 that a new traffic analysis be 
 11 added to the DEIS that includes a 
 12 realistic worst-case scenario that 
 13 will show the true impact as well 
 14 as new and creative mitigation 
 15 options. 
 16  We all know that simply 
 17 adjusting the timing of the traffic 
 18 lights isn't going to solve the 
 19 problems with this new transfer 
 20 station. 
 21  I am also very concerned 
 22 with the addition of commercial 
 23 garbage to the site.  The old 
 24 Southwest MTS handled only the 
 25 residential garbage produced by us 
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 2 technologies and methods for waste 
 3 disposal.  That is something that I 
 4 think we really need to look at and 
 5 study it and see what alternative 
 6 methods there are. 
 7  I know we've been working on 
 8 that in the City Council, we had 
 9 hearings just recently, but we need 
 10 to do more to try to start 
 11 experimenting with some of these 
 12 new technologies, because I believe 
 13 some of them could be very 
 14 satisfactory and will work. 
 15  I'm happy to see that the 
 16 Administration plans to include a 
 17 whole section of recycling and new 
 18 technology, but it's not enough. 
 19  While the Department of 
 20 Sanitation is moving in the right 
 21 direction, I feel that they need to 
 22 do much more in order to make the 
 23 goal a reality and provide real 
 24 alternative methods of waste 
 25 management. 
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 2 in South Brooklyn.  The new 
 3 facility is expected to handle 
 4 almost as much commercial garbage 
 5 as residential garbage. 
 6  The City needs to develop a 
 7 better system to handle commercial 
 8 garbage that doesn't place such a 
 9 heavy burden on our neighborhoods. 
 10  My third concern focuses on 
 11 waste management, the whole plan as 
 12 a whole.  We need to do more to 
 13 find better ways to dispose of the 
 14 garbage than the current 
 15 truck-based system.  But more 
 16 importantly, we need to address the 
 17 City's long-term waste management 
 18 needs.  The problem is only going 
 19 to get worse.  The plan does not do 
 20 enough to address the issue. 
 21  We need to identify concrete 
 22 methods of increases in recycling 
 23 as well as devoting significant 
 24 capital resources towards 
 25 developing and implementing new 
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 2  Another issue facing this 
 3 whole plan that must be addressed 
 4 is that we have a marina very close 
 5 by.  We are extremely concerned 
 6 with the environmental impact it 
 7 will have on the fish and the sea 
 8 and the waterways.  But most of 
 9 all, the impact it will have on the 
 10 marina operated as a business. 
 11  I know that the plan is to 
 12 extend the wall out, possibly 280 
 13 feet and build a king pile but I 
 14 don't believe that's enough.  And 
 15 I'm sure you'll hear from the 
 16 owners of the marina shortly, but 
 17 what we have to do is that we 
 18 cannot hurt this marina, it's been 
 19 here a long time, we have to see to 
 20 it that we accommodate them to see 
 21 that their business is not damaged 
 22 and the habitat in the water are 
 23 not killed or damaged in any way. 
 24  We're only at the beginning 
 25 of a long process here tonight. 
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 2 They'll be many public hearings 
 3 both at the community board, and as 
 4 you said earlier, and in the City 
 5 Council. 
 6  In January we'll be holding 
 7 a major public hearing at Borough 
 8 Hall to discuss the plan. 
 9  I've also discussed this 
 10 with Speaker Gifford Miller of the 
 11 New York City Council and we have 
 12 decided from that meeting to hire 
 13 an outside consultant to 
 14 independently review the EIS.  This 
 15 will provide us with an unbiased 
 16 analysis of the problems caused by 
 17 this facility. 
 18  These are just some of the 
 19 things that we found and we'll be 
 20 rendering our opinion later on 
 21 after we hear from the community 
 22 and when we have our consultants 
 23 and look further into the whole 
 24 impact. 
 25  Thank you very much 
 

 
    Page  28 
 1 
 2  Obviously it is a positive 
 3 thing to have garbage moved by 
 4 barge or rail as opposed to trailer 
 5 trucks.  Obviously, it's a positive 
 6 thing to encourage more recycling 
 7 of various kinds to remove garbage 
 8 from the solid waste stream so that 
 9 it does not have to be disposed of 
 10 in landfills or incineration, but 
 11 rather can be reused, 
 12 remanufactured, recycled.  So those 
 13 initiatives are certainly steps in 
 14 the right direction. 
 15  Obviously the idea of, you 
 16 know, new technology becomes very 
 17 important.  I think that we need to 
 18 look more carefully at some various 
 19 creative kinds of new technology 
 20 and ideas on how we can create and 
 21 more creatively deal with our 
 22 garbage in terms of ways that we 
 23 can recycle, reuse and 
 24 remanufacture as well as ways that 
 25 it can be, through the new 
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 2 (applause.) 
 3  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 4 Council Member Reccia. 
 5  Our next speaker is Assembly 
 6 Member Bill Colton. 
 7  MR. BILL COLTON:  Thank you. 
 8  First of all, I would like 
 9 to compliment the Department for 
 10 having the hearing near the 
 11 incinerator site which does give an 
 12 opportunity for people who live in 
 13 the immediate vicinity and it will 
 14 have a direct effect, so that was a 
 15 very good thing and I would 
 16 certainly, you know, we appreciate 
 17 that. 
 18  This is part of an overall 
 19 solid waste management plan and I 
 20 would start off by saying that the 
 21 goals and initiatives contained in 
 22 the plan are basically a positive 
 23 step in terms of, you know, the 
 24 direction as opposed to the 
 25 previous plan. 
 

 
    Page  29 
 1 
 2 technology, turned into other 
 3 sources that are useful to us in 
 4 terms of gasification or energy and 
 5 so on. 
 6  Those things need to be 
 7 looked at carefully.  Obviously 
 8 they are new technologies, we don't 
 9 have proof and examples of them on 
 10 a large scale basis but I think 
 11 certainly, you know, with the 
 12 mounting cost of garbage 
 13 collection, that's something that I 
 14 think we need to put great effort 
 15 into and I would like to see more 
 16 effort in that area. 
 17  Now, in terms of the 
 18 specific Southwest Brooklyn part of 
 19 the plan, I've read the draft 
 20 environmental impact statement and 
 21 there are a number of concerns that 
 22 have been referred to in it that I 
 23 think still might be concerns for 
 24 the community that will need 
 25 further addressing. 
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 2  One concern obviously is the 
 3 whole question of traffic and I 
 4 think that was raised by Councilman 
 5 Reccia.  I think it is a very valid 
 6 concern. 
 7  I will say as I read through 
 8 the plan, that was the area that 
 9 stuck out the most to me in that 
 10 the estimate of approximately 142 
 11 or 146 trucks utilizing it, out of 
 12 45,000 trucks that go on Bay 
 13 Parkway, I think that was one of 
 14 the charts that was shown, you 
 15 know, it seems to minimize the 
 16 impact, make it appear very small. 
 17 But first of all, there's a real 
 18 issue as to whether that is a 
 19 realistic estimate and there's 
 20 serious questions about that. 
 21  And secondly, it fails to 
 22 take into account the full impact 
 23 it has together with certain other 
 24 unique characteristics that reflect 
 25 the character of the neighborhood 
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 2 terms of how this is go to effect 
 3 the traffic patterns of the 
 4 neighborhood. 
 5  For example, when Home Depot 
 6 opened a couple of years ago, there 
 7 have been continuous complaints of 
 8 large trucks going along Cropsey 
 9 Avenue causing noise, you know, and 
 10 the environmental impact statement 
 11 and the studies that were offered 
 12 at that time, you know, would seem 
 13 to say that there wasn't a serious 
 14 impact, but yet in real lives of 
 15 people there is.  So that's 
 16 something that does need to be 
 17 addressed further. 
 18  Also in terms of the actual 
 19 building, there is going to be a 
 20 certain amount of dredging needed, 
 21 first of all, in the initial stage 
 22 and then probably on a maintenance 
 23 basis there is some concern about 
 24 the impact of the dredging upon the 
 25 water quality and the impact that 
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 2 traffic. 
 3  For example, a study done in 
 4 December on Bay Parkway and the 
 5 Shore Road exit would find that the 
 6 traffic pattern is very, very 
 7 different than you might have if 
 8 the study was done in February. 
 9 You know, these are things that are 
 10 of concern. 
 11  Also, the back up that 
 12 develops in conjunction with our 
 13 traffic that may be in the area on 
 14 a seasonal basis presents a series 
 15 of quality of life issues for the 
 16 rest of the community and for the 
 17 neighborhood throughout the Bay 
 18 Parkway area, as it goes back, 86th 
 19 Street.  It does have us concerned 
 20 which needs to be addressed. 
 21  So I think that there needs 
 22 to be a further study in terms of 
 23 the traffic impact and I think the 
 24 community is certainly going to 
 25 expect and demand more assurance in 
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 2 it will have upon some of the 
 3 organic life that is in that water 
 4 quality. 
 5  Now, I know the study has 
 6 indicated that it will be a 
 7 temporary effect and that it will 
 8 not effect -- it will be rather 
 9 limited in terms of what it 
 10 actually does impact upon in terms 
 11 of fish life and organic life that 
 12 may be in the area, but that is a 
 13 concern, you know, in terms of the 
 14 community. 
 15  Also what is to be done with 
 16 the dredged material?  This becomes 
 17 a particularly serious concern when 
 18 we recognize that this dredging is 
 19 being done on the base of the 
 20 southwest, the old Southwest 
 21 Brooklyn incinerator, which might 
 22 have contaminated and hazardous 
 23 substances connected with it from 
 24 the old incinerator uses.  So there 
 25 is concern, you know, regarding 
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 2 that and I would like to see a 
 3 further study regarding that. 
 4  There's also concerns 
 5 regarding the marina as has been 
 6 mentioned. 
 7  Now, the barges coming in 
 8 and out, the wake from them and the 
 9 tugboats and other associated uses, 
 10 you know, may have an impact upon 
 11 the structure and the integrity and 
 12 the well being of the marina, even 
 13 beyond the impact that might be had 
 14 during the construction stage.  So 
 15 that is something that we would 
 16 like to see addressed further, the 
 17 impact that this is going to have 
 18 both in its construction stage as 
 19 well as in its operation stage in 
 20 terms of that marina.  And also in 
 21 terms of the effect it may have on 
 22 the amusement park nearby.  Because 
 23 there is a children's amusement 
 24 park just about adjacent, directly 
 25 adjacent to the Southwest Brooklyn 
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 2 indications and assurances in here 
 3 that there will be this odor 
 4 abatement system, a negative 
 5 pressure to keep dust from escaping 
 6 and other such abatement measures 
 7 to prevent the problem with odors. 
 8  But nevertheless, the 
 9 experience has been, and this has 
 10 not been with City-owned facilities 
 11 but with private marine transfer 
 12 stations facilities, the experience 
 13 has been that when they attain too 
 14 much volume, when they basically 
 15 attain volume beyond their proper 
 16 capacity, what tends to happen is 
 17 garbage starts to store up, it 
 18 starts to back up and that's where 
 19 we will end up with problems with 
 20 odors and maybe even noise and 
 21 certainly traffic. 
 22  So there is a very real 
 23 concern here in terms of the odor 
 24 situation that the volume of 
 25 garbage being processed is not such 
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 2 site. 
 3  In addition, there are some 
 4 concerns raised in terms of noise 
 5 and odor. 
 6  Now, I ran through the 
 7 environmental impact study and it 
 8 does offer assurances that there's 
 9 going to be an odor abatement 
 10 system that will be utilized. 
 11 Also, this is an improvement over 
 12 the previous plan that had been, 
 13 you know, basically was projecting 
 14 a containerization transfer 
 15 facility at Southwest. 
 16  Here, the containerization 
 17 facility, the actual processing of 
 18 the garbage I understand is going 
 19 to be within a building, a 
 20 structural building, so that it 
 21 will have the opportunity to 
 22 contain within that building, any 
 23 odors that might be generated from 
 24 this garbage.  That is certainly a 
 25 positive thing and we have 
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 2 that it cannot be processed 
 3 promptly.  If it starts storing up, 
 4 and I know the plan indicates that 
 5 the garbage is not going to be 
 6 stored on the site, that it is to 
 7 be processed on an ongoing basis, 
 8 but volume is going to be an 
 9 important factor in that. 
 10  One of the things that 
 11 concerns me in terms of Southwest 
 12 Brooklyn is that the amount of 
 13 volume that is expected to be 
 14 received at Southwest Brooklyn is 
 15 listed as much less than the volume 
 16 of other sites, and the feeling 
 17 would be as the amount of volume of 
 18 garbage grows in the City, that 
 19 there will be a temptation to 
 20 transfer more and more of it to 
 21 Southwest Brooklyn as opposed to 
 22 other sites on the rationale that 
 23 we're just equalizing it. 
 24  Well, equalizing it in 
 25 numbers, that might be true, but it 
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 2 is causing a back up of the 
 3 garbage, and an inability to 
 4 process the garbage if it's causing 
 5 an increase in traffic and a back 
 6 up of garbage, that equalizing it 
 7 may result in a very serious 
 8 quality of life issue being raised 
 9 and a big concern that the 
 10 neighborhood has.  So we certainly 
 11 want assurances of that. 
 12  And then as also was 
 13 mentioned, the issue of commercial 
 14 garbage.  That is something that 
 15 was not received in the old 
 16 Southwest Brooklyn Marine Transfer 
 17 Station and that is certainly a 
 18 question mark; I'm not even sure 
 19 that the environmental impact study 
 20 has really explored what that could 
 21 mean, how is it going to be -- it 
 22 basically indicated that there's 
 23 going to be incentives to private, 
 24 to commercial carters to bring 
 25 garbage to Southwest.  I would 
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 2 its quality of life because this is 
 3 a mixed neighborhood, it's got 
 4 residential, it's got apartment 
 5 buildings, private homes and the 
 6 potential for havoc with it in 
 7 there and certainly we would want 
 8 assurances of that on these kinds 
 9 of issues that steps are going to 
 10 be taken to make sure that this 
 11 does not destroy or hurt the 
 12 quality of life in terms of the 
 13 specific element of the Southwest 
 14 Brooklyn conversion. 
 15  I certainly, you know, would 
 16 want to see more information on the 
 17 environmental impact regarding both 
 18 the traffic and also the kind of 
 19 commercial sanitation that is going 
 20 to be received and how it's going 
 21 to be regulated in terms of what 
 22 routes those trucks are going to be 
 23 taking, what kinds of trucks are 
 24 going to be coming in and just the 
 25 level of it.  I think that's 
 

 
    Page  39 
 1 
 2 really want to know what those 
 3 incentives are going to be, what 
 4 kind of garbage this is going to be 
 5 in terms of where is it coming 
 6 from.  I assume it's coming by 
 7 private vehicles, private-owned 
 8 vehicles which raises questions 
 9 that they are not under the same 
 10 kind of regulation and supervision 
 11 as City-owned collection vehicles 
 12 would be and control in terms of 
 13 the routes they take, are they 
 14 going to be going down residential 
 15 streets at 2:00, 3:00 in the 
 16 morning?  That's a very legitimate 
 17 concern. 
 18  So that is an issue that, 
 19 you know, raises real concerns in 
 20 the community, the potential, you 
 21 know, for quality of life problem. 
 22 And there is certainly, you know, 
 23 the community, you know, wants to 
 24 be assured that this potential is 
 25 not going to come about and affect 
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 2 something, you know, that a 
 3 concern, a real concern. 
 4  I would certainly like to, 
 5 you know, compliment the Department 
 6 of Transportation again, you know, 
 7 the environmental impact statement 
 8 was, you know, prepared.  It was 
 9 not done -- an attempt was not done 
 10 by saying there would be no 
 11 impacts, it covered many of the 
 12 issues that we are concerned about, 
 13 some of them, as I said, we need to 
 14 dwell a little bit further on and 
 15 explore further, but, you know, 
 16 this is something that I think the 
 17 community, you know, is interested 
 18 in, we want to hear more about and 
 19 at that point we'll be in a 
 20 position to, you know, give a more 
 21 definitive response as to, you 
 22 know, what should be done with this 
 23 site. 
 24  So I would like to thank you 
 25 again for having this hearing here 
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 2 and I'm certainly interested with 
 3 what the rest of the community has 
 4 to say and I will be remaining for 
 5 the hearing in order to, you know, 
 6 hear how people respond to this 
 7 plan. 
 8  Thank you (applause.) 
 9  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 10 Assembly Member Colton. 
 11  Our next speaker an Adeline 
 12 Michaels. 
 13  MS. ADELINE MICHAELS:  My 
 14 name is Adeline Michaels, I'm Chair 
 15 of the Concerned Citizens of 
 16 Bensonhurst. 
 17  The Concerned Citizens of 
 18 Bensonhurst is grateful to see the 
 19 incinerator stacks down finally. 
 20 However, I do not understand the 
 21 policy of this Department to tear 
 22 down the existing incinerators 
 23 within our City and yet request 
 24 that another incinerator be built 
 25 Upstate New York, Essex County - 
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 2  And as I made my 
 3 presentation, I was asked to 
 4 request the Solena Group to apply 
 5 as the committee requested it.  The 
 6 Solena Group responded with a 
 7 request to meet the study challenge 
 8 and build an existing pilot program 
 9 for one year on the existing 
 10 landfill and handle two to 3,000 
 11 tons per day at a cost of less than 
 12 12 million. 
 13  Other technologies requested 
 14 140 million.  The Solena Group gave 
 15 them a fraction of the cost for a 
 16 contract with a permit, with 
 17 permits. 
 18  The Legislator informed them 
 19 it is not done this way in this 
 20 City. 
 21  Asthma is on the increase 
 22 daily, change is 20 years away. 
 23  The study will continue and 
 24 only you, the people, can retire 
 25 these existing commissioners and 
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 2 Albany News - clouds move very 
 3 rapidly. 
 4  The practices of burning 
 5 will never cease as long as we 
 6 allow waste management and 
 7 associate haulers to practice in 
 8 this state. 
 9  On December 8, 2004, two 
 10 engineers, James Binder and Susan 
 11 Higgins presented City Hall 
 12 Sanitation Committee Chair Michael 
 13 McMahon evaluations of new and 
 14 emerging solid waste management 
 15 technologies, Alternative Resources 
 16 Incorporated located in 
 17 Massachusetts. 
 18  Commissioner Doherty made 
 19 his presentation commenting and 
 20 criticizing every technology 
 21 possible and spreads propaganda how 
 22 every technology an still in the 
 23 laboratories.  Yet the study of 
 24 eight months proved that thermal 
 25 technologies are out in front. 
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 2 allow progress to commence. 
 3  We need to be the leading 
 4 City of the world, not the last to 
 5 change policy on how we handle our 
 6 waste. 
 7  Europe and Asia has changed. 
 8  The present commissioner was 
 9 a former employee of waste 
 10 management.  It does not surprise 
 11 me he would push to promote the 
 12 existing system of incineration and 
 13 landfill.  He cares less about air 
 14 quality. 
 15  The people need to demand 
 16 and speak out against the existing 
 17 systems failure to produce a better 
 18 environment of air quality and 
 19 cleaner fuel that will be carrying 
 20 the waste to the existing sites. 
 21  Above all, eliminate 
 22 incineration in Nassau and Newark, 
 23 New Jersey which we pay to burn our 
 24 garbage.  We do not need 
 25 containerization or pay high 
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 2 tipping fees.  We need new 
 3 technology.  Open the door ladies 
 4 and gentleman. 
 5  Thank you (applause.) 
 6  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 7  Our next speaker is Bryan 
 8 Thomas Gagliano. 
 9  MR. BRYAN THOMAS GAGLIANO: 
 10 Thank you. 
 11  I'd like to thank the 
 12 earlier speaker that showed up and 
 13 cared about a marine-based marina, 
 14 we do appreciate it and thank you 
 15 for sharing your concerns as well. 
 16  My name is Bryan Thomas, my 
 17 family, the Gagliano Family has 
 18 owned a marine-based marina 
 19 property adjacent to the Sanitation 
 20 Department since 1963.  We've been 
 21 paying our taxes on a tax lot which 
 22 start from Shore Parkway and extend 
 23 out to the end of our jetty which 
 24 is 800 feet beyond the Sanitation 
 25 bulkhead.  I have a closing tax 
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 2 barges at this site has caused 
 3 substantial undermine and damage to 
 4 the marine-based and marina 
 5 seawall.  Knowing this, we have 
 6 requested that the City take steps 
 7 to protect our seawall from the 
 8 tugboat and barge traffic as well 
 9 as the proposed dredging. 
 10  Again, I have letters 
 11 stating back and forth that I'm 
 12 submitting. 
 13  The current proposal by the 
 14 City is to create king pile wall 
 15 290 feet from the City bulkhead 
 16 along the marine base and seawall; 
 17 knowing this marine-based marina, 
 18 they're requesting that the king 
 19 pile be extended the entire length 
 20 of our seawall, which is 
 21 approximately 800 feet. 
 22  We also retained an engineer 
 23 that reviewed this type of proposed 
 24 seawall.  After his review, we 
 25 requested more information 
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 2 bill for my presentation. 
 3  We were informed about a 
 4 year ago by the community board 
 5 that the Sanitation Department was 
 6 considering installing a transfer 
 7 station at the site of the old 
 8 Southwest incinerator; this 
 9 property immediately adjoins our 
 10 property. 
 11  Aside from all the concerns 
 12 that -- with the environmental 
 13 study, which we agree with, it also 
 14 brought on two immediate concerns 
 15 to us. 
 16  The proposed plan submitted 
 17 to the community board, and it was 
 18 submitted to the marine-based as 
 19 well, showed encroachments onto Bay 
 20 41st Street and on to the 
 21 marine-based marina property. 
 22  Secondly, the City's plan 
 23 states the trash will be removed 
 24 via barge on a tugboat.  In the 
 25 past, the movement of City tugs in 
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 2 pertaining to the construction and 
 3 engineering of this wall. 
 4  At this point, the City has 
 5 responded that the plans and 
 6 designs for this wall have not yet 
 7 been completed or approved. 
 8  The Sanitation Department 
 9 has also stated that the City 
 10 cannot extend this king pile wall 
 11 more than the proposed 280 feet 
 12 because they claim that the land 
 13 beyond that point belongs to the 
 14 State. 
 15  I have documentation 
 16 obtained from the State showing 
 17 that the State property does not 
 18 start until well beyond the end of 
 19 our jetty (indicating.) 
 20  Aside from the tremendous 
 21 costs that would be necessary to 
 22 maintain our seawall, if the entire 
 23 wall is not protected, we will be 
 24 adversely impacted by our loss of 
 25 customer base due to the odors, the 
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 2 vermin, and the traffic that will 
 3 be generated by the transfer 
 4 station. 
 5  And again, we'd like to 
 6 submit our concerns with the 
 7 environmental study as far as the 
 8 traffic and everything the other 
 9 speakers mentioned, I think that 
 10 things obviously do need to be 
 11 looked at a little bit harder. 
 12  Thank you (applause.) 
 13  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 14  Our next speaker is Marisol 
 15 Ponte-Greenberg. 
 16  MS. MARISOL PONTE-GREENBERG: 
 17 Good evening.  I'm a resident of 
 18 Bensonhurst and I'm very concerned 
 19 about air quality. 
 20  I recently became an 
 21 asthmatic and my doctor almost 
 22 assured me that my asthma had to do 
 23 with the environment. 
 24  Many new companies such as 
 25 Home Depot and Stillwell Materials 
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 2 attention (applause.) 
 3  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 4  Our next speaker an Peter 
 5 Gaudiuso. 
 6  MR. PETER GAUDIUSO:  Hi, my 
 7 name is Peter Gaudiuso, I just want 
 8 to say first that I haven't seen 
 9 the plan and I'm not an elected 
 10 official, I'm just one in the 
 11 community.  I'm retired right now 
 12 and I'm concerned. 
 13  I've used the marina and 
 14 I've seen now that this new plan is 
 15 being established where it raises a 
 16 number of questions. 
 17  If my question's redundant I 
 18 apologize, certain things comes to 
 19 mind. 
 20  The traffic for one, even 
 21 before this plant wasn't in 
 22 service, we all know how bad the 
 23 traffic is just now going from Bay 
 24 Parkway to Caesar's Bay, regardless 
 25 of Home Depot and certain areas. 
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 2 is a manufacturer of cement, which 
 3 is located on Stillwell Avenue, 
 4 have contributed to such things. 
 5 People park their cars in the 
 6 morning and in the afternoon their 
 7 car is full of dust.  And many 
 8 residents in the area have asthma 
 9 now. 
 10  I'm very concerned because 
 11 as planned, this plan will be 
 12 recycling electronics or plastics, 
 13 there probably will be some sort of 
 14 gas emission and I can only imagine 
 15 what kind of respiratory disease 
 16 will effect our children and our 
 17 residents in this community. 
 18  I would also like to know, 
 19 if this plan is so 
 20 environmentally-friendly, why did 
 21 Bay Ridge reject it a few months 
 22 ago?  And also I would like to see 
 23 more studies that support that this 
 24 plan will be safe for all of us. 
 25  Thank you so much for your 
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 2  Now, I've been total that 
 3 the engineering, the environmental 
 4 study has been done and I see that 
 5 there is something like 900 tons 
 6 per day and I would imagine that 
 7 that's the amount that's been 
 8 processed up to now; is that 
 9 correct?  I mean for the past -- 
 10 for the past two years or so. 
 11  So if that's the case, it's 
 12 already going to be a tremendous 
 13 burden in the area for the traffic 
 14 itself. 
 15  Now have common sense come 
 16 into play to add just as much in 
 17 commercial waste, which aside from 
 18 the traffic itself, we don't know 
 19 the impact insofar as who checks 
 20 this garbage?  You said that it's 
 21 only perishable, but is every 
 22 single truck going to be checked by 
 23 some authority?  Either the DEP or 
 24 the DEC, they start sending trucks 
 25 and checking the health or whatever 
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 2 materials are on board just to make 
 3 sure that it's not asbestos or it's 
 4 not lead or it's some contaminated 
 5 material.  It can be ties that can 
 6 bring asbestos, that we don't want. 
 7 So that, I don't know if that plan, 
 8 that impact has been done on that, 
 9 or the study has been completed but 
 10 it just says that it's a very 
 11 little significant addition to it 
 12 as far as the traffic, and plus the 
 13 environmental aspect of it insofar 
 14 as hazardous material. 
 15  So I don't know if that's 
 16 been addressed or not.  Has it?  I 
 17 don't know.  Does anybody know? 
 18  MR. SZARPANSKI:  The forum 
 19 for this hearing is that you may 
 20 ask whatever questions you have in 
 21 the comments and we'll respond to 
 22 every question in writing. 
 23  MR. PETER GAUDIUSO:  Okay. 
 24 The other concern that I have is 
 25 that it's been determined that 
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 2 runoff is processed properly and it 
 3 doesn't freely go in the water, 
 4 which is the case right now. 
 5  The Sanitation place that we 
 6 have right next to the marina now, 
 7 even though it's not in full 
 8 operation, any time you see they 
 9 wash trucks everyday, that water 
 10 runs right into the pavement and 
 11 runs into the water, right into the 
 12 marina and right into the water 
 13 where our fishes our.  And nobody 
 14 cares about it.  I don't know if 
 15 this impact has been addressed in 
 16 that. 
 17  And that's pretty much, let 
 18 me see if I missed something else. 
 19  Oh, noise.  The garbage 
 20 being delivered through the 
 21 facilities by truck, that is being 
 22 compacted, and I don't know what 
 23 kind of equipment is being used, so 
 24 that the noise it's not so loud 
 25 being that's it a 24-hour operation 
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 2 there will be not significant 
 3 degrees so far as odor.  But now 
 4 we're saying that the amount is not 
 5 so tremendous and was the study 
 6 being done for 90 degrees weather 
 7 or 100 degrees weather, where the 
 8 garbage, as been mentioned before, 
 9 can be picked up and then, I don't 
 10 know if it's sealed, say that it's 
 11 negative pressure, I would like to 
 12 know more specifically what kind of 
 13 equipment's being used.  What kind 
 14 of testing and what kind of 
 15 follow-up that's been done.  If the 
 16 follow-up has been done by DEP or 
 17 the DEC to make sure that those 
 18 types of regulations are met. 
 19  The other concern that I 
 20 have also is that once you handle 
 21 garbage, I don't know how the 
 22 environment is going to protect it 
 23 from the weather, the rain.  Is 
 24 there anything been done insofar as 
 25 the runoff to make sure that this 
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 2 which you're going to have these 
 3 people nearby not too far.  Plus 
 4 the fact where you think the 
 5 containers is going to be loaded on 
 6 barges, that's my understanding. 
 7 As I said before, I haven't read 
 8 the plan itself, what kind of noise 
 9 is there and when you start moving 
 10 this container on top of a barge? 
 11 There's knocking between one and 
 12 the other. 
 13  Now, without the plant being 
 14 in operation, how do you know the 
 15 level of noise that you going get, 
 16 plus the traffic, you gonna have 
 17 from 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. 
 18  I would like some of you 
 19 people to just stay there for a 
 20 couple of weeks and just see what 
 21 goes on, at night, not during the 
 22 day. 
 23  Thank you (applause.) 
 24  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 25  Our next speaker is Stanley 
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 2 L-A-V-E, Lave? 
 3  MR. STANLEY LAVE:  Lave. 
 4  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Lave. 
 5 Thank you. 
 6  MR. STANLEY LAVE:  I want to 
 7 mention that it's a bad idea to 
 8 build a waste processing facility 
 9 in a residential neighborhood that 
 10 happens to be close to a recreation 
 11 area, Coney Island.  They have 
 12 enough pollution problems over 
 13 there and we don't need Gravesend 
 14 Bay turned another Newtown Creek 
 15 (applause.) 
 16  And I just want to ask one 
 17 question:  Are any of you New York 
 18 City residents? 
 19  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Yes, yes. 
 20  Any other comments? 
 21  MR. STANLEY LAVE:  No, 
 22 that's it.  Thank you. 
 23  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 24 (applause.) 
 25  Our next speaker is Judd 
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 2 also going to be taking on a major 
 3 burden. 
 4  The borough as a whole is 
 5 destined for three marine transfer 
 6 stations and that facility can 
 7 handle all of New York's 
 8 recyclables. 
 9  We all agree, though and 
 10 we've been working together to make 
 11 sure, that the new solid waste 
 12 management plan is better for the 
 13 environment and residents and 
 14 quality of life and for the City as 
 15 a whole. 
 16  The promise of marine 
 17 transfer stations in Manhattan and 
 18 in Brooklyn is a vast improvement 
 19 over the disastrous hodgepodge that 
 20 Brooklynites live with everyday 
 21 throughout the borough.  And for 
 22 that we are thankful. 
 23  However, because Brooklyn is 
 24 going to handle so much of the 
 25 waste for the whole City, we must 
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 2 Schechtman.  Is Judd back in the 
 3 room?  I know he stepped out. 
 4 Okay, come on up. 
 5  JUDD SCHECHTMAN:  Good 
 6 evening everyone. 
 7  Hello everyone, I'm Judd 
 8 Schechtman and I'm here on behalf 
 9 of Borough President Marty 
 10 Markowitz and Marty couldn't be 
 11 here tonight but he wanted me to 
 12 read his testimony for the record 
 13 and for the community. 
 14  "We all know Brooklyn has 
 15 been shouldering the burden of 
 16 waste transfer stations and the 
 17 City garbage infrastructure for 
 18 years. 
 19  Today, the whole borough 
 20 handles 60 percent of the waste 
 21 throughput in the entire City and 
 22 unfortunately, Brooklyn is going to 
 23 be the centerpiece of the City's 
 24 new solid waste management plan. 
 25 And this community of course is 
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 2 have assurances that the facilities 
 3 being planned will operate with the 
 4 greatest, the highest degree of 
 5 environmental quality and least 
 6 community impact.  And that, you 
 7 know, that any community in 
 8 Brooklyn that is going to be taking 
 9 on more of its own share, more than 
 10 its fair share, will be compensated 
 11 for handling more than their fair 
 12 share. 
 13  But moreover, we have to 
 14 realize that the plan has to be 
 15 effectuated in its entirety which 
 16 means that Manhattan also must take 
 17 the burden of its own waste and 
 18 that the failure to open any of the 
 19 transfer stations that are planned 
 20 for Manhattan will nullify any 
 21 support that Brooklyn residents 
 22 have of supporting this solid waste 
 23 plan.  That means that we will 
 24 accept nothing less than absolute 
 25 certainty that the transfer 
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 2 stations at West 59th Street and 
 3 East 91st Street will open and as 
 4 well as the Gansevoort Recycling 
 5 Transfer Facility; and that 
 6 Brooklyn as a whole will see a 
 7 decline in the throughput of 
 8 Manhattan's waste. 
 9  But we know that with all of 
 10 the new marine transfer stations 
 11 opening, that there's going to be a 
 12 lot of local impacts which will 
 13 need major mitigation. 
 14  In particular, we know 
 15 there's going to be a lot of truck 
 16 traffic coming to all of these new 
 17 marine transfer locations and we 
 18 must make sure that the Sanitation 
 19 Department or the Department of 
 20 Transportation work with the 
 21 community and the community board 
 22 to ensure that the impact is as 
 23 little as possible to the 
 24 community. 
 25  But in addition, there are 
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 2 new marine transfer stations, and 
 3 including here at Southwest, that 
 4 the Department rigorously enforce 
 5 its own regulations and that there 
 6 be some recourse to the community 
 7 if the Department fails to enforce 
 8 and follow regulations, whether 
 9 there be retirement matters as far 
 10 as when the trucks can arrive or 
 11 park or the trucks routes 
 12 themselves. 
 13  We know that a lot of the 
 14 drivers stray from those routes and 
 15 there has to be some kind of 
 16 recourse for the community, whether 
 17 that's in the form of some kind of 
 18 citizen supervision.  There has to 
 19 be some guarantee that the 
 20 community, the Department itself 
 21 will be able to enforce its own 
 22 regulations and rigorously ensure 
 23 the community that its employees 
 24 will follow and abide by the law. 
 25  And, you know, I realize 
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 2 issues that the sites themselves 
 3 would have to ensure that 
 4 operations are kept absolutely 
 5 impeccable which means that there 
 6 be no floatables, for instance or 
 7 debris that would, you know, 
 8 somehow seep into the bay or that 
 9 leakage from these new barges are 
 10 going to contaminate the bay, and 
 11 that, you know, truck emissions are 
 12 minimized with the best available 
 13 technology.  In that applies 
 14 throughout the borough at all the 
 15 proposed transfer stations. 
 16  In addition, we know that 
 17 the Sanitation Department has not 
 18 exactly been effective in enforcing 
 19 all of the siting operating 
 20 regulations, in particular, at all 
 21 of the existing facilities that we 
 22 have throughout the borough.  And 
 23 we should all be concerned that 
 24 with Sanitation Department 
 25 operating this new facility, these 
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 2 that Brooklyn has to handle its 
 3 own, its fair share of its waste, 
 4 and that this plan does work 
 5 towards that.  We must make sure 
 6 that that does not mean that 
 7 there's additional capacity, that 
 8 is, if each district is going to 
 9 handle its own residential waste, 
 10 we hope that each district, that 
 11 each of the marine transfer 
 12 stations can handle the commercial 
 13 waste, as is currently planned for 
 14 West 59th street in Manhattan so 
 15 that each region will not have to 
 16 be burdening other parts of the 
 17 borough with commercial waste.  And 
 18 if that's the case, then that would 
 19 be a laudable achievement and we 
 20 would support it. 
 21  But in addition, you know, 
 22 that we have mitigation in the 
 23 neighborhoods that are going to be 
 24 taking on these additional burdens. 
 25  So I'd like to thank you for 
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 2 the opportunity to testify and if 
 3 anyone has anything to say to me, 
 4 I'm sorry I came in late and I 
 5 missed all of your comments, but 
 6 the Borough President would greatly 
 7 appreciate hearing from every one 
 8 of the community members as well. 
 9  Thank you (applause.) 
 10  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 11  Our next speaker is Mark 
 12 Treyger. 
 13  MR. MARK TREYGER:  Thank you 
 14 Commissioners and I would just like 
 15 to bring the crowd and the 
 16 department just into a reality 
 17 check that this community is still 
 18 a very scared community because for 
 19 years, decades, there was an 
 20 incinerator at this location that 
 21 spewed out tons and tons of 
 22 pollution. 
 23  There are very high number 
 24 of cancer rates along the Cropsey 
 25 Avenue homes and the homeowners 
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 2 because the traffic problem there 
 3 is intolerable.  I urge you to live 
 4 along Cropsey Avenue and try to 
 5 sleep during the evening areas when 
 6 the trucks are rumble along hitting 
 7 potholes in the street and wake up 
 8 elderly people at night.  Because 
 9 at Assembly Colton's office, we 
 10 hear a lot of that and that's not 
 11 fair to them. 
 12  And the fact that commercial 
 13 traffic will be going to this 
 14 location during 8:00 p.m to 8:00 
 15 a.m., that could mean more trouble 
 16 for these people. 
 17  So in addition to that, this 
 18 new odor technology that will be in 
 19 place in this structure, I am not 
 20 an expert in this odor technology, 
 21 I am not an attorney, I am not a 
 22 specialist in that field, but 
 23 folks, believe me, the residents 
 24 will be able to smell if there's an 
 25 odor problem. 
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 2 along in this community, and we 
 3 also found out that that 
 4 incinerator operated for 30 years 
 5 without a permit.  It was an 
 6 illegal operation for decades. 
 7  So you have to understand 
 8 where we're coming from.  There's a 
 9 trust problem with the community 
 10 and the City because for 30 years, 
 11 this community really suffered 
 12 neglect from the prior City 
 13 administrations.  So I do want to 
 14 congratulate the community and 
 15 thank the Department for shutting 
 16 those smoke stacks down. 
 17  However, as I was looking at 
 18 the presentation, I see some, you 
 19 know, key components of the 
 20 environmental impact study and it 
 21 said "nonsignificant impact of 
 22 traffic." 
 23  Folks, I urge you to travel 
 24 down Bay Parkway near Caesar's Bay 
 25 on an afternoon.  I urge you, 
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 2  So I urge you and I urge the 
 3 Department to carefully analyze any 
 4 odor problem deriving out of this 
 5 marine transfer station, because if 
 6 there's an odor problem, believe 
 7 me, this community is riled up, 
 8 it's local, it's active and it's 
 9 working.  They will have no problem 
 10 organizing in the thousands to make 
 11 sure that the structure goes down, 
 12 because (applause) we will not 
 13 tolerate that. 
 14  I also have a concern with 
 15 regard to truck idling because 
 16 since there will be a lot of trucks 
 17 coming into the site, not all of 
 18 them will be able to fit at once. 
 19 So trucks might idle along Shore 
 20 Parkway with their diesel fuel, 
 21 with their noise.  How will that 
 22 problem be addressed? 
 23  And we're also affecting our 
 24 businesses.  That marina, it's been 
 25 there many years, and how will the 
 



 

 
    Page  70 
 1 
 2 Department carefully make sure that 
 3 this, these business owners, these 
 4 community business owners are not 
 5 effected by this?  And I would urge 
 6 the Department instead of writing 
 7 only the responses in writing, 
 8 respond through actions. 
 9  Thank you very much 
 10 (applause.) 
 11  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 12  Is there anyone else here 
 13 who filled out a speaker sheet and 
 14 I didn't call on? 
 15  Is there anyone else who 
 16 wants to speak? 
 17  Please stand up and state 
 18 your name. 
 19  MR. SIDNEY SCHATZMAN: 
 20 Sidney Schatzman, I'm a member of 
 21 the community from Harwin Terrace. 
 22 And again, I want to thank all of 
 23 you for coming down and arranging 
 24 it on this site. 
 25  I just want to make an 
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 2 midnight. 
 3  Kohl's now has a shopping 
 4 center, you cannot even get there 
 5 it's so crowded in terms of the 
 6 shopping going on for the holiday. 
 7 All that traffic is coming out 
 8 going one-way. 
 9  Just envision that in terms 
 10 of your trucks and Sanitation and 
 11 commercial traffic coming down a 
 12 lane about as slightly bigger than 
 13 this, one way.  And if you can 
 14 envision that kind of a situation 
 15 that we now have without what 
 16 you're describing, put your 
 17 situation of your Sanitation 
 18 together with commercial coming 
 19 into this same one-way zone, you're 
 20 creating a catastrophe in terms of 
 21 pollution, in terms of congestion 
 22 and in terms of the entry point. 
 23 There's only way to come in, where 
 24 the shopping center is and they're 
 25 going to have to turn down that 
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 2 example for you about this traffic 
 3 problem now that the Councilman, 
 4 the assemblyman and others have 
 5 described tonight. 
 6  Take a look at this aisle 
 7 right over here (indicating) from 
 8 the back to the front.  Envision 
 9 that as the pathway where all the 
 10 traffic leading into the 
 11 incinerator will be coming down, 
 12 one way, from the back to the 
 13 front, it's not two ways, it's 
 14 one-way. 
 15  In the back of the 
 16 auditorium, envision that is the 
 17 new shopping center where Best Buy, 
 18 where Kohl's is and you have 
 19 traffic coming out of that traffic 
 20 -- that shopping center and it's 
 21 one-way straight down say to here 
 22 where the Nelly Bly is, our 
 23 amusement park which, during the 
 24 summer, has huge crowds all day 
 25 long right through the night to 
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 2 street and come down, there's one 
 3 street, one way, which is 
 4 catastrophic in terms of the 
 5 traffic you have now.  Add on the 
 6 additional traffic, it'll be 
 7 monumental the impact in terms of 
 8 congestion, pollution and 
 9 everything else you can ever want 
 10 to imagine. 
 11  So I would suggest some sort 
 12 of a study where you stay there for 
 13 24 hours over a two to four-week 
 14 period and just see this going on 
 15 one way, and just envision this, if 
 16 you're a homeowner in this strip, 
 17 if you owned a marina in this 
 18 strip, if you are in the amusement 
 19 park in that strip, you envision 
 20 yourselves how you would feel with 
 21 that kind of a catastrophe which 
 22 will come about if this every took 
 23 place. 
 24  Thank you very much 
 25 (applause.) 
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 2  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 3  Are there any other 
 4 speakers?  If not, thank you all 
 5 for coming. 
 6  (Time noted 7:23 p.m.) 
 7 
 8 
 9 
 10 
 11 
 12 
 13 
 14 
 15 
 16 
 17 
 18 
 19 
 20 
 21 
 22 
 23 
 24 
 25 
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 2 C E R T I F I C A T E 
 3 STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
 4   : ss. 
 5 COUNTY OF NEW YORK ) 
 6 
 7 I, Marc Russo, a Notary Public 
 8 within and for the State of New York, 
 9 do hereby certify that the within is a 
 10 true and accurate transcript of the 
 11 proceedings taken on December 15th, 
 12 2004.  I further certify that I am not 
 13 related to any of the parties to this 
 14 action by blood or marriage and that I 
 15 am in no way interested in the outcome 
 16 of this matter. 
 17 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my 
 18  hand this 17th day of January, 2005. 
 19 
 20  _____________________ 
 21  MARC RUSSO 
 22 
 23 
 24 
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 2 Comprehensive Solid Waste 
 3 Management Plan for the next 20 
 4 years.  As required, the new SWMP, 
 5 as we refer to it, was submitted as 
 6 a draft to the City Council.  The 
 7 new SWMP is proposed to replace the 
 8 current SWMP and must be approved 
 9 by the Council before it can be 
 10 submitted to the New York State 
 11 Department of Environmental 
 12 Conservation for final approval. 
 13  The new SWMP plans for the 
 14 management of all of the solid 
 15 waste generated in the City over 
 16 the next 20 years and is supported 
 17 by a draft environmental impact 
 18 statement or draft EIS on which we 
 19 will take comments this evening. 
 20  My comments tonight will be 
 21 brief.  I will make a short power 
 22 point presentation before the 
 23 public portion of the meeting 
 24 begins.  Copies of my statement and 
 25 presentation will be available at 
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 2  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Good 
 3 evening.  My name is Harry 
 4 Szarpanski.  I am the Assistant 
 5 Commissioner for the Bureau of Long 
 6 Term Export at the New York City 
 7 Department of Sanitation. 
 8  I welcome the opportunity to 
 9 appear before you tonight.  I am 
 10 joined by Walter Czwartacky, Brij 
 11 Shrivastava and Sarah Dolinar of my 
 12 staff and Susan Raila from 
 13 Henningson, Durham & Richardson 
 14 Architecture, HDR.  HDR is the firm 
 15 that is responsible for preparing 
 16 this draft environmental impact 
 17 statement which is the subject of 
 18 tonight's hearing. 
 19  Representatives of the firm 
 20 of Ecology and Environment, who 
 21 helped organize this meeting, are 
 22 also here tonight. 
 23  As you may know, in October 
 24 of 2004, the Department of 
 25 Sanitation issued a New York City 
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 2 the end of the meeting. 
 3  Because the real focus of 
 4 this public hearing will be your 
 5 comments, if you plan to make a 
 6 statement for the record, please 
 7 take a moment to fill out a speaker 
 8 sign up sheet and submit it to the 
 9 individuals sitting at the table in 
 10 the back.  You will then be 
 11 assigned a number and I will call 
 12 your name when it is your turn to 
 13 speak. 
 14  Note that elected officials, 
 15 who may be attending many meetings 
 16 on behalf of their constituents on 
 17 any given night, will have an 
 18 opportunity to speak first. 
 19  We are interested to make a 
 20 complete record of your comments. 
 21 Please state your name clearly and 
 22 spell it for the stenographer. 
 23  This is where I tell 
 24 everybody that in order to hear 
 25 everybody you can limit comments to 
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 2 three minutes, but I think we can 
 3 dispense with the three-minute 
 4 limit tonight, I don't see that 
 5 many speakers. 
 6  If you do not wish to speak, 
 7 but would like to submit a written 
 8 comment, please complete a comment 
 9 card that we have provided for you 
 10 use.  Thank you for coming.  I will now 
 11 begin my short power point 
 12 presentation. 
 13  (Showing slides) as I 
 14 mentioned, this is a public hearing 
 15 on the City's DEIS for the SWMP. 
 16 Both the new SWMP and DEIS were 
 17 issued by the New York City 
 18 Department of Sanitation. 
 19  These documents are also 
 20 available on our website and at 
 21 various repositories on Staten 
 22 Island and in the other boroughs. 
 23  And if any of you are taking 
 24 notes, you will have a complete 
 25 copy of this later. 
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 2 called Hugo Neu for metal, glass 
 3 and plastic processing and 
 4 marketing, and for a new facility 
 5 that they will build at the South 
 6 Brooklyn Marine Terminal. 
 7  We are looking to enhance 
 8 composting and waste prevention 
 9 programs; develop an electronics 
 10 recycling program and establish a 
 11 recycling education and recycling 
 12 and acceptance facility at the 
 13 Gansevoort Peninsula or an 
 14 alternative site in Manhattan. 
 15  Gansevoort is the site of 
 16 the former marine transfer station 
 17 just below 14th Street on the West 
 18 Side of Manhattan. 
 19  Just some specific points in 
 20 recycling on Staten Island.  Weekly 
 21 recycling collections began in July 
 22 of 2004, they restarted. 
 23  We had an electronics 
 24 recycling event in October of 2004 
 25 and collected more than five tons 
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 2  And the City Council is 
 3 planning to hold public hearings on 
 4 the new SWMP I think in January. 
 5  The draft SWMP has three 
 6 broad categories:  It covers 
 7 recycling, DSNY-managed waste and 
 8 commercial waste. 
 9  On the recycling front, the 
 10 goals are to hold down the cost of 
 11 recycling and expand barge 
 12 transport of recyclables. 
 13  We're looking to meet a 25 
 14 percent goal for the DSNY Curbside 
 15 Program by the year 2007, and a 35 
 16 percent recycling goal for all 
 17 DSNY-managed waste, not just the 
 18 Curbside Program by 2007. 
 19  I apologize, I think the 
 20 dates may not be correct, but I'll 
 21 check on that. 
 22  The specific initiatives 
 23 that we are looking to offer, the 
 24 first one is to enter into a 
 25 20-year contract with a company 
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 2 of materials.  And the composting 
 3 of leaves, yard waste and Christmas 
 4 trees will continue at the Fresh 
 5 Kills Compost Facility.  And full 
 6 funding was given to the Staten 
 7 Island Botanical Garden for 
 8 composting information programs. 
 9  With respect to DSNY-managed 
 10 waste, the goals are:  To end the 
 11 use of long-haul trucks for waste 
 12 transport and export more waste by 
 13 barge or rail. 
 14  We're looking to stabilize 
 15 waste export costs.  We realize 
 16 that the new plan will not reduce 
 17 our current cost, but will help 
 18 stabilize those costs over time. 
 19  We're looking to distribute 
 20 waste transfer facilities 
 21 throughout the City and 
 22 containerize waste to get more 
 23 transport and disposal options. 
 24  The specific components of 
 25 the long term export plan here on 
 



 

 
    Page 10 
 1 
 2 Staten Island is to complete the 
 3 transfer station and begin export 
 4 of Staten Island waste by rail. 
 5 And let me just say a couple of 
 6 words on the transfer station here. 
 7  As you know, the transfer 
 8 station is under construction right 
 9 now.  We expect that construction 
 10 will be completed in March of next 
 11 year.  It's a facility that's 
 12 permitted to take only Staten 
 13 Island waste.  No waste from the 
 14 other boroughs will come to this 
 15 facility. 
 16  Some of the other elements 
 17 are:  To use private transfer 
 18 stations for barge and rail 
 19 export of containerized waste from 
 20 the Bronx and from the Brooklyn and 
 21 Queens communities previously 
 22 served by the Greenpoint and the 
 23 Bronx, South Bronx Marine Transfer 
 24 Station. 
 25  We issued RFPs that 
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 2 expanded transfer stations in 
 3 communities where these facilities 
 4 are already concentrated.  We're 
 5 looking to establish new 
 6 operational regulations to reduce 
 7 noise, odor and dust at private 
 8 transfer stations. 
 9  We're going to study how to 
 10 lessen waste truck transport on 
 11 truck routes through residential 
 12 areas; expand barge and rail export 
 13 of commercial waste from 
 14 DSNY-contracted transfer stations. 
 15  And again, just to explain 
 16 what that means, when we entered 
 17 into a contract with a private 
 18 transfer station to receive our 
 19 waste, in return, any waste that 
 20 goes to that transfer station, 
 21 including commercial waste, will 
 22 have to go out by barge or rail. 
 23 We will not enter into a contract 
 24 with a company and still allow them 
 25 to truck or to use long-haul trucks 
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 2 resulted in a proposal that we 
 3 received which again resulted in us 
 4 recommending in this plan that 
 5 rather than converting the South 
 6 Bronx MTS and Greenpoint MTS, we'll 
 7 rely on contracts with private 
 8 companies to dispose of that waste. 
 9  We're also looking to enter 
 10 into a long term contract with 
 11 disposing part of Manhattan waste 
 12 at the Essex County Resource 
 13 Recovery Facility in New Jersey. 
 14 That facility right now is taking 
 15 most of Manhattan's, or a large 
 16 portion of Manhattan's waste. 
 17  And we're looking to build 
 18 four marine transfer stations, the 
 19 East 91st Street one in Manhattan, 
 20 the North Shore Facility in Queens 
 21 and the Hamilton Avenue and 
 22 Southwest Brooklyn Marine Transfer 
 23 Stations in Brooklyn. 
 24  On the commercial waste 
 25 front, we're going to limit new or 
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 2 to export that waste.  And once the 
 3 MTSs are converted, we're looking 
 4 to export some of the commercial 
 5 waste through those marine transfer 
 6 stations. 
 7  At West 59th Street, that's 
 8 a marine transfer station that we 
 9 own.  We're looking to negotiate 
 10 some agreement with the private 
 11 sector and we offered that up to 
 12 the commercial sector to use that 
 13 facility to export commercial waste 
 14 generated in Manhattan.  And that 
 15 will have the advantage to 
 16 communities that are now receiving 
 17 a lot of Manhattan commercial waste 
 18 and then the material will have to 
 19 go to areas where these transfer 
 20 stations are concentrated, areas 
 21 like Brooklyn Community Board One 
 22 and Bronx Two. 
 23  The DEIS looks at the 
 24 environmental consequences of sites 
 25 and facilities that are, or may be 
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 2 part of the proposed action in the 
 3 new SWMP.  We included not just the 
 4 alternatives that are chosen in the 
 5 proposed SWMP, but alternatives 
 6 were evaluated before we actually 
 7 focused on which marine transfer 
 8 stations were going to be 
 9 converted.  So there's more in the 
 10 DEIS than what is being proposed in 
 11 the SWMP. 
 12  The DEIS identifies the 
 13 things that the City could do to 
 14 avoid potential significant adverse 
 15 impacts.  Things like putting 
 16 traffic lights or changing some of 
 17 the configurations of the 
 18 intersections, et cetera. 
 19  Meets the City and State 
 20 environmental review requirements. 
 21 And, as you know, the transfer 
 22 station on Staten Island was 
 23 already approved, it's an element 
 24 of the current SWMP, as part of the 
 25 SWMP modification we did in 
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 2 generated on Staten Island, this 
 3 allows for future growth.  The 
 4 original design actually had a 
 5 third compactor as part of the 
 6 design.  We did not build the third 
 7 compactor so there are only two 
 8 compactors at that facility. 
 9  The EIS that we did for the 2000 
 10 SWMP also considered this facility and it 
 11 allows us to move waste by truck 
 12 until the rail link is completed. 
 13 The rail link is being worked on 
 14 right now.  There's rail only on 
 15 our transfer station site. 
 16  The DEC is working on 
 17 putting a rail or fixing up some 
 18 of the rail that is going through 
 19 the Con Ed property that goes 
 20 through the RRF and the Port 
 21 Authority is actually doing the 
 22 work on the New Jersey side to help 
 23 complete the rail link and connect 
 24 it to the Chemical Coast Line in New Jersey. 
 25  This is a just a map showing 
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 2 November of the year 2000. 
 3  This is just a map that 
 4 shows the various wastesheds and 
 5 the transfer stations that will be 
 6 proposed, that we propose 
 7 to convert and also that the 
 8 private facilities that we propose 
 9 to negotiate and contract with. 
 10  A City-owned facility, the 
 11 Staten Island transfer station 
 12 that's under construction right 
 13 now, we're looking at completing 
 14 that construction in the spring of 
 15 2005 and it consists of a 
 16 70,000-square foot processing 
 17 building.  The waste will be 
 18 compacted and containerized.  The 
 19 permit allows us to bring up to 
 20 1,250 tons a day of 
 21 Department-managed waste generated 
 22 on Staten Island only. 
 23  Some of you have pointed out 
 24 that it seems to be oversized and 
 25 right now it's more than what is 
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 2 where the landfill is, where the 
 3 transfer station is on the 
 4 landfill. 
 5  And just to wrap it up, you 
 6 can provide comments to us on the 
 7 DEIS and the SWMP.  You can give us 
 8 verbal comments or you can fill out 
 9 a comment sheet and give it to us, 
 10 submit it to us in writing 
 11 or if you want to mail 
 12 comments to us, there are two 
 13 addresses there and we ask that 
 14 you mail it by January 24, '05. 
 15  Thank you and I will now 
 16 call on the speakers who signed up. 
 17 Councilman Oddo. 
 18  MR. ODDO:  I will be as 
 19 brief as I can. 
 20  Just a couple of things, and 
 21 some things that I'm going to 
 22 say might fall on some of the 
 23 technical issues tonight, but I 
 24 can't miss the opportunity to get 
 25 on record yet again, certain 
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 2 circumstances that we actually 
 3 have. 
 4  Some of the things I'm going 
 5 to say, this will probably be, 
 6 officially the 6,247 time that 
 7 either I or Chairman McMahon is 
 8 saying these things.  But again, 
 9 when it comes to this issue, I 
 10 think we believe that belts and 
 11 suspenders are a bad idea. 
 12  The first thing I want to 
 13 say is that I'm thrilled to see 
 14 that the seeing a new resistance towards 
 15 the borough-based concept that was 
 16 voiced before Chairman McMahon 
 17 committed back in March of 2002 no 
 18 longer exists in this plan.  And 
 19 with all due respect to the folks 
 20 on the Upper East Side of Manhattan 
 21 who are having to deal with the reality 
 22 of solid waste in New York City, 
 23 welcome to the era of borough based self-
sufficiency. 
 24  With that said, I still am 
 25 concerned that we go on record at 
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 2 needs to be language in the 
 3 specific contract between the City 
 4 and that private entity that, again 
 5 explicitly states that this would 
 6 be for Staten Island waste only. 
 7  The other, the only other 
 8 point I would like to make is that 
 9 during the period when Commissioner 
 10 Doherty testified back in October, I didn't 
 11 hear it mentioned in the 
 12 presentation, you know, the 
 13 emphasis is that we want to get 
 14 trucks off the road.  And going 
 15 back several years, we mentioned to 
 16 the administration, to the 
 17 Commissioner, that we are concerned 
 18 that when the trucks tip at the new 
 19 waste transfer station, that they will 
 20 use the streets of Travis to get 
 21 back to their destination.  And to 
 22 see and to imagine lots of DOS 
 23 trucks rambling on narrow Victory 
 24 Boulevard in front of the little 
 25 red schoolhouse on P.S. 26 is very 
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 2 every opportunity to make sure, 
 3 despite the comments that are made, 
 4 that in fact this facility that is 
 5 to be the first one on line, is in 
 6 fact, intended to handle only 
 7 Staten Island's waste. 
 8  Back in 2001/2002 with the 
 9 help of Jim and Tricia, we got 
 10 special and very specific language 
 11 placed in the special conditions 
 12 section permit from DEC and it in fact 
 13 said that. 
 14  Our concern I think at this 
 15 point is we haven't been able to 
 16 get an answer back as to the 
 17 question if that permit expires at 
 18 any point.  We've actually written 
 19 to the State and we'd like a 
 20 response to that. 
 21  And also specifically that 
 22 while it says that the facility 
 23 will be City-owned, if the decision 
 24 is made that it's to be 
 25 run by a private entity, there 
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 2 troubling.  And at the time we 
 3 asked the administration and DOS to 
 4 aggressively explore using 
 5 internal roads within the landfill 
 6 to be able to access Sanitation garage 
 7 two, I guess it is. 
 8  So we would like to 
 9 reiterate that point tonight as 
 10 we're trying to get trucks off the 
 11 roads across the City, I don't want 
 12 to see trucks rumbling and rambling 
 13 down Victory Boulevard and if we 
 14 can continue to work aggressively 
 15 towards that. 
 16  Other than that, I just want 
 17 to thank you and thank Staten 
 18 Island for showing up and thank my 
 19 colleagues and chairman of the 
 20 solid waste management community 
 21 and City Councilman McMahon does a 
 22 great job being the eyes and ears 
 23 of Staten Island.  So I thank you. 
 24  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 25 for your comments. 
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 2  Council McMahon. 
 3  MR. MCMAHON:  Thank you 
 4 Mr. Szarpanski and everyone else 
 5 who is here from DOS and thank you 
 6 for agreeing to hold this hearing 
 7 on Staten Island. 
 8  And I just want to say to 
 9 the diehards, Joe Carroll and 
 10 Barbara Warren and Trish and Jim 
 11 Oddo and all the environmentalists 
 12 who are here, look how far we've 
 13 come.  And what good news it is 
 14 that we're not in a room filled 
 15 with 500 people demanding the 
 16 closure of Fresh Kills Landfill. 
 17 And that's good news, and that's 
 18 something that Staten Islanders 
 19 have to be grateful for to prior 
 20 administrations, to the current 
 21 administration, to the people who 
 22 are currently working in the 
 23 Department of Sanitation, but most 
 24 importantly, to the people who are 
 25 here.  Especially seeing Barbara 
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 2 marvelous news. 
 3  Of course the devil is in 
 4 the details and we at the City 
 5 Council are committed to working 
 6 with the Department of Sanitation 
 7 to make sure that the final plan is 
 8 one that spreads the burden of 
 9 garbage equally out to the City of 
 10 New York.  And as Jim said, the 
 11 idea of borough-based 
 12 self-sufficiency is critical and 
 13 there's a lot of reference to it 
 14 in this document.  And me and the 
 15 councilman will work hard to make 
 16 sure that the specific language is 
 17 in here.  And if not, at the same 
 18 time, we have legislation pending 
 19 that if we can't get it in here, then 
 20 we'll try to pass a bill that will 
 21 require it by 2012 Barbara?  I think 
 22 by the year 2012, that every 
 23 borough must handle its own 
 24 garbage, because the critical 
 25 element is here. 
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 2 Warren who has worked so hard 
 3 through all the years to get the 
 4 message across, that Staten Island, 
 5 that the environmental injustice, 
 6 if you will, environmental justice 
 7 has its origins or began in Staten 
 8 Island. 
 9  Because now, within other 
 10 parts of the city, that is the 
 11 dialogue in other neighborhoods and 
 12 the other communities that are 
 13 suffering from environmental 
 14 injustice, if you will.  We're 
 15 having that discussion and that 
 16 dialogue, but it's something we 
 17 knew about for 50 years.  And 
 18 because of the hard work of all the 
 19 people who are here and the people 
 20 of Department of Sanitation, that 
 21 we are now moving forward and we 
 22 are working on a 20-year blueprint 
 23 to make sure that there will never 
 24 be pressures to re-open the Fresh 
 25 Kills Landfill again and that's 
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 2  But we're on the right path, 
 3 we can't lull ourselves into a 
 4 sense of security, but we are on 
 5 the right path. 
 6  And I just want to say that 
 7 the, with the idea of the third 
 8 compactor coming into Staten Island 
 9 and with Tricia and Jim even before 
 10 I was even elected, such a great 
 11 job with that.  An Steven and thank 
 12 Jim Oddo as well and they deserve a 
 13 lot of credit because it was a 
 14 little sneaky trying to get in 
 15 there and you understand the 
 16 concerns we have. 
 17  And certainly we are the 
 18 first facility coming on line, that 
 19 is clear, we'll be the first 
 20 facility in the new era to come on 
 21 line and we continue to be 
 22 concerned about if politics on the 
 23 Upper East Side of New York or 
 24 politics in Brooklyn or politics in 
 25 also in Queens, take such a turn 
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 2 that the pressure is on to come back to 
 3 Staten Island.  But we're here to 
 4 let you know and to let Staten 
 5 Islanders know, that we will fight 
 6 with every breath that we have to 
 7 make sure that that doesn't happen. 
 8 And they certainly deserve a lot of 
 9 credit for that. 
 10  And also, the folks here 
 11 should know that the City Council 
 12 put the money in this year's budget 
 13 to the tune of 140 thousand dollars 
 14 to hire our own consultant to help 
 15 us go through all of the technical 
 16 data involved with the 
 17 environmental impact study.  And 
 18 that person should be hired soon 
 19 within notice of the City record 
 20 this week and Carmen Cognetta is counsel for 
 21 the committee, will continue to 
 22 work with us.  See, we have a real 
 23 partnership, we really do, although 
 24 sometimes we get into battles over 
 25 issues, we're partners with the 
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 2 continue to come out, we have to 
 3 resolve a major problem which is 
 4 the trucks on the road in the City. 
 5 And so how soon can we expect to 
 6 see the rail on line? 
 7  MR. SZARPANSKI:  We are 
 8 working closely with EDC on the 
 9 rail connection.  EDC tells us that 
 10 by the end of 2005 the 
 11 interconnection between the 
 12 coastline as well as all the other 
 13 components on Staten Island will be 
 14 complete. 
 15  MR. MCMAHON:  So by the end 
 16 of 2005? 
 17  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Yes. 
 18  MR. MCMAHON:  And are we 
 19 running the trash out by, at that 
 20 point by rail? 
 21  MR. SZARPANSKI:  The 
 22 construction will be completed on 
 23 the transfer station early March of 
 24 2005. 
 25  MR. MCMAHON:  And so we'll 
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 2 Department to make sure that when 
 3 you're old and when John Doherty is 
 4 retired and well, he'll never 
 5 retire, but when Mike McMahon 
 6 retires or Jim Oddo is perhaps 
 7 working up in the Capital in 
 8 Albany, that this plan will be one 
 9 (indicating) and this is where I 
 10 get a promotion or a demotion, but 
 11 this plan is one that will work. 
 12 It's important that we have 
 13 these hearings and these 
 14 discussions so that you can hear 
 15 from the community and things that 
 16 concern us. 
 17  I know that it's not so much 
 18 you're going to take, but I would 
 19 like to ask just if you can go into 
 20 a little more detail, the status of 
 21 the rail connection.  Because it is 
 22 true that the plan is good, but 
 23 while those trucks will continue to 
 24 go in, the DOS trucks continue to 
 25 go in and the hauling trucks 
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 2 be running the trash out by the end 
 3 of 2005? 
 4  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Well, it's 
 5 not clear yet, because we still 
 6 have to finalize negotiations for 
 7 the contract for actually either 
 8 operating the facility or us 
 9 operating and a private company 
 10 transporting and disposing of the 
 11 waste. 
 12  So there may not be a long 
 13 period of time where trucks are 
 14 moving waste off Staten Island. 
 15  MR. MCMAHON:  And so, but 
 16 again, urgency I think is important 
 17 enough.  I would restate the 
 18 position that I stated at City Hall 
 19 is what I believe the Department 
 20 should maintain control over this 
 21 facility and I think it would be a 
 22 mistake to issue a contract with a 
 23 private entity to maintain it for a 
 24 lot of reasons. 
 25  Control is obvious, we also, 
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 2 we think that the men and women who 
 3 work for the Department of 
 4 Sanitation do a much better a job, 
 5 not to say that they're not a responsible  
 6 private entity. 
 7 But could you also just 
 8 explain to the folks a little bit, 
 9 the plan that we're looking at in 
 10 many ways is sort of a 
 11 transportation plan or movement of 
 12 the trash through the City, out of 
 13 the City and a lot of people are 
 14 going to say to me, "Where will it 
 15 go?"  And what is the end result. 
 16 Can you explain where we are in the 
 17 process?  If you have already I 
 18 apologize, if you can just go over 
 19 it again. 
 20  MR. SZARPANSKI: No, we 
 21 haven't, but I'll give you some 
 22 general comments, but if we can 
 23 hold that type of discussion for 
 24 when the Council holds hearings and 
 25 questions the Department. 
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 2 approves the new SWMP, we will be 
 3 at the point of having negotiated 
 4 those contracts, because we can't 
 5 enter into any contracts until the 
 6 SWMP is approved. 
 7  So some time in the middle 
 8 of next year we think we will able 
 9 to reach agreement with those 
 10 companies. 
 11  MR. MCMAHON:  And just so 
 12 the folks understand that there are 
 13 private companies who were sent proposals to 
 14 the City in response to the request 
 15 for proposals and they’re willing 
 16 to take a certain amount of containers 
 17 per day and ship it to either a 
 18 landfill or a site outside of the 
 19 City of New York.  That's basically 
 20 where we are. 
 21  Has the date ended to 
 22 receive any proposals? 
 23  MR. SZARPANSKI: Yes, the 
 24 proposal due date has come and 
 25 gone.  There's a limited number of 
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 2  MR. MCMAHON:  You know, I 
 3 don't mean to pigeonhole you as to 
 4 give me the answers, but just 
 5 explain where we are in the 
 6 process. 
 7  MR. SZARPANSKI:  We will -- 
 8  THE AUDIENCE:  Which I think 
 9 is a fair question.  Just explain 
 10 where we are in terms of issuing -- 
 11  MR. SZARPANSKI: We did 
 12 issue, in addition to issuing the 
 13 RFPs that I mentioned where we did 
 14 the contract with the private 
 15 facilities to receive our waste, we 
 16 issued an RFP for companies to 
 17 propose to take containers from our 
 18 converted marine transfer stations 
 19 and move those containers to its 
 20 ultimate disposal location. 
 21  We have proposals, we have 
 22 started discussions with those 
 23 proposals.  We haven't gotten into 
 24 any detailed negotiations.  We hope 
 25 that by the time the Council 
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 2 proposals that are going to be part 
 3 of our negotiations. 
 4  MR. MCMAHON:  Okay.  But are 
 5 there certainly some that are 
 6 realistic and doable and we're 
 7 optimistic that we can succeed on 
 8 that end of the plan? 
 9  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Yes, that's 
 10 correct. 
 11  MR. MCMAHON:  That's a 
 12 softball, that was a good one. 
 13  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Should we 
 14 change seats? 
 15  MR. MCMAHON:  Yes, yes, 
 16 okay.  Because I mean, that's the 
 17 question that we always get and I 
 18 think people have to understand, 
 19 we can't tell yet, we don't know 
 20 because we understand it's a 
 21 process, that's all we're getting 
 22 at Harry. 
 23  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Why don't 
 24 we ask you questions.  When you're 
 25 over here it's nice. 
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 2  MR. MCMAHON:  Definitely. 
 3 Just a total aside, can we just 
 4 give everybody the status on the 
 5 North Shore garage? 
 6  MR. SZARPANSKI:  The garage? 
 7 I don't know. 
 8  MR. CZWARTACKY: The marine 
 9 transfer station? 
 10  MR. MCMAHON:  No, the garage 
 11 number one.  This is totally 
 12 unrelated to the 20-year plan, just 
 13 the status because I know that Joe 
 14 Carroll was -- 
 15  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Oh. 
 16  MR. MCMAHON: The new garage 
 17 siting. 
 18  MR. SZARPANSKI:  I'm 
 19 questioning my own people here, we’re not 
 20 working on the garage so I don't 
 21 know, we can get back to you. 
 22  MR. MCMAHON:  Okay, very 
 23 good.  Again, we look forward to 
 24 continuing working for you. 
 25  MR. SZARPANSKI:  We look 
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 2 2000:  Taking out the trash, a New 
 3 Direction for New York City's 
 4 Waste.  That report was the first 
 5 to call for sustainable waste 
 6 management addressing three areas: 
 7 The environmental soundness, 
 8 economic cost effectiveness and 
 9 social responsibility or equity. 
 10  Key elements of that report 
 11 were waste reduction and recycling, 
 12 retrofit or reconstruction of the 
 13 city's marine transfer stations to 
 14 accomplish export and improvements 
 15 to the inequitable burden of 
 16 substandard waste transfer 
 17 stations. 
 18  This year after pulling 
 19 together about 40 groups from 
 20 around the City and forming the New 
 21 York City Zero Waste Campaign, we 
 22 prepared and released Reaching for 
 23 Zero:  The Citizens Plan for Zero 
 24 Waste in New York City and I know I 
 25 have a copy of this plan. 
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 2 forward to working with you and 
 3 again council members with the new 
 4 SWMP.  Thank you. 
 5  Our next speaker is Barbara 
 6 Warren. 
 7  MS. WARREN:  "Good evening. 
 8  My name is Barbara Warren. 
 9 As many of you know, I have been 
 10 involved in solid waste management 
 11 issues in New York City for over 20 
 12 years now.  It really dates me but 
 13 at different times, I have been a 
 14 representative for Staten Island 
 15 Citizens for Clean Air, for the 
 16 Staten Island Solid Waste Advisory 
 17 Board, the Citywide Recycling 
 18 Advisory Board, the Consumer Policy 
 19 Institute of Consumers Union and 
 20 the Organization of Waterfront 
 21 Neighborhoods, a citywide coalition 
 22 of groups working on a responsible 
 23 way to handle our trash. 
 24  As part of this work, I 
 25 prepared and released a report in 
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 2  This zero waste plan was 
 3 supported by Consumers Union, was 
 4 funded, was prepared to help the 
 5 City to develop a more sustainable 
 6 solid waste plan for the next 20 
 7 years. 
 8  In our plan, we called for 
 9 setting a 20-year zero waste goal; 
 10 the construction of needed 
 11 infrastructure and expansion of 
 12 programs in waste prevention, 
 13 reuse, recycling and composting, 
 14 along with major improvements in 
 15 support programs like education, 
 16 economical development and 
 17 research. 
 18  We identified three time 
 19 periods:  Immediate through 2009, 
 20 intermediate through 2014 and long 
 21 term through 2024 and provided 
 22 detailed implementation schedules 
 23 for all proposed programs. 
 24  We modeled a lot of our work 
 25 on the City's comprehensive solid 
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 2 waste management plan of 1992, an 
 3 extensive effort that I was also 
 4 involved in that, actually produced 
 5 many volumes of analyses and 
 6 information for planning, some of 
 7 which I still have.  It's quite 
 8 voluminous, it's many boxes of 
 9 information. 
 10  Tonight I will primarily 
 11 address the issues of importance to 
 12 the Zero Waste Campaign and 
 13 Consumers Union that are contained 
 14 in the SWMP, while touching on 
 15 issues of importance to Staten 
 16 Island. 
 17  Please note there will be 
 18 many others testifying in days to 
 19 come on behalf of OWN and the Zero 
 20 Waste Campaign.  And written 
 21 comments will be submitted in 
 22 January. 
 23  So, I am very, bottom line, 
 24 I'm very disappointed in this 
 25 so-called comprehensive solid waste 
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 2  In 2000, the Department said 
 3 that the SWMP they produced had to 
 4 be focused on long term export 
 5 portion because of the critical 
 6 time constraints.  At that time, 
 7 the Department promised that the 
 8 next SWMP, the next solid waste 
 9 management plan would be more 
 10 comprehensive, focusing on real 
 11 analysis of various alternatives to 
 12 export like waste reduction, 
 13 re-use, recycling and composting. 
 14  That 2000 SWMP became an 
 15 immediate failure because of the 
 16 predominate reliance on the 
 17 proposal in Linden and the enclosed 
 18 barge and unloading facility. 
 19  Once again in 2004, we are 
 20 presented with a so-called 
 21 comprehensive solid waste plan that 
 22 focuses almost exclusively on 
 23 disposal and an EIS that fails to 
 24 adequately examine the viable 
 25 alternatives. 
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 2 management plan and draft EIS.  The 
 3 City has failed since 1996, when 
 4 the closure of Fresh Kills was 
 5 announced, to ever produce an 
 6 analysis of alternatives to export 
 7 for disposal.  Such an analysis 
 8 sorry, of alternatives is required 
 9 by the State Solid Waste Management 
 10 Act.  Yet since 1996 despite the 
 11 work of all five boroughs and the 
 12 City Council in completing more 
 13 comprehensive plans of their own, 
 14 the Department of Sanitation has 
 15 been almost entirely focused on 
 16 plans for export and disposal. 
 17  This is in total violation 
 18 of the state act, its intent and 
 19 DEC implementing regulations.  The 
 20 whole point of the Act requiring 
 21 municipalities and other entities 
 22 in the state to do comprehensive 
 23 planning for solid waste, is that 
 24 such analysis and planning makes 
 25 environmental and economic sense. 
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 2  Other than the promise of a 
 3 new recycling processing facility 
 4 in Brooklyn, the SWMP lays out 
 5 almost no new programs and plans to 
 6 get us out of the dumps.  Not only 
 7 do we have detailed, do we not have 
 8 detailed plans for environmentally 
 9 sound waste management method 
 10 beyond Hugo Neu, but the plan does 
 11 not even offer a road map of how 
 12 the City will plan for sound 
 13 alternatives in the future. 
 14  Unlike the voluminous 1992 
 15 SWMP, this plan is so vague, 
 16 lacking in detail on expanded and 
 17 new programs that might be 
 18 considered zero waste programs, 
 19 that I have started referring to it 
 20 as SWMP-Lite, like Bud Lite. 
 21  The stated goal in the plan 
 22 of 70 percent recycling by 2015, is 
 23 actually more ambitious than the 
 24 zero waste campaign's goal for that 
 25 date, but with no supporting 
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 2 substance, no aggressive plans to 
 3 improve any of these alternatives 
 4 and therefore, the stated goal of 
 5 70 percent rings hollow. 
 6  So let's look at some of the 
 7 most serious issues.  I'm going to 
 8 talk mostly about sustainability. 
 9  Is the plan sustainable?  In 
 10 June, when we released our report, 
 11 we pointed that total disposal 
 12 costs including transfer costs had 
 13 risen by 91 percent since the City 
 14 first started exporting garbage. 
 15  We pointed out in terms of 
 16 economics, this represented a clear 
 17 unsustainable situation.  Earlier 
 18 in 2000, we described the 
 19 considerable consolidation in the 
 20 waste industry with two major 
 21 multinational companies owning the 
 22 majority of disposal capacity and 
 23 potential for ever-increasing cost. 
 24  DSNY acknowledged this 
 25 problem of self-interest and 
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 2 exporting, why does the City want 
 3 to perpetuate this problem by 
 4 planning to serve up almost ten 
 5 thousand tons per day of waste to 
 6 these companies which could have a 
 7 stranglehold on the City in the 
 8 future. 
 9  If self-interest and lack of 
 10 competition are a concern of the 
 11 City's as it relates to the 
 12 management of recyclables, why 
 13 would we see the same problem with 
 14 the other 75 percent of the waste 
 15 stream that you are planning to 
 16 send for disposal? 
 17  In 2000, the City prepared a 
 18 generic analysis of costs; we are 
 19 asking for this same kind of 
 20 analysis now.  It is not there 
 21 currently in the documents we 
 22 received.  We're also asking for 
 23 clarification concerning these long 
 24 term contracts for disposal.  Will 
 25 they be written as "put or pay" 
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 2 inadequate competition associated 
 3 with these waste companies, only as 
 4 it relates to the handling and 
 5 processing of recyclables.  This 
 6 was in the recyclable processing 
 7 and marketing report that was 
 8 issued with the SWMP. 
 9  Simultaneously, DSNY is 
 10 planning to award private contracts 
 11 for the entire 
 12 residential/institutional waste 
 13 stream. 
 14  Some of these contracts will 
 15 go to private transfer stations, 
 16 some to companies to manage and 
 17 receive the waste at the MTSs, and 
 18 one will go to a private manager, 
 19 at least according to the SWMP, to 
 20 the Staten Island facility.  Only 
 21 the contract with the Newark 
 22 incinerator will be handled 
 23 differently by the Port Authority. 
 24  If disposal costs have risen 
 25 91 percent since we first started 
 

 
    Page 45 
 1 
 2 contracts that will prevent the 
 3 City from developing and expanding 
 4 the sound alternatives like 
 5 composting and recycling, because 
 6 they will require that the City pay 
 7 for 10,000 tons of waste, whether 
 8 or not you deliver that amount to 
 9 the private contractors? 
 10  A major theme of our 
 11 Reaching for Zero Report was that 
 12 the City should consider the merits 
 13 of investing dollars within New 
 14 York City, creating industries that 
 15 use our waste materials to 
 16 manufacturer new products, adding 
 17 jobs and fueling our economy, 
 18 instead of sending dollars out of 
 19 the City along with our mixed 
 20 waste.  This plan, this long term 
 21 proposal contract invests 
 22 elsewhere, depriving the City of 
 23 these dollars. 
 24  Is it environmentally 
 25 sustainable?  Well, the plan 
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 2 includes the development of a 
 3 recycling center in Brooklyn under 
 4 a 20-year contract agreement with 
 5 Hugo Neu.  This portion of the plan 
 6 is laudable and we're very happy 
 7 about that.  However, this facility 
 8 will not be completed until 2007 
 9 and while this a positive 
 10 development which we have been 
 11 waiting for a very long time, DSNY 
 12 and the City have not learned the 
 13 needed lessons. 
 14  The City's 1992 SWMP called 
 15 for the development of 3000 tons 
 16 per day of recycling processing 
 17 capacity in the City since 1992. 
 18 12 years later, plans today, plans 
 19 are underway for Staten Island 
 20 recycling processing facility which 
 21 the Department cancelled those 
 22 plans deciding that the private 
 23 sector could be relied on to manage 
 24 recycling even though there was 
 25 almost no modern recycling 
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 2 learn is that public policy demands 
 3 comprehensive and thoughtful 
 4 planning and follow through on 
 5 those plans. 
 6  So if you have truly learned 
 7 the lesson that VISY and Hugo Neu 
 8 should have taught you, this solid 
 9 waste management plan will offer 
 10 the promise of a more sustainable 
 11 future and economically and 
 12 environmentally, by recommending 
 13 the construction of composting and 
 14 resuse facilities and by expanding 
 15 economic development activities 
 16 focused on the remanufacture of 
 17 waste materials, and by expanding 
 18 waste prevention alternatives in 
 19 programs. 
 20  How long will the City talk 
 21 about studying composting at Hunt's 
 22 Point, the Hunt's Point Market 
 23 without developing any new 
 24 facilities? 
 25  The very small Rikers Island 
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 2 facilities in the City. 
 3  This Staten Island Borough 
 4 President and the Staten Island 
 5 SWAP supported this facility. 
 6 Citywide, the environmental 
 7 community also supported the 
 8 building of recycling 
 9 infrastructure. 
 10  So it was not a surprise 
 11 then when the big waste company 
 12 raised the prices for handling 
 13 recyclables, some processing 
 14 equipment had even been removed in 
 15 order to handle the City's export 
 16 contracts. 
 17  So 15 long years after the 
 18 original plans in '92 for adding 
 19 the, adding the recycling 
 20 processing facility, Hugo Neu 
 21 might actually be up and running, 
 22 that's supposed to be in the year 
 23 2007 and saving the City money. 
 24  So the lessons that the 
 25 Department and the City should 
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 2 Project was supposed to be your 
 3 test facility with commercial scale 
 4 facilities to follow. 
 5  So sustainability; is the 
 6 plan socially responsible and 
 7 equitable?  The Mayor clearly has 
 8 attempted to address equity with 
 9 this plan.  We support the efforts 
 10 to reconstruct the City marine 
 11 transfer stations system as more 
 12 equitable and to move waste by 
 13 barge as less polluting in terms of 
 14 air quality. 
 15  However, the plan has a 
 16 number of problems when you get to 
 17 the facilities to handle disposal and 
 18 export.  This becomes apparent when 
 19 we look at the actual plan for 
 20 Manhattan. 
 21  For Manhattan's residential 
 22 and institutional waste, the plan 
 23 proposes only the construction of 
 24 one marine transfer station, 
 25 that's at the East 91st Street 
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 2 station, to containerize waste. 
 3 Despite the magnitude of waste 
 4 generated in Manhattan, this MTS is 
 5 proposed to handle the smallest 
 6 amount of waste of any of the 
 7 reconstructed MTSs, only 720 tons 
 8 per day of residential waste with a 
 9 possibility of including some 
 10 commercial waste for a total of 
 11 1644 tons. 
 12  The largest amount of 
 13 residential and institutional 
 14 waste, about 1600 tons, will be 
 15 continued to be trucked on 
 16 congested streets and through 
 17 tunnels and over bridges to the 
 18 Newark incinerator in New Jersey. 
 19 The environmentally unsound interim 
 20 trucking plan would become a long 
 21 term plan for Manhattan. 
 22  Manhattan with a large 
 23 number of offices and institutions, 
 24 produces large quantities of waste 
 25 from the commercial sector and the 
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 2 the State legislation creating a 
 3 park on the West Side, we don't 
 4 know whether this facility can 
 5 succeed.  And we appreciate the 
 6 Department's and EDC's efforts to 
 7 develop this facility. 
 8  In summary, the need for 
 9 adequate waste infrastructure in 
 10 Manhattan is extremely critical. 
 11 This was made crystal clear when 
 12 the City tried to cope with the 
 13 movement of millions of tons of 
 14 waste after the World Trade Center 
 15 disaster.  We just hope Staten 
 16 Island doesn't become Manhattan's 
 17 means of handling waste and that is 
 18 a concern. 
 19  On the issue of commercial 
 20 waste handling.  The substandard 
 21 conditions at commercial transfer 
 22 stations and their concentrations 
 23 in certain communities are 
 24 addressed only indirectly in this 
 25 plan, with a few details.  There 
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 2 majority of the City's commercial 
 3 waste.  Yet Manhattan has almost no 
 4 infrastructure for processing and 
 5 transporting this waste out of the 
 6 City.  Instead, waste is picked up 
 7 and taken over bridges to other 
 8 boroughs. 
 9  The City is proposing to 
 10 allow the use of the West 59th Street marine 
 11 transfer station by commercial 
 12 carters during nighttime hours.  We 
 13 support that. 
 14  While the use of 59th Street 
 15 to handle the commercial waste is a 
 16 good idea, there is no plan to 
 17 reconstruct 59th Street to make it 
 18 more efficient and to enable 
 19 containerization. 
 20  The suggestion of a 
 21 recycling receiving facility at the 
 22 Gansevoort Peninsula is a good one 
 23 that I wholeheartedly support, but 
 24 this proposal is in the earliest 
 25 stages of development.  Because of 
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 2 are no concrete plans for actually 
 3 reducing capacity in communities 
 4 overburdened by the transfer 
 5 stations and the City is not 
 6 proposing to create a commercial 
 7 franchise system in order reduce 
 8 vehicle miles traveled as opposed 
 9 to improving commercial waste 
 10 services. 
 11  Now, turning to Staten 
 12 Island, we have the only brand new 
 13 transfer station in New York City. 
 14 And it is designed and built at 
 15 three times the capacity needed for 
 16 Staten Island's waste. 
 17  Our facility included 
 18 compaction equipment.  None of the 
 19 new marine transfer stations are 
 20 planned to have compacting 
 21 capability, only containerization. 
 22 Why not and where is the analyses 
 23 supporting this? 
 24  We have always supported 
 25 sound alternatives to disposal and 
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 2 have recommended testing certain 
 3 high tech options for processing 
 4 organic waste.  Now I would like to 
 5 recommend that the Staten Island 
 6 transfer station be used to 
 7 accommodate one or more 
 8 state-of-the-art composting tunnels 
 9 with computer controls for 
 10 regulating air and moisture and 
 11 temperature.  This is the kind of 
 12 technology the Department should be 
 13 exploring.  The Department has 
 14 failed to so far study anything 
 15 more than static pile composting 
 16 which limits the efficiency of that 
 17 option. 
 18  So we urge the Department to 
 19 improve its current solid waste 
 20 management plan and we will be 
 21 advocating for more sustainability 
 22 with the City Council as the next 
 23 step.  Thank you." 
 24  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 25 very much for your comments. 
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 2 of marine transfer stations in the 
 3 other boroughs, more compaction and 
 4 containerization in those stations. 
 5 And again, my background is marine 
 6 transportation, and any time the 
 7 city can take trucks and cars off 
 8 the road and put it on the water 
 9 which is an extremely cheap method 
 10 of transportation, that they should 
 11 do that. 
 12  Thank you for the 
 13 opportunity to speak tonight. 
 14  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 15 for your comments. 
 16  Helen Bialer. 
 17  MS. BIALER:  Good evening, 
 18 my name is Helen Bialer and I'm 
 19 representing the Staten Island 
 20 Citizens for Clean Air. 
 21  SICCA has been involved with 
 22 the solid waste issues since the 
 23 closure of Penn and Fountain Landfills.  We 
 24 have always been strong advocates 
 25 of handling solid waste responsibly 
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 2 Barbara, do you have a copy of your 
 3 comment that you can leave us? 
 4  MS. WARREN:  Yes. 
 5  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 6 We have two more speakers.  The 
 7 next speaker is John Arntzen. 
 8  MR. ARNTZEN:  John Arntzen, 
 9 it's A-R-N-T-Z-E-N. I'm with ACTA, 
 10 Maritime Development Corporation. 
 11 I'm a resident and my background is 
 12 marine transportation and just as a 
 13 Staten Island resident, I want to 
 14 wholeheartedly support your 
 15 efforts.  I feel that there's 
 16 plenty of room in your plan for 
 17 improvement, but I'm glad to see 
 18 that the efforts that you made 
 19 towards this end and I think all of 
 20 Staten Island should be very 
 21 supportive of your plan in that 
 22 you're taking not only Staten 
 23 Island waste, that's just a great 
 24 boon for our borough.  And I would 
 25 encourage the further development 
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 2 through waste reduction, reuse, 
 3 recycling and composting. 
 4  While we supported the 
 5 initiative of exportation of solid 
 6 waste as a means of closing the 
 7 horrific Fresh Kills Dump, we have 
 8 lost sight of our goals to promote 
 9 and increase the City's recycle 
 10 world. 
 11  This City is always focused 
 12 on the quick and easy methods of 
 13 ridding ourselves of our solid 
 14 waste from dumping at Fresh Kills, 
 15 out of site, out of mind, to 
 16 wanting to incinerate the garbage 
 17 on the floors and the impacts to 
 18 the communities, to exportation. 
 19 Again, out of site, out of mind. 
 20  The Department of Sanitation 
 21 always criticizes relying on the 
 22 recyclables and they used cost as a 
 23 reasons for avoiding this process. 
 24 Now, if current expenses involved 
 25 with the exportation the City needs 
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 2 to strongly review that whole 
 3 process. 
 4  The current homes of our 
 5 solid waste, Virginia, 
 6 Pennsylvania, Ohio, will not 
 7 tolerate the never-ending flow of 
 8 our garbage coming into their 
 9 communities, would you?  We need to 
 10 act responsibly and address the 
 11 solid waste through waste 
 12 reduction, reuse, recycling and 
 13 composting and bring New York into 
 14 the 21st Century.  Thank you. 
 15  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you 
 16 for your comments. 
 17  Mr. McMahon. 
 18  MR. MCMAHON:  I want to 
 19 amend what I said before and talk 
 20 about the unsung heroes who work so 
 21 hard to get the Fresh Kills 
 22 Landfill closed, I didn't recognize 
 23 Helen sitting here and certainly 
 24 here we are and S-I-C-C-A, we're 
 25 together with Barbara and on the 
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 2 something that we did together, I 
 3 think I was part of this group for 
 4 20 years.  As Barbara said, you 
 5 know, we're trying to build up and 
 6 we finally succeeded on it, but one 
 7 of -- 
 8  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Just spell 
 9 your name. 
 10  MR. VALENTIN:  My spelling? 
 11 V-A-L-E-N-T-I-N, Valentin. 
 12  MR. SZARPANSKI: Thank you. 
 13  MR. VALENTIN: One of the 
 14 reasons, one of the reasons I got 
 15 here, I wanted to find out one of 
 16 the questions that was asked 
 17 basically is, I don't think there 
 18 was any answers, I didn't hear it, 
 19 are you finding out betters ways to 
 20 recycle, you know, re-use garbage 
 21 that, instead of.  And also instead 
 22 of shipping out a certain amount of 
 23 garbage out, is there any other way 
 24 to, are we finding other ways to 
 25 recycle other things other than the 
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 2 solid waste advisory board, they're 
 3 visionaries and all of the stars 
 4 aligned correctly and they deserve 
 5 a lot of credit, I just wanted to 
 6 add that to what I said before. 
 7 Thanks (applause.) 
 8  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 9  Is there anybody else here 
 10 who wishes to make a statement? 
 11  MR. VALENTIN:  I just like 
 12 to ask some questions.  Are we 
 13 looking for -- 
 14  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Can you 
 15 please stand up and state your name 
 16 for the record. 
 17  MR. VALENTIN:  My name is 
 18 Joe Valentin. 
 19  MR. SZARPANSKI: I'm sorry, 
 20 it's not an opportunity to ask 
 21 questions that we will respond to 
 22 on the spot, but you can certainly 
 23 make a comments and ask that we 
 24 answer the question. 
 25  MR. VALENTIN:  This is 
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 2 items that we already have on the 
 3 recycle, you know, improving the 
 4 recycling.  Because I think that's 
 5 one of things that we want to see 
 6 in addition to having Barbara and 
 7 Helen making that point of it.  But 
 8 I don't know, if the agency is 
 9 looking for ways or they have 
 10 already. 
 11  We still -- I mean, just 
 12 what we're looking for in the 
 13 future? 
 14  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Just as a 
 15 point of information, I would urge 
 16 you to look at appendix F to the 
 17 SWMP.  It looks at the need to look at 
 18 emerging technologies, we have 
 19 consultants do an analysis of 
 20 whatever is out there, we are aware 
 21 of.  The council I think is holding 
 22 a hearing on the 8th of December on 
 23 that specific subject so read that 
 24 and the council hearing we will 
 25 know. 
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 2  MR. VALENTIN:  Thank you. 
 3  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 4 Is there any other -- Nick. 
 5  MR. DMYTRYSZYN:  Good 
 6 evening, Nick Dmytryszyn, 
 7 environmental engineer to the 
 8 Borough President. 
 9 D-M-Y-T-R-Y-S-Z-Y-N. 
 10  I didn't plan on saying 
 11 something this evening but I just 
 12 want to pass a couple of comments 
 13 along that I think kind of captures 
 14 kind of what you're hearing this 
 15 evening, both from a global to a 
 16 local, from an unbiased to a 
 17 biased. 
 18  The fact that, as has been 
 19 mentioned earlier that the City has 
 20 rethought that garbage has to be 
 21 basically handled by the borough, 
 22 it's nice to see that that has kind 
 23 of come back, that it's not being 
 24 looked at the way we had the, 
 25 originally it was going to be five 
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 2 asking to put that in the plans, 
 3 but I think an acknowledgement of 
 4 the fact that the landfill is not 
 5 part of any reconsideration.  If a 
 6 statement like that's not in there, 
 7 then at a minimum we request that 
 8 the statement be put in there. 
 9  And lastly, Jim Oddo made a 
 10 couple of good points about the 
 11 truck traffic.  While I know that 
 12 the garbage plans is not 
 13 necessarily ready to go through the 
 14 minutia of where trucks go in each 
 15 borough, but now this is a little 
 16 biased aspect. 
 17  I'm not certain, I know it's 
 18 difficult to ask the Department to 
 19 tell me the trucks routes, 
 20 where they're going to go.  But I 
 21 think it will be worth studying 
 22 that wherever a truck route ends 
 23 from picking up garbage from Staten 
 24 Island to bring it to the transfer 
 25 station, if it is next to a 
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 2 in each borough handling its own, 
 3 and then it was going to be this. 
 4 So we're glad to see that, because 
 5 from my boss's standpoint, 
 6 everybody has to share the burden 
 7 and that's what we call the City's 
 8 fair share.  Not like the way it 
 9 was in the bad old days. 
 10  But from a very narrow kind 
 11 of perspective, if the State begins 
 12 with its solid waste management 
 13 plan, then I think that it should 
 14 be implemented, in fact, I don't 
 15 recall reading that there is no 
 16 plan in the 20-year plan and an 
 17 ultimatum.  There is no such thing 
 18 like that, and I think it will 
 19 behoove the City to put that in 
 20 there, because at a minimum, the 
 21 administrations come and go, but 
 22 the fact still remains that we have 
 23 a lawsuit that basically allows 
 24 Staten Island to go back into court 
 25 without prejudice.  And we're not 
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 2 highway, don't use local roads, use 
 3 the expressway, use the West Shore, 
 4 but don't use the local roads.  And 
 5 also leave the transfer station by 
 6 using the highway.  To go through 
 7 the Travis area, Victory Boulevard, 
 8 Arthur Kill Road or wherever the 
 9 trucks are allowed to go where they 
 10 can get perhaps easily by the 
 11 highway aspect, I think it should 
 12 be part of that consideration. 
 13  And I thank you very much. 
 14  MR. SZARPANSKI:  Thank you. 
 15 Any final comments by anybody? 
 16  Thank you all for coming. 
 17 There will be copies of my 
 18 statement as well as copies of my 
 19 presentation in the back. 
 20  Thank you. 
 21  (Time noted:  7:03 p.m.) 
 22 
 23 
 24 
 25 
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 2 C E R T I F I C A T E 
 3 STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
 4   : ss. 
 5 COUNTY OF NEW YORK ) 
 6 
 7 I, Marc Russo, a Notary Public 
 8 within and for the State of New York, 
 9 do hereby certify that the within is a 
 10 true and accurate transcript of the 
 11 proceedings taken on December 1, 2004. 
 12 I further certify that I am not related 
 13 to any of the parties to this action by 
 14 blood or marriage and that I am in no 
 15 way interested in the outcome of this 
 16 matter. 
 17 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my 
 18  hand this 20th day of December, 2004. 
 19 
 20  _____________________ 
 21  MARC RUSSO 
 22 
 23 
 24 
 25 
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Converted MTS Permits and Approvals

The Converted MTS will require state, federal and local permits and 
approvals.
The MTS is subject to the Uniform Land Use Review Procedure 
(ULURP) as site selection for a capital project.
The Converted MTS ULURP application was certified on November 
15th, and the ULURP process is on-going.
Queens Community Board 7 will hold meetings and a hearing to 
consider and vote on the ULURP application.
The Converted MTS State environmental permit application (solid 
waste, air and marine) was submitted in November to the New York
State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC).
NYSDEC will hold a hearing and establish a public comment period
on the Converted MTS permit application as part of its permit review 
process.



Public Comments

How to submit comments on the DEIS and/or State 
permit applications:
Provide Verbal Comments (fill out a Speaker Registration 
Card at the sign-in desk)  or
Fill out a Comment Sheet  or
Submit a Written Statement  or
Mail Comments (to be received no later than 1/24/05) to:

Harry Szarpanski, Assistant Commissioner
Department of Sanitation
44 Beaver Street, 12th floor
New York, NY 10004

Or…
DEIS/Permit Comments
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.
90 Broad Street, Suite 1906
New York, NY 10004



Notice Of Informational Meeting On The State 
Permit Applications And Permit Review Process For 

The East 91st Street Converted Marine Transfer Station

This notice has been prepared by the City of New York Department of Sanitation (DSNY) in support of
DSNY's State environmental permit applications to construct and operate the East 91st Street Converted
Marine Transfer Station (MTS) on file with and under review by the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (State) and in accordance with the DSNY Enhanced Environmental Justice
Public Participation Plan for the public outreach component of the State permit review process.  DSNY
State environmental permit applications for the East 91st St. Converted MTS are available for inspection
in two public repositories for the East 91st St. Converted MTS community listed below.

Informational Meeting and ULURP Hearing: DSNY will hold an informational meeting on the East 91st
Street Converted MTS State environmental permit applications and permit review process as part of a
Uniform Land Use Review Procedure Public Hearing to be held by Manhattan Community Board 8 on
January 12, 2005 at 7:00 PM at Hunter College School of Social Work, 129 E.79th Street, Manhattan. 

Permit Review Process: As part of a new Solid Waste Management Plan issued in draft for the 20-year
planning period (New SWMP), DSNY proposes to construct and operate a Converted MTS on the site of
the demolished East 91st Street Marine Transfer Station at York Avenue and East 91st Street in
Community District 8, Manhattan, pursuant to State environmental permits (solid waste management
facility, air, marine resources). Both the New SWMP and State environmental permit applications to con-
struct and operate the East 91st Street Converted MTS are supported by a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS). A Final EIS is expected to be issued in February/March 2005. 

Public Comment Period: DSNY is accepting public comment on the New SWMP, the DEIS and the State
permit applications through 5 pm on January 24, 2005.  Comments may be mailed or faxed to Harry
Szarpanski, Assistant Commissioner, DSNY, 44 Beaver Street, 12th Floor, New York, NY 10004. Phone:
(917) 237-5520; Fax: (212) 269-0788.

Public Repository Locations, Contact Information and Hours:

Repository Contact Name Contact Phone 
Number Hours Location

Manhattan
Community Board
8 Office

Elizabeth McKee,
District Manager 212-758-4340 M-F, 9-5;

closed wknds
505 Park Avenue, Suite 620
(between 59th and 60th Streets)

96th Street
Regional Library Bill Seufert 212-289-0908

M & Th 12-8;
Tu & F 1-6; W
10-4; Sa 10-5;
closed Su.

112 E. 96th Street (between Park
and Lexington Avenues)

91st street
Our Town



Brooklyn - NY Post
Southwest

Notice Of Informational Meeting On The State Permit
Applications And Permit Review Process For The 

Southwest Brooklyn Converted Marine Transfer Station

This notice has been prepared by the City of New York Department of Sanitation (DSNY) in support of
DSNY's State environmental permit applications to construct and operate the Southwest Brooklyn
Converted Marine Transfer Station (MTS) on file with and under review by the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation (State) and in accordance with the DSNY Enhanced
Environmental Justice Public Participation Plan for the public outreach component of the State permit
review process. DSNY State environmental permit applications for the Southwest Brooklyn Converted
MTS are available for inspection in two public repositories provided for the Southwest Brooklyn
Converted MTS community listed below.
Informational Meeting and ULURP Hearing: DSNY will hold an informational meeting on the Southwest
Brooklyn Converted MTS State environmental permit applications and permit review process as part of
a Uniform Land Use Review Procedure Public Hearing to be held by Brooklyn Community Board 11 on
January 13, 2005 at 7:00 PM at  I.S. 281, Joseph B. Cavallaro School at 8787 24th Avenue, between Bath
and Cropsey Avenues, Brooklyn, NY.  
Permit Review Process: As part of a new Solid Waste Management Plan issued in draft for the 20-year
planning period (New SWMP), DSNY proposes to construct and operate a Converted MTS, Shore
Parkway at Bay 41st Street, on the site of the demolished Southwest Brooklyn Incinerator in Community
District 11, Brooklyn, pursuant to State permits (solid waste management facility, air, marine resources).
Both the New SWMP and State permit applications to construct and operate the Southwest Brooklyn
Converted MTS are supported by a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). A Final EIS is expected
to be issued in February/March 2005. 
Public Comment Period: DSNY is accepting public comment on the New SWMP, the DEIS and the State
permit applications through 5 pm on January 24, 2005.  Comments may be mailed or faxed to Harry
Szarpanski, Assistant Commissioner, DSNY, 44 Beaver Street, 12th Floor, New York, NY 10004. Phone:
(917) 237-5520; Fax: (212) 269-0788.
Public Repository Locations, Contact Information and Hours:

Repository Contact Name Contact Phone 
Number Hours Location

Brooklyn
Community Board
11 Office

Howard Feuer,
District Manager 718-266-8800 M-F, 9-5;

closed wknds.
2214 Bath Avenue 
(off Bay Parkway)

New Utrecht Public
Library Ed Jelen 718-236-4086

M & Th 1-6;
Tu 1-8; W & F
10-6; Sa 10-5;
closed Su.

1743 86th Street 
(at Bay 17th Street)



Brooklyn - NY Post
Hamilton

Notice Of Informational Meeting On The State Permit
Applications And Permit Review Process For The

Hamilton Avenue Converted Marine Transfer Station

This notice has been prepared by the City of New York Department of Sanitation (DSNY) in support of
DSNY's State environmental permit applications to construct and operate the Hamilton Avenue
Converted Marine Transfer Station (MTS) on file with and under review by the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation (State) and in accordance with the DSNY Enhanced
Environmental Justice Public Participation Plan for the public outreach component of the State permit
review process. DSNY's State environmental permit applications for the Hamilton Avenue Converted
MTS are available for inspection in two public repositories provided for the Hamilton Avenue Converted
MTS community listed below.
Informational Meeting and ULUP Public Hearing: DSNY will hold an informational meeting on the
Hamilton Avenue Converted MTS State permit applications and permit review process as part of a
Uniform Land Use Review Procedure Public Hearing to be held by Brooklyn Community Board 7 on
January 13, 2005 at 6:30 PM at Community Board 7's Offices located at 4201 4th Avenue.  
Permit Review Process: As part of a new Solid Waste Management Plan issued in draft for the 20-year
planning period (New SWMP), DSNY proposes to construct and operate a Converted MTS at Hamilton
Avenue near Second Avenue and the Gowanus Canal on the site of the demolished closed Hamilton
Avenue Incinerator and existing MTS in Community District 7, Brooklyn, pursuant to State permits (solid
waste management facility, air, marine resources). Both the New SWMP and State permit applications to
construct and operate the Hamilton Avenue Converted MTS are supported by a Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS). A Final EIS is expected to be issued in February/March 2005. 
Public Comment Period: DSNY is accepting public comment on the New SWMP, the DEIS and the State
permit applications through 5 pm on January 24, 2005.  Comments may be mailed or faxed to Harry
Szarpanski, Assistant Commissioner, DSNY, 44 Beaver Street, 12th Floor, New York, NY 10004. Phone:
(917) 237-5520; Fax: (212) 269-0788.
Public Repository Locations, Contact Information and Hours:

Repository Contact Name Contact Phone 
Number Hours Location

Brooklyn
Community Board
7 Office

Jeremy Laufer,
District Manager 718-854-0003 M-F, 9-5;

closed wknds.
4201 4th Avenue at corner of
43rd Street

New Utrecht Public
Library Mr. Ohle 718-567-2806

M 1-8; Tu, Th
& F 1-6; W
10-6; Sa 10-5;
closed Su.

5108 4th Avenue at 51st Street 



Queens

Notice Of Informational Meeting On The State Permit
Applications And Permit Review Process For The 
North Shore Converted Marine Transfer Station

This notice has been prepared by the City of New York Department of Sanitation (DSNY) in support of
DSNY's State environmental permit applications to construct and operate the North Shore Converted
Marine Transfer Station (MTS) on file with and under review by the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (State) and in accordance with the DSNY Enhanced Environmental Justice
Public Participation Plan that governs the public outreach component of the State permit review process.
DSNY State permit applications for the North Shore Converted MTS are available for inspection in two
public repositories provided for the College Point community listed below.

Informational Meeting and ULURP Hearing: DSNY will hold an informational meeting on the North
Shore Converted MTS State permit applications and permit review process as part of a Uniform Land
Use Review Procedure Public Hearing to be held by Queens Community Board 7 on January 10, 2005 at
7:00 PM at Union Plaza Care Center, 33-23 Union Street, Flushing - 1st Floor.  
Permit Review Process: As part of a new Solid Waste Management Plan issued in draft for the 20-year
planning period (New SWMP), DSNY proposes to construct and operate a Converted MTS on the site of
the former North Shore MTS, 31st Avenue and 122nd Street, Queens, pursuant to State permits (solid
waste management facility, air, marine resources). Both the New SWMP and State permit applications to
construct and operate the North Shore Converted MTS are supported by a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS). A Final EIS is expected to be issued in February/March 2005. 

Public Comment Period: DSNY is accepting public comment on the New SWMP, the DEIS and the State
permit applications through 5 pm on January 24, 2005.  Comments may be mailed or faxed to Harry
Szarpanski, Assistant Commissioner, DSNY, 44 Beaver Street, 12th Floor, New York, NY 10004. Phone:
(917) 237-5520; Fax: (212) 269-0788.

Public Repository Locations, Contact Information and Hours:

Repository Contact Name Contact Phone 
Number Hours Location

Queens Community
Board 7 Office

Marilyn Bitterman,
District Manager 718-359-2800 M-F, 9-5;

closed wknds.
133-32 41st Rd., 3rd Floor
(between Frame Pl. and Main St.)

Mitchell-Linden
Library Farsana Momeni 718-539-2330

M, Th 1-8; Tu
1-6; W & F
10-6; closed
wknds.

29-42 Union Street 
(off Bayside Ave.)



Brooklyn - NY Post
Southwest

REVISED Notice Of Informational Meeting On The State
Permit Applications And Permit Review Process For The 
Southwest Brooklyn Converted Marine Transfer Station

This notice has been prepared by the City of New York Department of Sanitation (DSNY) in support of
DSNY's State environmental permit applications to construct and operate the Southwest Brooklyn
Converted Marine Transfer Station (MTS) on file with and under review by the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation (State) and in accordance with the DSNY Enhanced
Environmental Justice Public Participation Plan for the public outreach component of the State permit
review process. DSNY State environmental permit applications for the Southwest Brooklyn Converted
MTS are available for inspection in two public repositories provided for the Southwest Brooklyn
Converted MTS community listed below.
Informational Meeting and ULURP Hearing: DSNY will hold an informational meeting on the Southwest
Brooklyn Converted MTS State environmental permit applications and permit review process as part of
a Uniform Land Use Review Procedure Public Hearing to be held by Brooklyn Community Board 11 on
January 13, 2005 at 7:00 PM at Holy Family Home at 1740 84th Street, between Bay 16th and Bay
17th Streets, Brooklyn, NY.  (Please note: This is a revised location)
Permit Review Process: As part of a new Solid Waste Management Plan issued in draft for the 20-year
planning period (New SWMP), DSNY proposes to construct and operate a Converted MTS, Shore
Parkway at Bay 41st Street, on the site of the demolished Southwest Brooklyn Incinerator in Community
District 11, Brooklyn, pursuant to State permits (solid waste management facility, air, marine resources).
Both the New SWMP and State permit applications to construct and operate the Southwest Brooklyn
Converted MTS are supported by a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). A Final EIS is expected
to be issued in February/March 2005. 
Public Comment Period: DSNY is accepting public comment on the New SWMP, the DEIS and the State
permit applications through 5 pm on January 24, 2005.  Comments may be mailed or faxed to Harry
Szarpanski, Assistant Commissioner, DSNY, 44 Beaver Street, 12th Floor, New York, NY 10004. Phone:
(917) 237-5520; Fax: (212) 269-0788.
Public Repository Locations, Contact Information and Hours:

Repository Contact Name Contact Phone 
Number Hours Location

Brooklyn
Community Board
11 Office

Howard Feuer,
District Manager 718-266-8800 M-F, 9-5;

closed wknds.
2214 Bath Avenue 
(off Bay Parkway)

New Utrecht Public
Library Ed Jelen 718-236-4086

M & Th 1-6;
Tu 1-8; W & F
10-6; Sa 10-5;
closed Su.

1743 86th Street 
(at Bay 17th Street)



















State Environmental Quality Review Act/City Environmental Quality Review

NOTICE OF DEIS HEARINGS AND EXTENSION 
OF PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

Name of Action: New Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan
CEQR #: 03DOS004Y
SEQRA Classification: Type I
Lead Agency: New York City Dept. of Sanitation, 125 Worth Street, NY, NY 10013 
Location: Citywide
This notice has been prepared in accordance with Article 8 of the Environmental Conservation Law and City Environmental Quality Review
procedures. The Department of Sanitation (DSNY) is proposing a new Solid Waste Management Plan for the 20-year planning period (New
SWMP), together with related solid waste management facility development and procurement (collectively, the Proposed Action).  A series
of public hearings will be held to solicit comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Proposed Action that was
accepted as complete for public review on October 22, 2004. The DEIS may be inspected at the offices of the contact person below or at
22 public repositories located in each of the five boroughs, listed in the Notice of Completion. The New SWMP and both the DEIS and the
Notice of Completion are available on the DSNY website http://nyc.gov/sanitation.

Extension of Comment Period: DSNY is extending the public comment period on the DEIS to 5 pm on January 24, 2005.  Comments may
be made at the public hearings or sent directly to DSNY’s Contact Person, from whom further information or a compact disc (CD) of the
DEIS and New SWMP may be obtained: Harry Szarpanski, Assistant Commissioner, New York City Department of Sanitation, 44 Beaver
Street, 12th Floor, New York, NY 10004. Phone: (917) 237-5520; Fax: (212) 269-0788.

Location of Action: City-wide, with certain specific sites for solid waste management facilities to include four existing DSNY Marine
Transfer Station (MTS) sites: Southwest Brooklyn MTS, Shore Parkway at Bay 41st Street, Brooklyn; Hamilton Avenue MTS, Hamilton
Avenue near Second Avenue at the Gowanus Canal, Brooklyn; East 91st Street MTS, East 91st Street and York Avenue, Manhattan; and
North Shore MTS, 31st Avenue and 122nd Street, Queens.  DSNY would contract with up to five existing private transfer stations for
DSNY-managed waste (see below), and make the existing MTS located at West 59th Street and Marginal Street, Manhattan available for
receipt of commercial putrescible waste.  DSNY would procure services from a new private recyclables recovery and processing facility
to be built at the 30th Street Pier in the South Brooklyn Marine Terminal, and a recycling education center and recyclables acceptance
transfer facility would be located at the site of the former DSNY MTS facility on Pier 52 at Gansevoort Street in the Hudson River Park or
at another Manhattan waterfront location to be identified. 

DEIS Public Hearing Times and Locations:

Description of Proposed Action:  The New SWMP would provide for the management of all solid waste generated in New York City
(approximately 50,000 tons per day) for the 20-year planning period, of which DSNY collects approximately 11,123 tpd of waste and 2,555
tpd of separately collected recyclables: newspaper and mixed paper; metal, glass and certain plastics (MGP) and yard wastes, while other
DSNY and City managed wastes that are recycled (asphalt from road resurfacing, etc.) total approximately 2,840 tpd (FY2002).
Commercial waste generated by the private sector averaged approximately 7,248 tpd of putrescible waste, 2,641 tpd of designated recy-
clable waste; 8,626 tpd of C&D debris, and 19,069 tpd of clean fill material (2003 figures).  The New SWMP identifies the quantity and
types of solid waste generated in the City and the proposed or existing solid waste management facilities used to manage such waste,
and makes projections of future population, waste generation and changes to the waste stream. The New SWMP will generally continue
the City’s waste reduction and recycling programs and reliance on the export of non-recyclable municipal solid waste from the City for
disposal, but proposes several changes in local solid waste management.  DSNY proposes a 20-year contract for the receipt, processing
and marketing of source-separated recyclable MGP and a portion of the City’s paper, to be handled at a new private recyclables recovery
and processing facility to be built by Hugo Neu Corporation (HNC) at the 30th Street Pier in the South Brooklyn Marine Terminal. In addi-
tion, DSNY proposes to construct and operate a recycling education center and recyclables acceptance facility at the former DSNY MTS
facility on Pier 52 at Gansevoort Street in the Hudson River Park in Manhattan or at another location on the Manhattan waterfront.   

DSNY also proposes certain solid waste management facility construction and long-term procurement for municipal waste.  DSNY would
deliver residential waste from Manhattan Community Districts [CD’s]1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 9, 10, and 12 to the Essex County Resource Recovery
Facility in Newark, N.J. DSNY would deliver residential waste from Manhattan CD’s 5, 6, 8 and 11 to a newly constructed City-owned MTS
(Converted MTS) where the current E. 91st Street MTS stands, where it would be containerized (loaded into sealed, leak-proof contain-
ers) for further transport by barge.  DSNY would contract to deliver waste from Bronx CD’s 1 through 12 to one or two private waste trans-
fer stations for truck-to-rail disposal of the waste: Waste Management’s truck-to-rail transfer station at 98 Lincoln Avenue, and/or Allied
Waste Services’ transfer station at East 132nd Street, Bronx, using a related intermodal rail facility at Oak Point Rail Yard, Oak Point
Avenue and Barry Street, Bronx.  DSNY would contract to deliver waste from Brooklyn CD’s 1, 3, 4 and 5 to Waste Management’s trans-
fer station at 485 Scott Avenue and/or Allied/BFI’s transfer station at 72 Scott Avenue/598 Scholes Street, Brooklyn for truck-to-rail or
truck-to-barge transport and waste disposal.  For waste from Brooklyn CD’s 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 14, 16, 17 and 18, DSNY would develop a
City-owned Converted MTS on the same site as the existing Hamilton Avenue MTS, where waste will be received and containerized for
export by barge.  For waste from Brooklyn CD’s 11, 12, 13 and 15, DSNY would develop a City-owned Converted MTS on the site of the
former Southwest Brooklyn Incinerator, adjacent to the existing MTS, where DSNY-managed Waste will be received and containerized for
export.  For waste from Queens CD’s 1 through 6, DSNY would enter into a long-term contract with Waste Management for truck-to-rail
or truck-to-barge transfer and disposal of DSNY-managed Waste using Waste Management’s transfer station at 30-58 Review Avenue,
Queens and (potentially) the Maspeth Rail Yard on Maspeth Avenue and Rust Street in Queens, for transloading onto railcars for export
from the City.  For waste from Queens CD’s 7 through 14, DSNY would develop a City-owned Converted MTS on the same site as the
existing North Shore MTS, where DSNY-managed Waste will be received and containerized for export.  For the four wastesheds to be
served by Converted MTSs, DSNY would also enter into 20-year service agreements with one or more waste management companies for
transport of containerized waste by barge directly from an MTS to disposal facilities or to intermodal facilities for transloading to railcars
or a larger barge for further transport to an appropriately permitted out-of-City disposal facility.  Support facilities for the Converted MTSs
may include the 52nd Street Barge Staging Area at 52nd Street and First Avenue, Brooklyn used by DSNY in the past, an intermodal Barge-
to-Rail yard located at Waste Management’s Harlem River Yard transfer station facility at East 132nd Street and St. Ann’s Avenue in the
Bronx, and an intermodal Barge-to-Rail yard (65th Street Rail Yard) in Brooklyn. The New SWMP also proposes to allow a certain amount
of commercial putrescible waste at the Converted MTSs, and to make the existing West 59th Street MTS available to private waste man-
agement companies to use for the transfer of such waste.  

The proposed Converted MTSs would have advanced odor controls and no queuing of DSNY collection vehicles on city streets.  For the
Proposed Action, the proposed mitigation measures for impacts related to traffic and noise include adjusting traffic signal timing at a total
of 10 intersections, a peak-hour reduction in the number of DSNY vehicles making deliveries to the East 132nd Street Transfer Station
facility; and a restriction on the number of Commercial Waste vehicles delivering waste to the Hamilton Avenue, East 91st Street and North
Shore Converted MTSs during certain hours to mitigate off-site noise impacts at night.  Several alternatives to the Long Term Export ele-
ments of the Proposed Action were considered. 

November 16, 2004 Harry Szarpanski, Assistant Commissioner
New York City Department of Sanitation
Bureau of Long Term Export

All sites

Staten Island December 1, 2004 6:00 PM Staten Island Community Board 2 Office
460 Brielle Avenue, Staten Island, NY

Brooklyn Alternatives 
to Greenpoint MTS December 2, 2004 6:00 PM Swinging Sixties Senior Center 

211 Ainslie Street, Brooklyn NY

Private Alternatives 
to the South Bronx MTS December 6, 2004 6:00 PM Alfred E. Smith High School

333 East 151st  Street, Bronx, NY

Queens Alternative 
to Greenpoint MTS December 8, 2004 6:00 PM Sunnyside Senior Center

43-31 39th Street, Sunnyside, NY

Hamilton Avenue MTS December 13 , 2004 6:00 PM Brooklyn 7 Community District Office
4201 4th Avenue, Brooklyn, NY

North Shore MTS December 14, 2004 6:00 PM Union Plaza Health Care Facility
33-23 Union Street, Flushing, NY

Southwest Brooklyn MTS December 15, 2004 6:00 PM I.S. 281 Joseph B. Cavallero School
8787 24th Avenue, Brooklyn, NY

East 91st Street MTS December 20, 2004 5:30 PM New York Blood Center (Auditorium)
310 E. 67th Street, New York, NY

Project Area Date Time Location



Acta Estatal de Revisión de la Calidad del Medio Ambiente/
Revisión de la Calidad del Medio Ambiente de la Ciudad

AVISO DE AUDIENCIAS DEL DEIS Y EXTENSION 
DEL PERIODO DE COMENTARIOS PUBLICOS

Nombre de la Actividad:  Nuevo Plan de Manejo Completo de la  Basura Sólida
CEQR #: 03DOS004Y
Clasificación de SEQRA: Tipo I
Agencia Principal: Departamento de Sanidad de la Ciudad de New York, 125 Worth Street, NY, NY 10013 
Lugar: en toda la Ciudad

Este aviso fue preparado de acuerdo con el Artículo 8 de la Ley de Preservación del Medio Ambiente y los procedimientos de Revisión de la Calidad del Medio Ambiente de
la Ciudad. El Departamento de Sanidad (DSNY) propone un nuevo Plan de Manejo de Basura Sólida para el período planificado de 20 años (Nuevo SWMP), conjuntamente
con el procedimiento y desarrollo del establecimiento relacionado con el manejo de basura sólida (colectivamente, la Actividad Propuesta). Se celebrará una serie de audi-
encias públicas para solicitar comentarios sobre el Anteproyecto del Informe del Impacto al Medio Ambiente (DEIS) para la Actividad Propuesta que fue aceptado como
completo para la revisión pública el 22 de octubre del 2004. El DEIS puede revisarse en las oficinas de la persona de contacto mencionada abajo o en los 22 repositorios
públicos ubicados en cada uno de los cinco condados, listados en el Aviso de Terminación. El Nuevo SWMP, el DEIS y el Aviso de Cumplimiento están disponibles en el
sitio de la Internet del DSNY http://nyc.gov/sanitation.

Extensión del Período de Comentarios: El DSNY está extendiendo el período de comentarios públicos sobre el DEIS hasta las 5pm del 24 de enero del 2005. Los comen-
tarios pueden hacerse en las audiencias públicas o enviarse directamente a la Persona de Contacto del DSNY, quien puede ofrecer más información o un disco compacto
(CD) del DEIS y el Nuevo SWMP: Harry Szarpanski, Assistant Commissioner, New York City Department of Sanitation, 44 Beaver Street, 12th Floor, New York, NY 10004.
Teléfono: (917)237-5520; Fax: 212-269-0788.

Ubicación de la Actividad:  en toda la ciudad, con ciertos sitios específicos para los establecimientos de manejo de basura sólida para incluir cuatro sitios existentes de
Estaciones de Transferencia Marina del DSNY (MTS): MTS del suroeste de Brooklyn, Shore Parkway en Bay 41st Street, Brooklyn; MTS de Hamilton Avenue, avenida
Hamilton cerca de la Segunda Avenida en el Gowanus Canal, Brooklyn; MTS de East 91 Street, calle 91 este y avenida York, Manhattan; y MTS de North Shore, avenida 31
y calle 122, Queens. El DSNY haría contrato  hasta con cinco estaciones privadas existentes de transferencia de basura para el manejo de la basura por el DSNY (lea deba-
jo) y hacer que la MTS existente en West 59 Street y Marginal Street, Manhattan, disponibles para que reciban la basura comercial putrefacta. El DSNY procuraría los ser-
vicios de un nuevo establecimiento privado de procesamiento y recuperación de art. reciclables  para que se construya en el Muelle de la calle 30 de la Terminal Marina del
sur de Brooklyn, y un centro de educación de reciclables y un establecimiento de transferencia de reciclables que estaría ubicado en el sitio del antiguo establecimiento de
MTS del DSNT en el Muelle 52 en la Calle Gansevoort en Hudson River Park o en otro local junto al agua de Manhattan para ser identificado.

Horarios y Lugares de las Audiencias Públicas del DEIS:

Descripción de la Actividad Propuesta:  El Nuevo SWMP proveerá el manejo de toda la basura sólida generada en la Ciudad de New York (aproximadamente 50,000
toneladas por día) por el período de planeado de 20 años, del cual el DSNY colecta aproximadamente 11,123 tpd de basura y 2,555 tpd de reciclables colectados separada-
mente: periódicos y papel mixto; metal, cristales y ciertos plásticos (MGP) y basuras de patios, mientras otros DSNY y basuras manejadas por la Ciudad que son recicladas
(asfalto de las superficies de las carreteras, etc.) un total aproximado de 2,840 tpd (FY2002). La basura comercial generada por el sector privado promedió aproximada-
mente 7,248 tpd de basura putrefacta, 2,641 tpd de basura reciclable designada; 8,626 tpd de escombros C&D y 19,069 tpd de material limpio (cifras del 2003). El Nuevo
SWMP identifica la cantidad y los tipos de basura sólida generada en la Ciudad y los establecimientos de manejo de basura sólida existentes o propuestos usados para
manejar tal basura y hacer proyecciones para la población futura, generación de basura y cambios del flujo de la basura. El Nuevo SWMP continuará la reducción general
de la basura de la Ciudad y los programas de reciclaje y la seguridad en la exportación de la basura sólida municipal no reciclable de la Ciudad para eliminar, pero propone
varios cambios en el manejo de la basura sólida local. El DSNY propone un contrato por 20 años para la recepción, procesamiento y mercadeo de fuentes-separadas reci-
clables MGP y una parte del papel de la Ciudad, para que sea manejada en un nuevo y privado establecimiento de procesamiento y recobro de reciclables que sea constru-
ida por Hugo Neu Corporation (HNC) en el Muelle de la calle 30 de la Terminal Marina del sur de Brooklyn. En adición, el DSNY propone construir y operar un centro de
educación sobre reciclado y un establecimiento de aceptación de reciclables en el establecimiento anterior MTS del DSNY en el Muelle 52 en la calle Gansevoort en el Hudson
River Park de Manhattan o en otro local sobre el litoral de Manhattan.   

El DSNY también propone la construcción del establecimiento de manejo de cierta basura sólida y obtención a largo plazo para la basura sólida. El DSNY entregaría la basura
de los Distritos Comunitarios (CDs) 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 9, 10 y 12 de Manhattan al Establecimiento de Recobro de Recursos del Condado Essex en Newark, NJ. El DSNY entre-
garía la basura residencial de los CDs 5, 6, 8 y 11 de Manhattan al nuevo MTS construido de propiedad de la ciudad MTS (MTS Convertido), donde está el actual MTS de
la calle 91 este, donde sería embalado en contenedores (cargados en envases impermeables y sellados) para la posterior transportación por las barcazas. El DSNY con-
trataría para la entrega de la basura desde los CDs 1 hasta la 12 de El Bronx a una o dos estaciones privadas de transferencia de basura para desechar la basura desde el
camión hasta el ferrocarril: la estación de transferencia en camión hasta el ferrocarril de la Administración de Basura en 98 Lincoln Avenue, y/o la estación de transferen-
cia Allied Waste Services' de la calle 132 este de El Bronx, usando un establecimiento con rieles intermodales relacionado en Oak Point Rail Yark, de Oak Point  Avenue y
Barry Street, Bronx. El DSNY contrataría para entregar la basura de los CDs 1, 3, 4 y 5 de Brooklyn a la estación de transferencia de la Administración de Basura en 485
Scott Avenue y/o la estación de transferencia del Allied/BFI en 72 Scott Avenue/598 Scholes Street, Brooklyn,  para la transportación de camión a ferrocarril o del camión
a la barcaza y el desecho de la basura. Para la basura de los CDs 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 14, 16, 17 y 18 de Brooklyn, el DSNY desarrollaría un MTS Convertido de propiedad de
la Ciudad en el mismo sitio del MTS existente en Hamilton Avenue, donde la basura será recibida y embalada en contenedores para exportación en las barcazas. Para la
basura de los CDs 11, 12, 13 y 15 de Brooklyn, el DSNY desarrollaría un MTS Convertido de propiedad de la Ciudad en el sitio del antiguo Icinerador del suroeste de
Brooklyn, adyacente al MTS existente, donde la basura manejada por el DSNY será recibida y embalada en contenedores para exportación. Para la basura de los CDs del 1
hasta el 6 de Queens, el DSNY haría un contrato a largo plazo con la Administración de Basura de transferencia de camión a el ferrocarril o de camión a la barcaza y la elim-
inación de la Basura manejada por el DSNY usando la estación de transferencia de la Administración de Basura en 30-58 Review Avenue, Queens y (potencialmente) el Patio
del Ferrocarril de Maspeth en Maspeth Avenue y Rust Street en Queens, para transportar la cargas en vagones para la exportación desde la Ciudad. Para la basura de los
CDs del 7 al 14 de Queens, el DSNY desarrollaría un MTS Convertido de propiedad de la Ciudad en el mismo sitio del MTS existente en North Shore, donde la Basura mane-
jada por el DSNY sería recibida y empacada para la exportación. Para que los cuatro basureros sean servidos por las MTSs Convertidas, el DSNY también haría un acuer-
do de servicio por 20 años con una o más compañías de manejo de basura para la transportación de la basura en contenedores por las barcazas directamente desde un
MTS a los establecimientos de desechos o a los establecimientos intermodales para la transportación de la carga hacia vagones o barcazas más grande para la posterior
transportación a un establecimiento de desechos fuera de la Ciudad apropiadamente permitido. Los establecimientos de apoyo para las MTSs Convertidas puede incluirse
la Zona de Estacionamiento de Barcazas de la calle 52 en la calle 52 y la Primera Avenida de Brooklyn usada por el DSNY en el pasado, un patio intermodal de Barcaza a
Ferrocarril ubicado en el establecimiento de la estación de transferencia del Patio del Harlem River de la Administración de Basura en la calle 132 este y la avenida St. Ann's
en El Bronx, y un patio intermodal de Barcaza a Ferrocarril (Patio de Ferrocarril de la calle 65) de Brooklyn. El Nuevo SWMP también propone permitir una cierta cantidad
de basura comercial putrefacta en las MTSs Convertidas y hacer la MTS de la calle 59 oeste disponible a las compañías privadas de manejo de basura que la usen para la
transferencia de dicha basura.

Los MTSs Convertidos propuestos tendrían control de olores modernos y sin que los vehículos de colección del DSNY tengan que hacer filas en las calles de la ciudad.
Para la Actividad Propuesta, las medidas de mitigación propuestas para los impactos relacionados al tráfico y el ruido incluyen señales de tráfico ajustadas con el tiempo
en un total de 10 intersecciones, reducción de una hora pico en el número de vehículos del DSNY que hacen las entregas hasta el establecimiento de la Estación de
Transferencia de la calle 132 este; y una restricción en el número de vehículos de Basura Comercial entregando basura en las MTSs Convertidas de la avenida Hamilton, la
calle 91 este y North Shore durante ciertas horas para mitigar los impactos de ruido en el sitio durante la noche. Fueron consideradas varias alternativas para los elemen-
tos de la Exportación a Largo Plazo de la Actividad Propuesta.

16 de noviembre del 2004 Harry Szarpanski, Comisionado Asistente
Departamento de Sanidad de la Ciudad de New York
Buró de Exportación a Largo Plazo

Staten Island 1ro de diciembre del 2004 6:00 PM Staten Island Community Board 2 Office
460 Brielle Avenue, Staten Island, NY

Alternativas de Brooklyn 
para MTS de Greenpoint 2 de diciembre del 2004 6:00 PM Swinging Sixties Senior Center 

211 Ainslie Street, Brooklyn NY

Alternativas Privadas 
para MTS del Sur de El Bronx 6 de diciembre del 2004 6:00 PM Alfred E. Smith High School

333 East 151st  Street, Bronx, NY

Alternativas de Queens 
para el MTS de Greenpoint 8 de diciembre del 2004 6:00 PM Sunnyside Senior Center

43-31 39th Street, Sunnyside, NY

MTS de Hamilton Avenue 13 de diciembre del 2004 6:00 PM Brooklyn 7 Community District Office
4201 4th Avenue, Brooklyn, NY

MTS de North Shore 14 de diciembre del 2004 6:00 PM Union Plaza Health Care Facility
33-23 Union Street, Flushing, NY

MTS de Brooklyn Southwest 15 de diciembre del 2004 6:00 PM I.S. 281 Joseph B. Cavallero School
8787 24th Avenue, Brooklyn, NY

MTS de East 91st Street 20 de diciembre del 2004 5:30 PM New York Blood Center (Auditorio)
310 E. 67th Street, New York, NY

Area de Proyecto Fecha Hora Lugar



City of New York Department of Sanitation
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

DEIS Public Hearing for the North Shore Community

December 14, 2004



DEIS Hearing – North Shore
Converted MTS

This is a public hearing on the City’s DEIS for the Draft 
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan, called the New 
SWMP.  Both the New SWMP and DEIS were issued by the City of 
New York Department of Sanitation (DSNY).
The DEIS also supports the State solid waste, air and marine permits 
that are required to construct and operate the Converted MTS.
The DEIS and New SWMP are available on the DSNY website 
(www.nyc.gov/sanitation), and at four public repositories in Queens, 
for your review.
The State permit application for the Converted MTS is also available 
for review at these public repositories.  
The City Council will also hold public hearings on the New SWMP in 
January. 

http://www.nyc.gov/sanitation


Draft New SWMP Overview

The Draft New SWMP is organized into 
three broad categories:
Recycling
DSNY-managed Waste
Commercial Waste



Draft New SWMP: 
Recycling Overview

Goals:
Hold down the cost of recycling and expand 
barge transport of recyclables. 

Meet a 25% recycling goal for DSNY Curbside 
Program by 2007.

Meet a 35% recycling goal for all DSNY-
managed Waste by 2007.



Draft New SWMP: 
Recycling Overview

Initiatives:
Enter into a 20-year contract for metal, glass and plastic 
processing and marketing, and for a new recycling 
processing facility at the South Brooklyn Marine Terminal. 
Enhance composting and waste prevention programs.
Develop an electronics recycling program.
Establish a recycling education and recycling acceptance 
facility at the Gansevoort Peninsula or an alternative 
Manhattan site.



Queens Recycling

In July 2004, weekly Queens recycling collections started 
again.

DSNY trucks collecting Queens recyclables take them to 
our processor’s Long Island City acceptance facility and 
then to New Jersey.  They will eventually be barged to 
the new processing facility in Brooklyn.

Composting began again in Fall 2004 at Idlewild Park; 
full funding was given to the Queens Botanical Garden 
for composting information programs.



Draft New SWMP: 
DSNY-managed Waste

Goals:
End use of long-haul trucks for waste transport 
and export more waste by barge or rail.

Stabilize waste export costs.

Distribute waste transfer facilities throughout the 
City.

Containerize waste to get more transport and 
disposal options.



Draft New SWMP:
DSNY-managed Waste

Long Term Export Program: 
Build four new Marine Transfer Stations at existing MTS sites -- the 
East 91st Street, North Shore, Hamilton Avenue and Southwest 
Brooklyn Converted MTSs.
Use private transfer stations for barge/rail export of containerized 
waste from the Bronx and from the Brooklyn and Queens 
communities once served by the South Bronx and Greenpoint 
Marine Transfer Stations.
Complete the Staten Island TS and begin export of Staten Island 
waste by rail.
Enter into a long-term contract for the disposal of a portion of 
Manhattan waste at the Essex County Resource Recovery Facility in 
New Jersey.



Draft New SWMP: 
Commercial Waste

Limit new or expanded transfer stations in communities 
where they are already concentrated. 
Establish new operational regulations to reduce noise, 
odor and dust at private waste transfer stations.
Study how to lessen waste truck transport on truck 
routes through residential areas.
Expand barge and rail export of Commercial Waste from 
DSNY-contracted transfer stations.
Export some Commercial Waste through the Converted 
MTSs.
Offer the West 59th Street MTS for export of Commercial 
Waste.



DEIS Environmental Review

The DEIS evaluates the environmental 
consequences of sites/facilities that are, or may 
be, part of the Proposed Action in the New 
SWMP.

Alternative sites/facilities were also evaluated.

Identifies the things the City would do to avoid 
potential significant adverse impacts.

Meets City and State environmental review and 
permit requirements.



DSNY-managed Waste: Long Term Export
Facilities and Wastesheds



North Shore Converted MTS

For the wasteshed formerly served by the North Shore MTS, develop a 
City-owned Converted MTS on the same site, where waste will be 
placed into containers and exported by barge.

Expected average daily throughput is approximately 2,200 tpd of DSNY 
waste and potentially 1,000 tpd of Commercial Waste.



Acceptance of Commercial Waste

Commercial waste would only be accepted 
during the nighttime (8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m.).
Only putrescible Commercial Waste would be 
accepted – not construction and demolition 
debris or fill material.
No more than about 1,000 tons of Commercial 
Waste would be delivered during the nighttime, 
to avoid adverse noise impacts.
There would be no significant adverse on-site 
noise, traffic, or air quality impacts.



Queens Wastesheds 



Summary of DEIS Impact Analyses:
North Shore Converted MTS

Traffic
No significant adverse traffic impacts shown with 
traffic signal changes in place.

Air Quality
No significant adverse on-site or off-site impacts 
shown.

Odor
Environmental review showed no significant 
adverse odor impacts.



Summary of DEIS Impact Analyses:
North Shore Converted MTS

Noise
The facility would not exceed the Noise Code at 
the property boundary.

Noise impact mitigation will be required for 
commercial waste trucks traveling to the facility 
between 1 a.m. and 5 a.m.



Converted MTS Permits and Approvals

The Converted MTS will require state, federal and local permits and 
approvals.
The MTS is subject to the Uniform Land Use Review Procedure 
(ULURP) as site selection for a capital project.
The Converted MTS ULURP application was certified on November 
15th, and the ULURP process is on-going.
Queens Community Board 7 will hold meetings and a hearing to 
consider and vote on the ULURP application.
The Converted MTS State environmental permit application (solid 
waste, air and marine) was submitted in November to the New York
State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC).
NYSDEC will hold a hearing and establish a public comment period
on the Converted MTS permit application as part of its permit review 
process.



Public Comments

How to submit comments on the DEIS and/or State 
permit applications:
Provide Verbal Comments (fill out a Speaker Registration 
Card at the sign-in desk)  or
Fill out a Comment Sheet  or
Submit a Written Statement  or
Mail Comments (to be received no later than 1/24/05) to:

Harry Szarpanski, Assistant Commissioner
Department of Sanitation
44 Beaver Street, 12th floor
New York, NY 10004

Or…
DEIS/Permit Comments
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.
90 Broad Street, Suite 1906
New York, NY 10004

















































고형 폐기물 관리 플랜 환경 검토 범위 설정 회의에 

오신 것을 환영합니다. 
 

제안된 North Shore 해양 운송 스테이션 전환 안건 
 

향후 20 년간의 뉴욕 시 종합 고형 폐기물 관리 플랜의 승인을 지원하기 위해, 뉴욕 시는 신 

SWMP 제안 안건의 환경 영향을 평가하는 환경 영향 보고서 초안(DEIS)을 작성할 것입니다. 

DEIS 는 뉴욕 플러싱의 North Shore MTS 를 처분할 폐기물을 바지선으로 수송하는 최첨단 

컨테이너 선적 시설로 전환하는 등 8 개의 기존 시 해양 운송 스테이션의 제안된 전환(MTS 전환 

프로그램)과 관련된 환경 영향을 평가하게 될 것입니다. DEIS 는 또한 제안 안건에 대한 대안 

방안(MTS 전환 프로그램에 대한 대안 방안 등)도 평가할 것입니다. 
 

DSNY 는 North Shore MTS 프로젝트와 관련된 장소 및 환경 영향에 관한 대중의 의견을 최대한 

확보하고자 합니다. DSNY 는 EIS 에서 다루어야 할 이슈에 관한 대중의 의견 및 우려 사항을 

청취할 준비가 되어 있습니다. 
 

디스플레이를 검토한 후 환경 평가에 초점을 맞출 수 있도록 여러분의 의견을 제공해 주십시오. 
 

귀하에게 가장 중요한 사안은 무엇입니까? 

지역사회에 가장 중요한 사안은 무엇입니까? 
 

의견 제시 방법 

회의에서: 

• 구두로 의견 제시 

• 의견 제출 양식 작성 
 

차후에: 

• 의견을 작성하여 다음 주소로 발송할 수 있습니다*. 
New SWMP Comments 
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc. 
90 Broad St., Suite 1906 
New York, NY 10004 

* 우편으로 발송하는 의견 제출 양식에는 늦어도 2004 년 7 월 9 일 우편 소인이 찍혀있거나 

2004 년 7 월 11 일 오후 5 시까지 배달해야 합니다. 
 

• 부서 웹 사이트 www.nyc.gov/sanitation 을 방문하십시오. 

• 무료 전화인 NYC SWMP 핫라인(1-888-NYC-SWMP[1-888-692-7967])으로 

월요일~금요일 오전 9 시 30 분에서 오후 5 시 사이에 전화 주십시오. 
 

* 요청하시는 경우, 번역 서비스를 제공해 드릴 수 있습니다. 자세한 정보를 위해 NYC SWMP 

핫라인으로 문의하십시오. 
 

http://www.nyc.gov/sanitation


공공 문서와 일반 대중용 정보를 각 프로젝트 지역과 가까운 곳에서 배포하고 있습니다. 

프로젝트 지역 배포 장소 주소 요일 및 시간 전화번호 

맨하탄 
Manhattan Community 
Board 8 office 

505 Park Avenue 요일 및 시간을 

문의하십시오. 

(212)758-4340 East 91the Street MTS 

96th Street Regional 
Public Library 

112 East 96th Street 월/목 12-8; 화/금 1-6; 

수 10-4;토 10-5 

(212)289-0908 

Manhattan Community 
Board 9 office 

565 West 125th Street 요일 및 시간을 

문의하십시오. 

(212)864-6200 West 135th Street 
MTS 

George Bruce Public 
Library 

518 West 125th Street 월 10-6; 수 12-8; 목 

11-6; 금 1-6; 토 10-5 

(212)662-9727 

Manhattan Community 
Board 4 office 

330 West 42nd Street, 

26 층 
요일 및 시간을 

문의하십시오. 

(212)736-4536 West 59th Street MTS 

Riverside Public 
Library (community 
District 7) 

127 Amsterdam Avenue 
(West 65th Street) 

월 10-6; 수 12-8; 목 

1-8; 금 1-6; 토 10-5 

(212)870-1810 

브룩클린 
Brooklyn Community 
Board 7 office 

4201 4th Avenue 요일 및 시간을 

문의하십시오. 

(718)854-0003 Hamilton Avenue MTS 

Sunset Park Public 
Library 

5108 4th Avenue (51st) 월 1-8; 화, 목/금 1-6; 

수 10-6; 토 10-5 

(718)567-2806 

Brooklyn Community 
District 11 Office 

2214 Bath Avenue 요일 및 시간을 

문의하십시오. 

(718)266-8800 Southwest Brooklyn 
MTS 

New Utrecht Public 
Library 

1743 86th Street (Bay 
17th Street) 

월/목 1-6; 화 1-8; 

수/금 10-6; 토 10-5 

(718)236-4086 

Brooklyn Community 
Board 1 office 

435 Graham Avenue 요일 및 시간을 

문의하십시오. 

(718)389-0009 Greenpoint MTS 및 

브룩클린 대안 (485 
Scott Ave., 72 Scott 
Ave./598 Scholes 
St., 586 Meserole 
St.) 

Leonard Public 
Library 

81 Dove Street 
(Leonard Street) 

월 1-8; 화/목/금 1-6; 

수 10-6 

(718)486-3365 

퀸즈 
Queens Community 
Board 2 office 

43-22 50th Street, 
Woodside 

요일 및 시간을 

문의하십시오. 

(718)533-8773 Greenpoint MTS 퀸즈 

대안 (30-58 Review 
Avenue) Court Square Public 

Library 
25-01 Jackson Avenue, 
Long Island City 

월 12-7; 화 1-6; 수 

10-6; 목/금 12-6 

(718)937-2790 

Queens Community 
Board 7 office  

45-35 Kissena 
Boulevard, Flushing 

요일 및 시간을 

문의하십시오. 

(718)359-2800 North Shore MTS 

Mitchell-Linden 
Public Library 

29-42 Union Street, 
Flushing 

월/목 1-8; 화 1-6; 

수/금 10-6 

(718)539-2330 

브랑스 
Bronx Community Board 
2 office 

1029 East 163rd 
Street 

요일 및 시간을 

문의하십시오. 

(718)328-9125/6 South Bronx MTS 

Hunts Point Regional 
Public Library 

877 Southern 
Boulevard (Tiffany 
Street) 

월 12-7; 화/목 10-6; 

수/금 1-6; 토 10-5 

(718)671-0338 

Bronx Community Board 
1 office  

384 East 149th Street 요일 및 시간을 

문의하십시오. 

(718)585-7117 South Bronx MTS 대안 
(98 Linclon Ave. & 
920 East 132nd St.) 

Woodstock Public 
Library 

761 East 160th Street, 

Prospect Avenue 서쪽 
월/화 10-6; 수 11-6; 

목 12-7; 금 1-6 

(718)665-6255 



 

의견 제출 양식 
 

제안된 North Shore 해양 운송 스테이션 전환 안건 
 

이름 (인쇄체로 기재해 주십시오.):  

기관/조직/주민:  

주소:  
 
  
 
  

이메일:  
 

□ 우편물 발송 리스트에 이름을 추가해 주십시오. 
 

본 양식에 의견을 기재해 의견 제출 상자에 넣거나 다음 주소로 발송해 주십시오. 
New SWMP Comments 
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc. 
90 Broad St., Suite 1906 
New York, NY 10004 

 

*우편으로 발송하는 의견 제출 양식에는 늦어도 2004년 7 월 9일 우편 소인이 찍혀있거나 

2004 년 7월 11일 오후 5시까지 배달해야 합니다. 
 

의견:  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  



 

새로운 고형 폐기물

관리 플랜

정보 시트 No. 1 

CEQR 자주 묻는 질문 
 

시 환경 품질 검토(CEQR) 프로세스를 촉발하는 요인은 무엇입니까? 

1977 년 뉴욕 시장 명령 No. 91 개정안은 시 부처가 직접 실행, 자금 조달, 승인하는 조치에 

대해 환경 검토 프로세스(CEQR 프로세스)를 실행할 것을 규정합니다. 이 명령은 시 부처들이 

그러한 조치의 환경 결과를 평가, 공개, 완화할 것을 요구합니다.제안된 조치가 환경 검토를 

필요로 하는 지를 결정하는 시 부처가 주관 부처가 되어 CEQR 프로세스를 조율하고 검토합니다. 

 

주관 부처는 어떻게 선택합니까? 

“CEQR 의 절차 규칙”(뉴욕 시 규칙 62 5-03 항)에 따라, 제안된 조치에 관련된 부처들이 주관 

부처를 선택합니다. 관련된 시 부처가 하나뿐인 경우, 그 부처가 CEQR 환경 검토 주관 부처로 

선정됩니다. 
 

CEQR 환경 검토란 무엇입니까? 

CEQR 환경 검토란 제안된 조치를 실행하는 경우 초래되는 환경 결과를 상세히 조사하는 것을 

가리킵니다. 일부 제안된 조치는 환경 영향 평가서(EIS) 작성을 요구합니다. EIS 에는 다음의 

내용이 포함됩니다. 

• 조치의 목적 및 필요 

• 제안된 조치 및 대안 방안 평가 

• 제안된 조치의 실행 장소 별 평가 

• 환경 결과 및 필요한 완화책 

• 필요한 조치, 허가, 승인 
 

EIS 에서 고려하는 영향 범주는 무엇입니까? 

• 토지 사용, 도시 계획 지구, 공공 정책 • 강변 지역 부흥 프로그램 

• 사회 경제적 조건 • 인프라 

• 지역사회 시설 및 서비스 • 고형 폐기물 및 위생 서비스 

• 열린 공간 • 에너지 

• 그림자 • 교통 및 주차 

• 역사적 리소스 • 운송 및 도보자 

• 도시 설계/시각 리소스 • 공기 질 

• 동네 특징 • 소음 

• 자연 리소스 • 건설 영향 

• 위험 물질 • 공중 보건 
 



 

새로운 고형 폐기물

관리 플랜

정보 시트 No. 2 

신 SWMP EIS 용 CEQR 프로세스 순서도 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

공개 환경 검토 범위 설정 공지(NOPS) 

2004 년 5 월 17 일 NOPS 를 발행하여 공개 환경 검토 범위 설정 

프로세스를 시작하고 시의 EIS 작성 의도를 발표했습니다. NOPS 는 

또한 10 개의 공개 환경 검토 범위 설정 회의 장소와 20 개의 공공 

문서 배포 장소에 관한 정보를 제공합니다. 이 공지는 첫 번째 범위 

설정 회의가 개최되기 30 일 전에 시 레코드 및 환경 공지 게시판에 

발표되고 다수의 지역사회 신문에 게재되었습니다 1. 
 

환경 검토 범위 설정 

이는 환경 검토 범위를 결정하고 제안된 조치와 관련된 중요한 이슈를 

파악하는 조기 공개 프로세스입니다. 이는 일반 대중들이 EIS 에서 

평가할 영향 범주와 범위 설정 문서 초안에 명시된 영향들의 분석 

방법에 관한 의견을 제시할 수 있는 기회를 제공합니다. 범위 설정 

문서 초안은 관련된 분들과 관심 있는 분들에게 우편으로 발송하고 

위생부 웹 사이트에 게시하며 공공 배포 장소에서 배포합니다. 

 

EIS 초안 

이는 제안된 조치의 환경 결과 분석 결과를 공개하는 초안 문서입니다. 

환경 조사 및 분석을 통해 분석 결과를 도출하게 됩니다. 
 

EIS 초안 작성 완료 공지(NOC) 

이는 EIS 초안 의견 제시 기간을 시작하고 EIS 초안 작성을 

완료했음을 발표하는 공식 공지입니다. 이 공지사항은 적어도 EIS 초안 

공청회 15 일 전에 시 레코드 및 환경 공지사항 게시판에 게재됩니다. 

EIS 초안 보고서는 문서 배포 장소에서 배포합니다. EIS 초안에 관한 

의견은 적어도 60 일 동안 혹은 EIS 초안 공청회 후 10 일 (둘 중 긴 

기간 적용)동안 접수합니다 2. 
 

최종 EIS 

이는 EIS 초안 의견 제시 기간 동안 제기된 모든 이슈를 고려하여 

제안된 조치의 환경 결과를 요약하는 최종 문서입니다. 
 

최종 EIS 작성 완료 공지(NOC) 

이는 최종 EIS 작성 완료를 발표하는 공식 공지입니다. 최종 EIS 는 

EIS 초안 공청회가 열린 후 30 일 이내에 발표됩니다. 
 

CEQR 조사 결과 보고서 

이 문서는 주관 부처가 제안된 조치에 관해 발견한 결과를 요약합니다. 

이는 최종 EIS 를 발표한 후 10 일과 30 일 사이에 발표합니다. 

NOPS 

환경 검토 

범위 설정 

 

EIS 초안 

NOC 

대중 

검토 

부처 

검토 

 

최종 EIS 

NOC 

조사 결과 

보고서 

 

1,2 2003 년 3 월 발표된 뉴욕 환경 보존부 환경 정의(EJ)와 허용 정책 문서에 명시된 조항에 따라, 공식 서면 공지는 

지역사회 신문에 발표됩니다. 또한 DEIS 의견 제시 기간은 NYSDEC 의 환경 허가 프로세스에 모든 사람들이 참여할 수 

있도록 30 일에서 60 일로 연장됩니다. 



의견:  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  



 

새로운 고형 폐기물

관리 플랜

정보 시트 No. 3 

제안된 안건 – 제안된 North Shore MTS 시설 전환 
 
목적 및 필요 

뉴욕 시 공중위생부(DSNY)는 새로운 종합 고형 폐기물 관리 플랜(신 SWMP)을 수립하고 환경 영향 평가(신 

SWMP EIS)를 지원하고 있습니다. 뉴욕 주법에 따라, 신 SWMP 는 향후 20 년간 뉴욕시에서 발생하는 모든 

고형 폐기물을 효율적이고 환경 책임적인 방식으로 관리하기 위한 방안을 계획하게 될 것입니다. 
 

신 SWMP 의 주요 목표는 시의 고형 폐기물 관리 필요 및 목적을 정의하고 시 폐기물을 예방, 재사용, 

퇴비화, 재활용하는 시의 성공적인 현재 프로그램의 지속적인 실행을 약속하고 새로운 사업(시의 8 개의 

해양 운송 스테이션을 바지선 운송을 위해 폐기물을 컨테이너에 선적하는 시설로 전환 등)을 제안하는 

것입니다.

제안된 안건 내용 

신 SWMP EIS 에서 평가할 제안된 안건은 다음과 

같습니다. 

• 시의 8 개 해양 운송 스테이션을(MTS) 바지선 

및/혹은 철도 운송을 위해 폐기물을 

컨테이너에 선적하는 시설로 전환하고 

브룩클린의 52 가 부두에서 바지선 정박 재개 

North Shore MTS 사이트는 뉴욕 퀸즈의 

College Point 에 위치해 있습니다. 이 

사이트는 북쪽으로 30th Avenue, 동쪽으로 31st 

Avenue and 122nd Street, 서쪽으로 

플러싱만에 의해 에워싸져 있습니다. 이 사이트는 

Queens Community District 7 - 14 에서 

수거한 폐기물을 취급할 것입니다. 모든 처리된 

폐기물은 봉인된 누출 방지 컨테이너에 선적하여 

바지선으로 운송할 것입니다. 
 

대안 방안 

신 EIS 에서 평가할 대안 방안들은 다음과 

같습니다. 

1) 브랑스, 브룩클린, 퀸즈의 사립 운송 

스테이션으로부터 폐기물의 철도/바지선 운송 
 

 

 

2) 폐기물을 바지선으로 운송하는 기존 MTS 를 

시외 하적 시설로 복구 
 

3) 수거 차량 또는 바지선의 폐기물을 시외 처리 

시설로 운송 
 

부지 쪽 모습(Land Side View) 

 
 

전환된 MTS 시설 

제안된 전환 MTS 시설은 최첨단 악취 및 환경 

제어 시스템을 갖추고, 온-사이트 램프와 차도는 

DSNY 의 수거 차량에 충분한 대기 공간을 제공할 

것입니다. 
 

주목할 만한 기능: 

• 폐쇄된 처리 건물 

• 악취 및 환경 제어 시스템 

• 시설 밖 트럭 대기 부재 

• 폐기물을 컨테이너에 선적 
 

 



의견:  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 



 
意見表 

 
 

 
 

關於將North Shore 改造為海上轉運站之提案 
 
姓名（請列印）：  

部門/組織/居民：_  

地址：  

             

             

電子郵件：_  

□ 我想加入你們的郵寄名單。 

 
 
請在此表上提供書面意見，將其投入意見箱，或寄至* 

New SWMP Comments 
C/o Ecology and Environment, Inc. 
90 Broad St., Suite 1906 
New York, NY 10004 

*所有意見必須在2004年7月9日前寄出，以郵戳為準，或者在2004年7月11日 
下午5點之前送達。 

 
意見：  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  



歡迎參加 
新固體廢物管理計劃 

影響範圍公眾聽證會  
 

關於將North Shore 改造為海上轉運站之提案 
 
為支援紐約未來20年規劃期間有關「紐約市綜合固體廢物管理計劃」（下稱 NEW 
SWMP）之審批，市府將提出一份「環境影響說明草案」 (下稱DEIS)，以評估 NEW SWMP 
之提議對環境造成的影響。DEIS將評估有關「海上轉運站改造計劃」對環境的影響，該計劃提議將現有八

個城市海上轉運站（包括紐約市法拉盛 North Shore 
海上轉運站）改造成現代化的貨櫃裝運設施，以便用駁船將廢物運走處理。DEIS將評估此項提議的替代方

案，包括「海上轉運站改造計劃」的替代方案。 
 
紐約衛生部希望就提議中的 North Shore 
海上轉運站方案對環境造成的影響盡量徵集公眾的意見。我們準備就 DEIS 
中提及的問題聽取您的意見和建議。 
 
請查閱顯示的內容，然後將您的意見提供給我們，以幫助我們確定環境研究的重點。 
 
對您來說，什麼議題是最重要的？ 
 
對於社區來說，什麼議題是最重要的？ 
 
提供意見之途徑： 
 

參加會議： 
• 提供口頭意見 
• 填寫意見表 

 
會議之後： 

• 將意見郵寄至*： 
New SWMP Comments 
C/o Ecology and Environment, Inc. 
90 Broad St., Suite 1906 
New York, NY 10004       

 
* 意見必須在2004年7月9日前寄出，以郵戳為准，或在2004年7月11日下午5點之前送達。 

 
• 訪問我們的網站：www.nyc.gov/sanitation  
• 撥打免費 NYC SWMP熱線電話：1-888-NYC-SWMP[1-888-692-

7967]，周一至周五，上午 9 點 30 分至下午 5 點。 
 

*可根據要求提供翻譯服務。若欲瞭解詳情，請致電 NYC SWMP 熱線。 

http://www.nyc.gov/sanitation


政府文件及發佈的資料可在下列每個項目所在地區查閱： 
 

項目地區 檔案室 地址 致電時間 電話號碼 

曼哈頓 
曼哈頓社區委員會第 
8 辦事處 

公園大道 505 號 致電時間 (212) 758-4340 東 91 街 
海上轉運站 

96 街區公共圖書館 東 96 街 112 號 星期一/四 12-8； 星期二/五 
1-6； 星期三 10-4；  星期六 

10-5 

(212)289-0908 

曼哈頓社區委員會第 
9 辦事處 

西 125 街 565 號 致電時間 (212) 864-6200 西135 街 
海上轉運站 

George Bruce 
公共圖書館 

西 125 街 518 號 星期一 10-6；星期三 12-
8；星期四 11-6；星期五 1-

6；星期六 10-5 

(212) 662-9727 

曼哈頓社區委員會第 
4 辦事處 

西 42 街 330 號，26 
樓 

致電時間 (212) 736-4536 西 59 街 
海上轉運站 

Riverside 
公共圖書館（第 7 
社區） 

Amsterdam 大道 127 
號，夾西 65 街 

星期一 10-6；星期三 12-
8；星期四 1-8；星期五 1-

6；星期六 10-5 

(212) 870-1810 

布碌崙 
布碌崙社區委員會第 
7 辦事處 

第四大道 4201 號 致電時間 (718) 854-0003 Hamilton 大道 
海上轉運站 

Sunset Park 
公共圖書館 

第四大道 5108  
號，夾 51 街 

星期一 1-8；星期二、四/五 
1-6；星期三 10-6；星期六 

10-5 

(718) 567-2806 

布碌崙社區第 11 
辦事處 

Bath 大道 2214 號 致電時間 (718) 266-8800 布碌崙西南區 
海上轉運站 

New Utrecht 
公共圖書館 

86 街 1743 
號，夾Bay 17 街 

星期一/四 1-6；星期二 1-
8；星期三/五 10-6；星期六 

10-5 

(718) 236-4086 

布碌崙社區委員會第 
1 辦事處 

Graham 大道 435 號 致電時間 (718) 389-0009 Greenpoint 
海上轉運站和布碌崙替代方案 
(Scott 大道 485 號， Scott 大道 72 

號 / Scholes 街 598 號， 

以及Meserole 街 568 號) 

Leonard 公共圖書館 Devoe 街 81 號，夾 
Leonard 街 

星期一 1-8；星期二、四/五 
1-6；星期三 10-6 

(718) 486-3365 

皇后 
皇后社區委員會第 2 
辦事處 

50 街 22 號 43 室，夾 
Woodside 

致電時間 (718) 533-8773 Greenpoint  
海上轉運站皇后區替代方案 
（Review 街 58 號 30 室） Court Square 

公共圖書館 
長島市 Jackson 大道 
01  號 25 市 

星期一 12-7；星期二 1-
6；星期三 10-6；星期四/五 

12-6 

(718) 937-2790 

皇后社區委員會第 7 
辦事處 

法拉盛 Kissena  大街 
35 號 45 室 

致電時間 (718) 359-2800 North Shore   
海上轉運站 

Mitchell-Linden 
公共圖書館 

法拉盛 Union 街 42 
號 29 室 

星期一/四 1-8；星期二 1-
6；星期三/五 10-6 

(718) 539-2330 

布朗士 
布朗士社區委員會第 
2 辦事處 

東 163 街 1029  號 致電時間 (718) 328-
9125/6 

布朗士南區 
海上轉運站 

Hunts Point 地區 
公共圖書館 

Southern 大街 877 
號，夾 Tiffany 街 

星期一 12-7；星期二/四 10-
6； 星期三/五 1-6；星期六 

10-5 

(718) 617-0338 

布朗士社區委員會第 
1 辦事處 

東 149 街 384 號   致電時間 (718) 585-7117 布朗士南區海上轉運站替代方案 
（Lincoln 大道 98 號 和東 132 街 

920 號） Woodstock 
公共圖書館 

東 160 街 761 號，在 
Prospect 大道西面 

星期一/二 10-6；星期三 11-
6；星期四 12-7；星期五 1-6 

(718) 665-6255 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 

情況說明頁 1 
CEQR 常見問題 

新固體廢物管理計劃
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

是什麼引發了城市環境質量審議（下稱 "CEQR"）程序？ 
紐約市市長的 1977第91號行政命令確立了一項環境審議程序（即 CEQR 
程序），適用於由市政府各部門所直接承擔、資助或批准的各項行動。該程序要求市

政府各部門評估、披露和減輕此類行動的環境影響。CEQR程序的協調與審議由領導

的部門負責，即直接負責確定被提議的行動是否需要接受環境審議的部門。 

如何選定領導部門？ 
根據「CEQR議事規則」（紐約市62規則第5-
03部分）的規定，由參與提議行動的各部門選出一個部門，作為CEQR環境審議的領導部門。 
 
什麼是CEQR環境審議？ 
CEQR環境審議是對在執行提議行動中所產生的環境影響進行詳盡的研究。有些提議行動需要制定“環境

影響說明”（下稱“EIS”），其內容應包括： 
 

• 該行動的目的與需要； 
• 需加以評估的提議行動及其替代方案； 
• 提議行動的場地評估； 
• 環境後果與必要的緩解措施； 
• 必要的行動、許可證、審批。 

 
在 EIS中要考慮哪些影響範疇？ 
 

• 土地使用、分區、公眾政策 
• 社會經濟狀況 
• 社區設施與服務 
• 露天場所 
• 隱蔽處 
• 歷史資源 
• 城市設計/視覺資源 
• 鄰近地區的特點 
• 自然資源 
• 危險材料 

 

 
• 海濱地區重建計劃 
• 基礎設施 
• 固體廢物與衛生服務 
• 能源 
• 交通與泊車 
• 運輸與行人 
• 空氣品質 
• 噪音 
• 施工影響 
• 公眾健康 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

新固體廢物管理計劃
情況說明頁 2 
新的 SWMP EIS 之CEQR程序流程圖   

影

E

EI

結

公眾審議 

影響範圍公眾聽證會通知（下稱“NOPS”） 
2004年5月17日，市政府發出了一份 
NOPS，以召開公眾聽證會，並宣佈市政府擬制定一份EIS。NOPS還提供了 
10 個公眾聽證會和 20 
個政府文件檔案室的地點。該通知已於會議召開之前30天在市政府的記錄與

1.2 
根據2003年3月
此外，DEIS評
響範圍 

IS 初稿 

S 終稿 

果說明 

NOC 

部門審議 

NOC 

NOPS
環境公告中公佈，並刊載於多家社區報紙1。 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
EIS初稿 
這是一份文件初稿，披露了對提議行動産生的環境後果所作的分析結果，其

依據是各種環境研究與分析。 
 
EIS初稿完成通知 
這是一份正式通知，旨在開始 EIS 初稿評議階段，並宣佈 EIS 
初稿完成。該通知將在召開EIS 初稿公衆聽證會之前至少 15 
天在市政府的記錄與環境公告中公佈。EIS 
報告初稿的副本可在公共檔案室索取。EIS 初稿的評議階段將持續至少 60 
天，或在公衆聽證會後持續10 天，以兩個時間中較長者為準2。 
 
EIS終稿 
這是一份最終文件，將考慮在EIS初稿評議階段提出的所有事項，並總結提

議行動所産生的環境後果。 
 
EIS 終稿的完成 (NOC) 通知 
這是一份正式的通知，將在 EIS 終稿完成時公佈。EIS 終稿將於 EIS 
初稿聽證會後的 30 天內公佈。 
 
CEQR結果說明 
本文件將總結領導部門在提議行動的審議中所獲得的調查結果，將在EIS終
稿公佈後的10  至 30 天內公佈。 

影響範圍 
這是一個早期的開放式程序，用於確定環境審議

的範圍和與提議的行動相關的重要事項，為公眾

提供一個機會，對 
EIS中將要評估的影響，以及在草擬的影響範圍

文件中分析這些影響所用的方法發表意見。該文

件初稿的副本已寄給有關各方併發佈在衛生部網

站上，亦可在公共檔案室查閱。 

紐約州環境保護部之「環境公正與許可政策文件」的條款規定，正式的書面通知還應當刊登在居民易於獲取的社區報紙上。

議階段從30天延長到至少60天，以便所有居民均有機會參加環保部的環境審議程序。 



意見：  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 



 
 
 
 

情況說明頁 3 
提議的行動 – 提議將 Northshore 改造為海上轉運站 

新的固體廢物管理計劃
  

目的與需要 
紐約市衛生部 (DSNY) 正在制定一項新的「綜合固體廢物管理計劃」（下稱 New 
SWMP）和相應的「環境影響說明」（下稱 New SWMP EIS）。根據州法律的要求，New 
SWMP計劃在下一個 20 年中，以高效和環保的方式處理本市產生的所有固體廢物。 

New 
SWMP之主要目的是確定城市固體廢物管理的需要及目標，說明其繼續致力於本市目前卓有成效的城市廢物預防

、再用、混合處理和循環再生等各項計劃，並提出新方案，包括將本市八個海上轉運站改造成集裝箱設施，以便

將剩餘廢物裝入集裝箱，然後用駁船運走。 
 
 
對提議計畫之說明 
New SWMP EIS 
將對此項提議計畫評估，其內容包括： 
 

• 將本市八個“海上轉運站” (下稱MTS) 
改造成能夠將剩餘廢物裝入集裝箱的設施，

以便用駁船和/或鐵路運走，並重新啟用布

碌崙52街碼頭的駁船裝置。 
 
Northshore 的 MTS 現址位於紐約皇后區 College 
Point 地段，北面是 30 大道，東面是 31 大道和 122 
街，西面是法拉盛海灣。該站將負責處理從皇后區7 
至 14 
街區收集來的廢物。所有經處理的廢物都將被放入

密封防漏的集裝箱中，以便用駁船運走。 
 
替代方案說明 
EIS 還對該建議的下列替代方案進行評估： 
 

1. 用鐵路/駁船將廢物從布朗士、布碌崙和皇

后區的私營轉運站運走； 
 

 

 
2. 改建現有的 

MTS，以便用駁船將廢物運至城外的卸載設

施； 
3. 用垃圾車或駁船將廢物運往城外的廢物處理

設施。 
 

場地側面照 

 
 
改造後的 MTS 設施 
建議中經改造的 Hamilton 大道 MTS 
設施將配置有最先進的氣味與環境控制系統。現場

的坡道和車道提供有足夠的空間，可讓紐約市衛生

部的垃圾車在那裏排隊等候。 
 
顯著的特點 

• 全封閉式處理建築 
• 氣味與環境控制系統 
• 卡車無需在垃圾車場外排隊等候 
• 廢物集裝箱化 

 



備註：  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  















STATEMENT OF 
ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER HARRY SZARPANSKI

AT THE PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING FOR THE
 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF THE PROPOSED

 NORTH SHORE CONVERTED MARINE TRANSFER STATION 

Good Evening. My name is Harry Szarpanski. I am the Assistant
Commissioner for the Bureau of Long Term Export at the New York City
Department of Sanitation. I welcome the opportunity to appear before you tonight.
I am joined by members of my staff, Walter Czwartacky, Vaughan Arnold and
Sarah Dolinar. I would also like to introduce Susan Raila from the firm of
Henningson, Durham & Richardson Architecture & Engineering, P.C. or HDR.
HDR is responsible for conducting the environmental review for the Department’s
projects. Representatives of the firm of Ecology and Environment helped organize
this meeting and are also here tonight.

As you may know, the Department of Sanitation is preparing a new
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan for the City to replace the Plan that
will expire at the end of October of this year. The new Solid Waste Management
Plan or as we refer to it, the new SWMP, will plan for the management of all of
the solid waste generated in the City over the next twenty years. We expect to
issue a draft of the new SWMP in September. It will need to be approved by the
City Council and by the State. The new SWMP will be supported by an
Environmental Impact Statement.

The new SWMP will rely on current programs to recycle, compost and
prevent or reduce waste. A key component of the new SWMP is the long-term
export of solid waste managed by the Department of Sanitation through state-of-
the-art Marine Transfer Station facilities that are proposed to be built at the City’s
eight existing Marine Transfer Station sites in Brooklyn, Manhattan, Queens and
the Bronx. These facilities will containerize waste and transport it by barge for
disposal. The proposed North Shore Converted MTS would handle the
Department-managed waste from Queens Community Districts 7 through 14 only,
as in the past. This program to build new Marine Transfer Stations is called the
MTS Conversion Program.

Note that because Staten Island has no existing MTS, a truck-to-container-
to- rail waste transfer station for Staten Island Department-managed waste is now
being constructed on a former Fresh Kills landfill site. That facility is expected to
be operational this November. Rail transport is expected to begin in 2006. 
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We are before you tonight to hear your comments on the environmental
review of the proposed North Shore Converted Marine Transfer Station.  In
addition, we seek your comments on all of the proposed actions, including the
MTS Conversion Program and alternatives, that were outlined in the Draft
Scoping Document we issued on May 17th. The Draft Scoping Document was
mailed to all of the elected officials and community boards, as well as to
environmental organizations and to our regulators. It was placed on the
Department’s web site and in public repositories in your community and nine
other communities that are the proposed sites for the new Marine Transfer Stations
or for alternatives. 

My comments tonight will be brief.  I will make a short power point
presentation before the public portion of the meeting begins. Copies of my
statement and presentation will be available at the end of the meeting.

Because the real focus of this public meeting will be your comments, please
make sure that you take a moment to complete a speaker sign up sheet if you plan
to make a statement for the record. You will be assigned a number and I will call
your name when it is your turn to speak. Note that elected officials will have an
opportunity to speak first. We are interested to make a complete record of your
comments so please state your name clearly and slowly for the stenographer.

So that we can hear everyone who wants to speak tonight we ask that you
keep your statement to three minutes. If you do not wish to speak, but would like
to provide us with written comments, please complete one of the comment cards
we have provided for your use. Thank you for coming out tonight. I will now
begin my short presentation.





Notice of Public Scoping
For New Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan

The City of New York Department of Sanitation (DSNY) is preparing a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed new
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan for New York City for the next 20 years (New SWMP). The New SWMP will provide for the
management of solid waste in New York City, including current programs to reduce, reuse and recycle solid waste, long-term processing
and transport of recyclables, long-term export of DSNY-managed waste from Converted Marine Transfer Stations (MTS) or alternatives
and commercial waste. 
DSNY requests public comment on impacts to be evaluated in the DEIS.  As part of an enhanced public outreach effort to facilitate max-
imum public participation, DSNY will hold ten (10) Public Scoping Meetings, each of which will be near one of the proposed MTS sites
and/or alternatives, to take public comments on the Draft Scope for the DEIS.   The Public Scoping Meetings will be held, as follows:  

Project Area Date Time Location

West 135th Street MTS June 16, 2004 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM I.S.195 (Roberto Clemente School) 625 W.133rd Street
(between Broadway and 12th Avenue), New York NY

Southwest Brooklyn MTS June 17, 2004 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM I.S. 227 (Edward B. Shallow School) 6500 16th Avenue
(between 65th and 66th Streets), Brooklyn, NY

West 59th Street MTS June 21, 2004 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM West Side Y.M.C.A. 5 West 63rd Street 
(between Central Park West and Broadway), New York, NY 

South Bronx MTS June 22, 2004 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM P.S. 48 (Joseph Drake School) 1290 Spofford Avenue
(between Faile and Coster Streets), Bronx, NY

South Bronx MTS Alternatives (98
Lincoln Ave. and 920 E. 132nd St.) June 23, 2004 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM Alfred E. Smith High School 333 East 151st  Street 

(between Courtlandt and Morris Avenues), Bronx, NY

Hamilton Avenue MTS June 24, 2004 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM Brooklyn 7 Community District Office 4201 4th Avenue
(between 42nd and 43rd Streets), Brooklyn, NY

East 91st Street MTS June 28, 2004 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM New York Blood Center (Auditorium) 310 E. 67th Street
(between 1st and 2nd Avenues), New York, NY

North Shore MTS June 29, 2004 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM Union Plaza Health Care Facility 33-23 Union Street 
(between 33rd and 34th Avenues), Flushing, NY

Greenpoint MTS Queens
Alternative (30-58 Review Avenue) June 30, 2004 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM Sunnyside Senior Center 43-31 39th Street 

(between Queens Blvd. and 43rd Ave.), Sunnyside, NY

Greenpoint MTS and Brooklyn
Alternatives (485 Scott Ave., 72
Scott Ave./598 Scholes St., and
568 Meserole St.)

July 1, 2004 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM Swinging Sixties Senior Center 211 Ainslie Street 
(between Manhattan and Graham Avenues), Brooklyn, NY

A copy of the Draft Scope and the Environmental Assessment Statement and Positive Declaration for the New SWMP are available on DSNY's web site at
www.nyc.gov/sanitation.  These materials can also be obtained by contacting: 

AAssssiissttaanntt  CCoommmmiissssiioonneerr  HHaarrrryy  SSzzaarrppaannsskkii
City of New York Department of Sanitation
44 Beaver Street, 12th Floor, New York, NY 10004
Telephone: (917) 237-5501 and Fax: (212) 269-0788

Oral and written comments can be submitted at the Public Scoping Meeting*.  Written comments can also be sent to the above address or fax number, or to:
New SWMP Comments c/o 
EEccoollooggyy  aanndd  EEnnvviirroonnmmeenntt,,  IInncc..  
90 Broad Street, Suite 1906, New York, NY 10004 

AAllll  wwrriitttteenn  ccoommmmeennttss  mmuusstt  bbee  ppoossttmmaarrkkeedd  bbyy  JJuullyy  99,,  22000044  oorr  rreecceeiivveedd  bbyy  55::0000  PPMM  oonn  JJuullyy  1111,,  22000044..    
Public documents and outreach materials* are available in the vicinity of each proposed site as follows:

Brooklyn Community Board 7 office 4201 4th Avenue call for days and hours (718) 854-0003

Sunset Park Public Library 5108 4th Avenue at 51st M 1-8; T, Th/F 1-6; W 10-6; Sa 10-5 (718) 567-2806

Brooklyn Community Board 11 Office 2214 Bath Avenue call for days and hours (718) 266-8800

New Utrecht Public Library 1743 86th Street at Bay
17th Street M/Th 1-6; Tu 1-8; W/F 10-6; Sa 10-5 (718) 236-4086

Brooklyn Community Board  Office 435 Graham Avenue call for days and hours (718) 389-0009

Leonard Public Library 8 Devoe Street at Leonard
Street M 1-8; Tu/Th/F 1-6; W 10-6 (718) 486-3365

Hamilton
Avenue MTS

Southwest
Brooklyn MTS

Greenpoint
MTS and
Brooklyn
Alternatives
(485 Scott
Ave., 72 Scott
Ave./598
Scholes St.,
and 568
Meserole St.)

* DSNY will make available public outreach, public notice materials, and interpreters for languages other than English where appropriate, upon request.  
Please call the NYC SWMP Hotline or 1-888-NYC-SWMP for more information.

Community Board 8 Office 505 Park Avenue call for days and hours (212) 758-4340

96th Street Regional Public Library 112 East 96th Street M/Th 12-8;Tu/F 1-6; W 10-4; Sa 10-5 (212) 289-0908

Manhattan Community District 9 office 565 West 125th Street call for days and hours (212) 864-6200

George Bruce Public Library 518 West 125th Street M 10-6; W 12-8; Th 11-6; F 1-6; Sa 10-5. (212) 662-9727

Manhattan Community Board 4 Office 330 West 42nd Street,
26th Floor call for days and hours (212) 736-4536

Riverside Public Library (Community
District 7)

127 Amsterdam Avenue at
West 65th Street M 10-6; W 12-8; Th 1-8; F 1-6; Sa 10-5 (212) 870-1810

East 91st Street
MTS

West 135th
Street MTS

West 59th
Street MTS

Project Area Repository Address Days and Hours Phone Number

Queens Community Board 2 Office 43-22 50th Street,
Woodside call for days and hours (718) 533-8773

Court Square Public Library 25-01 Jackson Avenue,
Long Island City M 12-7; Tu 1-6; W 10-6; Th/F 12-6 (718) 937-2790

Queens Community Board 7 Office 45-35 Kissena Boulevard,
Flushing call for days and hours (718) 359-2800

Mitchell-Linden Public Library 29-42 Union Street,
Flushing M/Th 1-8, Tu 1-6, W/F 10-6 (718) 539-2330

Greenpoint 
MTS Queens
Alternative 
(30-58 Review
Avenue)

North Shore
MTS

Bronx Community Board 2 Office 1029 East 163rd Street call for days and hours (718) 328-9125/6

Hunts Point Regional Public Library 877 Southern Boulevard 
at Tiffany Street M 12-7; Tu/Th 10-6; W/F 1-6; Sa 10-5 (718) 617-0338

Bronx Community Board 1 Office 384 East 149th Street call for days and hours (718) 585-7117

Woodstock Public Library 761 East 160th Street, 
west of Prospect Avenue M/Tu 10-6; W 11-6; Th 12-7; F 1-6 (718) 665-6255

South Bronx MTS

South Bronx MTS
Alternatives (98
Lincoln Ave. and
E. 132nd St.)

MANHATTAN

BROOKLYN

QUEENS

BRONX

All sites



West 135th Street MTS 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM I.S.195 (Roberto Clemente School) 625 W.133rd Street
(between Broadway and 12th Avenue), New York NY

Southwest Brooklyn MTS 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM I.S. 227 (Edward B. Shallow School) 6500 16th Avenue
(between 65th and 66th Streets), Brooklyn, NY

West 59th Street MTS 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM West Side Y.M.C.A. 5 West 63rd Street (between Central
Park West and Broadway), New York, NY 

South Bronx MTS 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM P.S. 48 (Joseph Drake School) 1290 Spofford Avenue
(between Faile and Coster Streets), Bronx, NY

South Bronx MTS 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM Alfred E. Smith High School 333 East 151st  Street (between
Courtlandt and Morris Avenues), Bronx, NY

Hamilton Avenue MTS 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM Brooklyn 7 Community District Office 4201 4th Avenue
(between 42nd and 43rd Streets), Brooklyn, NY

East 91st Street MTS 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM New York Blood Center (Auditorium) 310 E. 67th Street
(between 1st and 2nd Avenues), New York, NY

North Shore MTS 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM Union Plaza Health Care Facility 33-23 Union Street (between
33rd and 34th Avenues), Flushing, NY

Greenpoint MTS Alternative 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM Sunnyside Senior Center 43-31 39th Street (between Queens
Blvd. and 43rd Ave.), Sunnyside, NY

Greenpoint MTS 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM Swinging Sixties Senior Center 211 Ainslie Street (between
Manhattan and Graham Avenues), Brooklyn, NY

  

  

      
 

    
 

    

Brooklyn Community Board 7 office 4201 4th Avenue (718) 266-8800

Sunset Park Public Library 5108 4th Avenue at 51st (718) 236-4086

Brooklyn Community Board 11 Office 2214 Bath Avenue (718) 854-0003

New Utrecht Public Library 1743 86th Street at Bay
17th Street (718) 567-2806

Brooklyn Community Board  Office 435 Graham Avenue (718) 389-0009

Leonard Public Library 8 Devoe Street at Leonard
Street (718) 486-3365

Hamilton
Avenue MTS

Southwest
Brooklyn MTS

Greenpoint
MTS and
Brooklyn
Alternatives
(485 Scott
Ave., 72 Scott
Ave./598
Scholes St.,
and 568
Meserole St.)

Community Board 8 Office 505 Park Avenue (212) 758-4340

96th Street Regional Public Library 112 East 96th Street (212) 289-0908

Manhattan Community District 9 office 565 West 125th Street (212) 864-6200

George Bruce Public Library 518 West 125th Street (212) 662-9727

Manhattan Community Board 4 Office 330 West 42nd Street,
26th Floor (212) 736-4536

Riverside Public Library (Community
District 7)

127 Amsterdam Avenue at
West 65th Street (212) 870-1810

East 91st Street
MTS

West 135th
Street MTS

West 59th
Street MTS

Queens Community Board 2 Office 43-22 50th Street,
Woodside (212) 758-4340

Court Square Public Library 25-01 Jackson Avenue,
Long Island City (212) 289-0908

Queens Community Board 7 Office 45-35 Kissena Boulevard,
Flushing (212) 864-6200

Mitchell-Linden Public Library 29-42 Union Street,
Flushing (212) 662-9727

Greenpoint 
MTS Queens
Alternative 
(30-58 Review
Avenue)

North Shore
MTS

Bronx Community Board 2 Office 1029 East 163rd Street (212) 758-4340

Hunts Point Regional Public Library 877 Southern Boulevard at
Tiffany Street (212) 289-0908

Bronx Community Board 1 Office 384 East 149th Street (212) 864-6200

Woodstock Public Library 761 East 160th Street, 
west of Prospect Avenue (212) 662-9727

South Bronx MTS

South Bronx MTS
Alternatives (98
Lincoln Ave. and
E. 132nd St.)

Aviso de alcance público
Para nuevo plan completo de gestión de residuos sólidos

El Departamento de Limpieza y Recogida de Basuras de la Ciudad de Nueva York (DSNY) está preparando un informe borrador sobre impacto
medioambiental (DEIS) para el propuesto nuevo Plan completo de gestión de residuos sólidos para la Ciudad de Nueva York para los próximos 20
años (Nuevo SWMP). El SWMP suministrará la gestión de residuos sólidos en la Ciudad de Nueva York, incluyendo los programas actuales para
reducir, reutilizar y reciclar residuos sólidos, procesamiento a largo plazo y transporte de reciclables, exportación a largo plazo de residuos desde
Estaciones de Transferencia Marina Convertidas (MTS) o alternativas y residuos comerciales.

DSNY solicita comentarios públicos sobre los impactos que deben ser evaluados por la DEIS. Como parte de un esfuerzo mejorado para facilitar la
máxima participación pública, DSNY celebrará diez (10) reuniones de alcance público, cada una de las cuales tendrá lugar cerca de uno de los sitios
propuestos como MTS y/o alternativas, para tomar notas sobre los comentarios públicos sobre el alcance del borrador para DEIS. Las 

Una copia del Borrador de Alcance y del Informe de Evaluación Medioambiental y Declaración Positiva para el Nuevo SWMP están disponibles en
la página de internet de DSNY en www.nyc.gov/sanitation. Estos materiales también pueden obtenerse contactando:

*DSNY facilitará en idiomas distintos del inglés folletos, materiales de aviso público e intérpretes, donde así fuere necesario, tras solicitud.
Favor, llamar por más información a la Línea abierta del NYC SWMP o 1-888- NYC-SWMP

Comentarios en forma verbal o escrita pueden presentarse en la reunión de alcance pública.* Comentarios por escrito también pueden enviarse a
la arriba mencionada dirección o número de fax, o a:

Todos los comentarios por escrito deben estar fechados con fecha anterioridad al/o el 9 de julio de 2004 o deben
ser recibidos antes de las 5:00 PM del 11 de julio de 2004. Documentos públicos y folletos de información  están disponibles en
el vecindad de cada sitio propuesto, tal y como se indica a continuación.

Assistant Commissioner Harry Szarpanski
City of New York Department of Sanitation
44 Beaver Street, 12 th floor, New York, NY 1000
Telefono: (917) 237--5501 y fax: (212) 269-0788

New SWMP Comments c/o
Ecology and Enviroment, Inc.
90 Broad Street, Suite 1906, New York, NY 10004

Área del proyecto Fecha Hora Ubicación

Área del proyecto                               Depósito                              Dirección                                       Días y horas                        Número de teléfono

16 de junio de 2004

17 de junio de 2004

21 de junio de 2004

22 de junio de 2004

23 de junio de 2004

24 de junio de 2004

28 de junio de 2004

29 de junio de 2004

30 de junio de 2004

1 de julio de 2004

Llamar por días y horas

Llamar por días y horas

Llamar por días y horas

Llamar por días y horas

Llamar por días y horas

Llamar por días y horas

Llamar por días y horas

Llamar por días y horas

Llamar por días y horas

Llamar por días y horas

Lu/ju 12-8; ma/vi 1-6; mi 10-4; sáb 10-5

Lu 10-6; mi 12-8; ju 11-6; vi 1-6; sáb 10-5.

Lu 10-6; mi 12-8; ju 1-8; vi 1-6; sáb 10-5

Lu 1-8; ma, ju/vi 1-6; mi 10-6; sáb 10-5

Lu/ju 1-6; ma, 1-8; mi/vi 10-6; sáb 10-5

Lu1-8; ma/ju/vi 1-6; mi 10-6

Lu/ju 1-8; ma 1-6; mi/vi 10-6

Lu 12-7; ma/ju 10-6; mi/vi 1-6; sáb 10-5

Lu/ma 10-6; mi 11-6; ju 12-7; vi 1-6

Lu 12-7; ma 1-6; mi 10-6; ju/vi 12-6
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New Solid Waste Management 
Plan Initiatives

Long-Term Export of Waste
New Recycling Facilities
Commercial Waste



Why the Department is Here Today:
To Receive Your Comments on the Scoping 
Document for the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement:

Verbal Comments (Please fill out a Speaker 
Registration Card at the sign-in desk, and limit your 
comments to 3 minutes)
Fill Out a Comment Sheet
Submit a Written Statement

OR…….



Other Ways to Comment

Mail Comments (no later than 7/9) to: 
Harry Szarpanski, Assistant Commissioner 
Department of Sanitation                                        
44 Beaver Street, 12th floor                                       
New York, NY 10004

or

New SWMP Comments c/o                                     
Ecology and Environment, Inc.                                  
90 Broad Street, Suite 1906                                     
New York, NY 10004



DEIS Review:
Long-Term Export Program

Proposed Action: Marine Transfer Station 
(MTS) Conversion Program
Alternatives Being Evaluated:
– Rail/Barge Export of Waste from Private Transfer 

Stations in the Bronx, Brooklyn and Queens
– Rehabilitate Existing MTSs to Barge Waste to an  

Out-of-City Unloading Facility
– Deliver Waste in Collection Vehicles or Barges to an 

Out-of-City Waste Disposal Facility



Locations of Existing MTSs   
and Alternatives



MTS Conversion Program

Develop New Facilities (Converted MTSs) to 
Containerize Waste at Existing MTS Sites
– Three in Manhattan 
– Three in Brooklyn 
– One in Queens
– One in the Bronx

Reactivate 52nd Street Barge Staging Area in Brooklyn



MTS Conversion Program:
Objectives

Export Waste by Barge and/or Rail
Reduce In-City Transfer Trailer Traffic 
Utilize More Economical Disposal Capacity
Provide More Transport and Disposal 
Options 



Queens Converted MTSs: 
Wastesheds



Typical Section View of the 
Converted North Shore MTS

Container 
Gantry Crane

Lidding
Operation

Loading Floor

Tipping Floor

Container 
Transfer Car

Barge



Ventilation System Prevents Air from 
Escaping Processing Building when Doors 
are Open
Rapid Rollup Doors Mean Doors Remain 
Open for Less Time
Interior Water Misting System inside 
Building Reduces Dust in Exhaust Air
State-of-the-Art Odor Control System 
Neutralizes (not Masks) Odor in Building 
Exhaust Air
No Detectable Odors at Sensitive Receptors

Odor Control



Sensitive Receptor Locations and Major 
Truck Routes 



No Truck Queuing on Streets

Access Ramps are Longer
Ramps are Designed to Support Queuing 
Trucks
21 Collection Vehicles can Queue on Site at 
North Shore 
Tipping Bay Space for 6 Trucks inside the 
Building



North Shore Site Plan

Proposed MTS

Existing MTS
To be demolished



Containerization

Specially Designed Intermodal 
Containers
Containers have Leakproof Seals
Containers are Lidded inside Building
Containers are Loaded onto Flat Deck 
Barges
No Exposed Waste outside of Building



Container Lifting



The DEIS will Evaluate the Following 
Alternative: 
– Rehabilitate the Existing MTS to Barge 

Waste to an Out-of-City Unloading Facility

Alternatives to MTS Conversion



Anticipated Timeline/Public 
Review and Involvement

Public Scoping Meetings: June 16 to July 1, 2004
Comments on Draft Scoping Document: Due By: July 9th (via 
mail) and July 11th (via fax)
Issue Final Scoping Document: July 14, 2004
Issuance of Draft EIS: August 6, 2004
NYSDEC Part 360 Permit/DEIS Hearings: September 8 to 28, 
2004
City Council Hearings on Draft SWMP: September 2004
Comments on DEIS: August 6th to October 8th

Close of DEIS Comments: October 8, 2004
Publication of FEIS: December 9, 2004
Hotline: (888) NYC-SWMP
Review Documents at Public Repositories
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 Int. No. 842/Local Law 74 of 2000 
 

By The Speaker (Council Member Vallone), Council Members Michels, Robles, 
Fisher, Rodriguez, DiBrienza, Boyland, Carrion, Fiala, Marshall, Provenzano, 
Quinn, Oddo, Clarke, Dear, Malave-Dilan, Eisland, Espada, Foster, Linares, 
Moskowitz, Nelson, O’Donovan, Pinkett, Abel, Golden, Stabile and Ognibene (in 
conjunction with the Mayor) 

 
 
A Local Law to amend the administrative code of the city of New York, in relation 
to requiring a comprehensive study of the commercial solid waste management 
system within New York city. 
 
Be it enacted by the Council as follows: 
 

Section 1.  Declaration of Legislative Intent and Findings. The legislatively 

mandated closure of the Fresh Kills Landfill by January 1, 2002 opens a new era 

in solid waste management in New York City and affords an opportunity to 

reexamine all aspects of how solid waste is managed, including that generated 

by the commercial sector. Moreover, New York City must now begin 

development of its next Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan. 

Until the late 1980s, private carters paid a tipping fee to dispose of solid 

waste in the City’s Fresh Kills landfill. In 1988, the tipping fee was raised to 

discourage private carters from using the Fresh Kills landfill in order to extend 

the landfill’s useful life. This resulted in increased amounts of solid waste being 

sent to private transfer stations in New York City and the region. 

Solid waste transfer stations and the trucks transporting waste to and 

from those facilities may generate such problems as dust, debris, noise, odors, 

air pollutants, vermin and traffic congestion. The Council is concerned that 

transfer stations and private carters in New York City may need more regulation 
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in order to protect the communities in which they are located and conduct 

business and to ensure effective enforcement of the rules governing their 

operation. 

The Council finds that a comprehensive study of the commercial solid 

waste management system within the City of New York is critical in order to 

enable the City to assess and plan for management of both the residential and 

commercial waste streams in the most efficient manner, to minimize the 

potential adverse impacts on the City’s residential and business communities and 

the environment, and to assist in developing a new comprehensive solid waste 

management plan. 

 §2.  The administrative code of the city of New York is amended by 

adding a new section 16-134 to read as follows: 

§16-134 Comprehensive study of commercial solid waste management 

system required. a. 1.  “Long haul transport vehicle” shall mean any motor 

vehicle used to remove solid waste or other material from a putrescible or non-

putrescible solid waste transfer station for final disposal, reuse or recycling.    

2.  “Private carter” shall mean any individual or business entity required to 

obtain a license from the trade waste commission pursuant to subdivision a of 

section 16-505 of this title. 

3. “Trade waste commission” shall mean the New York city trade waste 

commission as established by section 16-502 of this title. 
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b. The department, in consultation with the trade waste commission, shall 

enter into one or more contracts for the performance of a comprehensive study 

of the existing commercial solid waste management system within the city of 

New York. In performing the study, the department and/or the contractor or 

contractors shall solicit and consider the views of elected officials, the citywide 

recycling advisory board, the borough solid waste advisory boards and the 

public, including residents of affected communities, environmental advocacy 

organizations, transfer station operators, private carters, business entities and 

academicians, and respond to substantive issues raised. The study shall include, 

but need not be limited to, an analysis of the following:  

1. the effectiveness of procedures employed and the criteria applied by 

the department for the issuance and renewal of permits for the operation of 

putrescible and non-putrescible solid waste transfer stations in minimizing 

potential adverse environmental, economic and public health impacts on the 

communities in which such transfer stations are located by examining such 

issues as (i) the effectiveness of the criteria applied by the department to the 

siting of putrescible and non-putrescible solid waste transfer stations, including 

the aggregate effect of the geographic proximity of solid waste transfer stations 

to each other and (ii) the scope and effectiveness of the operational restrictions 

imposed upon putrescible and non-putrescible solid waste transfer stations, 

including the hours of operation and any performance standards established in 

the zoning resolution of the city of New York;  
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 2.  the manner in which all applicable laws, rules and regulations relating 

to the operation of putrescible and non-putrescible solid waste transfer stations, 

private carters and long haul transport vehicles are enforced, including who 

should be responsible for such enforcement, and the effectiveness of such 

enforcement in obtaining compliance with such laws, rules and regulations and in 

minimizing potential environmental, economic and public health impacts and an 

analysis of rules relating to routes for transporting material to or from such 

transfer stations; 

 3. the means and potential effects of limiting the number and capacity of 

putrescible and non-putrescible solid waste transfer stations in the city; 

 4.  the size and type of vehicles that should be authorized to transport 

solid waste to or from putrescible and non-putrescible solid waste transfer 

stations and fuel-type requirements for such vehicles;  

 5. whether putrescible and non-putrescible solid waste transfer stations 

and city-owned marine transfer stations should receive and process both 

residential and commercial solid waste and the options for transporting such 

solid waste to and from such transfer stations, including an analysis of potential 

environmental, economic and public health impacts; and 

 6. potential environmental, economic and public health impacts on 

communities in which large numbers of privately-owned putrescible and non-

putrescible solid waste transfer stations are located such as, but not limited to, 
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potential impacts related to air quality, water quality, odors, traffic congestion 

and noise. 

 c. The study required by subdivision b of this section, and a report 

containing a detailed analysis of the findings of such study, as well as 

recommendations based on such analysis and findings, shall be completed no 

later than eighteen months after registration of the consultant contract and at 

least two months before the next draft comprehensive solid waste management 

plan is submitted to the council or the New York state department of 

environmental conservation. Such report shall be submitted to the mayor and the 

council immediately upon its completion. A preliminary report containing data 

necessary to perform the analyses described in subdivision b of this section shall 

be submitted by the department to the mayor and the council during or before 

the last quarter of calendar year two thousand one. 

 d. Such study shall be performed and such report shall be prepared in a 

manner designed to assist in the preparation of the next comprehensive solid 

waste management plan for the city of New York required by section 27-0107 of 

the New York state environmental conservation law. 

 §3.  This local law shall take effect immediately.   
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CITY OF NEW YORK 
DEPARTMENT OF SANITATION 

COMMERCIAL WASTE MANAGEMENT STUDY 
FINAL SCOPE OF WORK 

 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

The New York City (City) Department of Sanitation (DSNY) collects and/or disposes of waste 

generated by residences, institutions, not-for-profit organizations, DSNY lot cleaning operations, 

and other City, state and federal agencies (hereinafter referred to as DSNY-managed Waste1).  

Private waste carting companies collect and dispose of waste from commercial sources in the 

City.  Both DSNY and private companies recycle materials, including paper, cardboard, metal, 

glass and plastic. 

 

DSNY has the responsibility to manage all of the waste generated in the City and to develop a 

new Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (New Plan) for both DSNY-managed Waste 

and commercial waste for the planning period 2004 through 2024.  Because the City has no 

operating landfill, incinerator or resource recovery facilities, pursuant to interim export contracts, 

all DSNY-Managed Waste is either transferred from private transfer stations within the City or 

carted out of the City in DSNY collection vehicles for transfer and/or disposal at facilities 

outside of the City. Except for DSNY-managed Waste transferred out of the Bronx, DSNY’s 

interim export arrangements depend on truck transport.  Under its long-term export program, the 

City is converting its existing Marine Transfer Stations (MTSs), designed to transfer waste in 

open hopper barges to the now-closed Fresh Kills landfill, into facilities that containerize waste 

for transport by container barge. It is anticipated that the waste will reach a disposal facility 

through a combination of barge and/or rail movements.  Since 1989, when DSNY raised the fees 

for private waste disposal at Fresh Kills, the City’s commercial waste has been carted or 

transferred from the City by truck, much of it through private transfer stations located in the City.    

 

                                                 
1 DSNY-managed Waste is solid waste that DSNY collects from all residential households in the City and the 

institutional waste of City, state and federal agencies that DSNY collects and/or for which DSNY arranges 
disposal. 
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The Commercial Waste Management Study (Study), described herein, addresses issues related to 

the management of commercial waste in the City. Private waste transfer stations process three 

categories of waste: (i) putrescible waste (garbage that can cause odors); (ii) non-putrescible 

waste (typically including construction and demolition debris and/or other recyclable materials 

that do not cause odors); (iii) and clean fill (a subset of non-putrescible, but handling only 

excavated dirt, rock, concrete, gravel, stone, asphalt millings or sand).  At putrescible waste 

transfer stations, waste is transferred to long haul trucks or rail cars for export.  Non-putrescible 

waste transfer stations and clean fill transfer stations typically engage in sorting, crushing and 

processing of material; therefore, much of the material that they receive is recycled or reused.  

 
Under the City’s Zoning Resolution, transfer stations can be sited in the City’s industrial zones 

(manufacturing districts M1, M2, and M3).  Zoning performance standards for such districts 

establish standards for the emission of odors and dust, vibration, heat, glare, and explosive 

hazard.  M1 districts have the highest performance standards, M2 districts have medium 

performance standards and M3 districts have the least restrictive performance standards.  DSNY 

and the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) issue permits 

regulating the design and operation of private transfer stations in the City. Applicants for permits 

must also submit an Environmental Assessment Statement, which assesses all impacts the 

facility and operation would have on the surrounding environment.  NYSDEC and DSNY act as 

co-lead agencies in the environmental review process for such permits.  DSNY rules for 

permitting putrescible waste transfer stations were adopted in 1991.  In 1998, the City adopted 

Siting Rules that increased the restrictions on where transfer stations could be located.  There are 

now 69 operating transfer stations, including 22 stations handling putrescible waste, 25 stations 

handling non-putrescible waste and 22 stations handling only clean fill.  

 
To help determine whether transfer stations and private carters in the City may need more 

regulation to ensure effective enforcement of the rules governing their operation, the City 

Council enacted Local Law 74 (LL 74), effective December 19, 2000, requiring a comprehensive 

assessment of commercial solid waste management in the City.  The Study is intended to enable 

the City to assess and plan for management of the commercial waste stream in the most efficient 

manner, to minimize potential adverse impacts on the City’s residential and business 

communities and the environment, and to assist in developing the New Plan.   
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In June 2002, DSNY published a Preliminary Report, required to be issued in compliance with 

LL 74, that contained data on the volumes, types, origins and destinations of the commercial 

waste managed by private companies in the New York Metropolitan area, and included 

information on residential and institutional waste collected by DSNY and managed through 

commercial waste transfer stations following the phased closure of Fresh Kills.  The Study 

proposed to be undertaken now, among other things, will analyze and assess the adequacy and 

impacts of the siting, permitting, operations and regulation of commercial waste transfer stations. 

 

In March 2003, DSNY proposed rules that would temporarily restrict (until July 31, 2004) the 

permitting of new waste transfer stations, except intermodal facilities.  The proposed rules would 

allow putrescible facility expansions upon the completion of the City Environmental Quality 

Review process; putrescible expansions would be prohibited in Brooklyn Community Board 1 

and Bronx Community Board 2, unless equivalent capacity were closed within the same 

community board. DSNY held a hearing to receive public comments in April 2003 and expects 

to publish the final text of the temporary restrictions shortly.  DSNY anticipates that it will draft 

and publish proposed permanent siting rules after the issuance of the Study Report and a review 

of its recommendations.  The proposed rules and the transcript of the April hearing appear on the 

DSNY website. 

 

In developing the Draft Scope of Work for the Study (Draft Study Scope), DSNY conducted a 

series of meetings in November and December of 2002 to solicit comments from elected 

officials, the public, the Citywide Recycling Advisory Board (CRAB), the Borough Solid Waste 

Advisory Boards (SWABs), Community Boards, environmental organizations, academics and 

other interested organizations.  A public meeting was held in each borough on the following 

dates: 

 
� Brooklyn – November 18, 2002 

� Queens – November 19, 2002 

� Staten Island – November 20, 2002 

� Manhattan – November 25, 2002 

� Bronx – December 2, 2002 
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DSNY invited the public to speak at these meetings, and to submit written comments through 

December 16, 2002.  The transcripts of the public meeting testimonies were posted on DSNY’s 

website in tandem with the Draft Study Scope.   

 

DSNY and its consultants prepared the Draft Study Scope to reflect public comments and the 

specific requirements of LL 74, as discussed above.  On March 3, 2003, the Draft Study Scope 

was posted on the DSNY website (www.nyc.gov/sanitation) for further public comment for a 

period of 21 days, until March 24, 2003. Concurrently, the Draft Study Scope was mailed to all 

elected officials and Community Boards, the CRAB, the SWABs and to individuals who 

attended the public meetings held in 2002 and/or submitted comments in connection with the 

development of the Draft Study Scope.  A sample letter enclosing the Study Scope and 

describing the public comment process established to finalize the Study Scope was posted on 

DSNY’s website in tandem with the Draft Study Scope. 

 

Public Comments on the Draft Study Scope 

 

Public comments received both during and after the established public comment period consisted 

of nineteen letters (three from elected officials, two from solid waste industry respresentatives, 

one from a national environmental organization, four from City solid waste advisory boards, six 

from neighborhood organizations or coalitions and three from special interest representatives). 

The letters were reviewed and considered by DSNY and the consultant team in preparation for 

the issuance of this Final Study Scope.  

 

The majority of comments highlighted issues already addressed in the Draft Study Scope. 

Among these were requests that the consultant team:  

 

� Investigate potential transfer station sites in Manhattan;  

� Consider waste management strategies such as flow control and commercial waste 
franchising; 

� Acknowledge the economic value of a robust commercial waste management system; 

� Develop data on recyclables destinations;  

� Consider the use of bio-diesel as an alternative fuel; 

Commercial Waste Study Scope 4 of 39 July 2003 

www.nyc.gov/sanitation


 

� Consider the decline in waste after the events of September 11th and Preliminary 
Report data in developing capacity projections for the planning period; 

� Consider the economics of the fee structure for accepting commercial waste at the new 
MTSs; 

� Evaluate incentives to barge and rail transfer; 

� Consider the value to the City of reserve capacity when evaluating facility impacts; 

� Analyze PM10 and PM2.5 air impacts;  

� Use, to the extent available, Business Integrity Commission information to develop 
waste routing, generation and origination data; and 

� Solicit and consider community concerns. 

 
As a result of these comments, DSNY and the consultant team are taking specific note of the 

concerns raised and will amplify the discussion in the Study Report to address these concerns.  

 

The remaining comments contained suggestions that did not result in Study Scope changes; 

many focused on issues that fall outside the Study Scope, but will be addressed in the 

development of the New Plan. These comments included suggestions on:  

  
� Proposed alternatives to MTS containerization sites;  

� MTS containerization design;  

� MTS containerization environmental review; 

� Alternative waste processing and disposal technologies; 

� Grandfathering existing transfer facilities; 

� Performance standards in specific zoning use groups; 

� Communities to be considered as additional Study Areas; 

� Transfer station site investigations outside of Manhattan; 

� A Study advisory panel; 

� Targeted outreach to be required in the development of the New Plan; 

� Programmatic waste prevention, recycling and composting issues appropriately 
addressed in the New Plan; and  

� Commercial/institutional food waste disposers more appropriate for study by the New 
York City Department of Environmental Protection.   
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Scope Changes 
 
In addition to text changes in this Introduction that describe the content and consideration of 

public comments received, the issuance of the Final Study Scope, updating the definition of 

clean fill to include asphalt millings, and proposed transfer station temporary siting restrictions, 

revisions to the Final Study Scope correct formatting and typographical errors and reflect: 

 
� Changes in the availability and form of the base data to be relied on to develop 

estimates on waste generation, including employment-based estimates of commercial 
waste generation (see Section 2.0 paragraph 1; Section 3.0 Summary of Task 4.1; 
Subtasks 4.1.2, 4.1.4 and 4.1.6); 

� The addition of neighborhood character as an element of impact assessments (see 
Section 3.0 Summary of Task 4.2 and Task 4.4; Subtasks 4.2.2, 4.4.1 and 4.4.3); 

� Changes in the predictive quality of information to be relied on to develop economic 
trend analysis on waste transportation and disposal markets and costs (see Section 3.0 
Summary of Task 4.3; Task 4.3);  

� New survey data to be generated by the City’s Business Integrity Commission (see 
Section 3.0. Summary of Task 4.1; Subtask 4.1.3); and 

� DSNY’s extensive experience with alternative fuels and engine controls (see Section 
3.0 Summary of Task 4.7; Task 4.7). 

 
The Final Study Scope can also be obtained in printed form through a request directed to the 

DSNY Contact Person: 

 
Harry Szarpanski, Assistant Commissioner 
New York City Department of Sanitation 

Bureau of Long Term Export 
44 Beaver Street, 12th Floor 

New York, New York 10004 
Fax: (212) 269-0788 

 
It is anticipated that the Study and accompanying report (Study Report) containing findings and 

recommendations will be issued in March 2004.  There will be public involvement in reviewing 

the draft findings and recommendations that result from the Study.  Thereafter, findings and 

recommendations that DSNY proposes to incorporate in the New Plan will be subject to public 

comment during the public review process for the New Plan.  The environmental impact of the 

implementation of such recommendations proposed for inclusion in the New Plan will be 

evaluated in the Draft EIS prepared to support the adoption of the New Plan. 

Commercial Waste Study Scope 6 of 39 July 2003 



 

1.1 Summary of Objectives  
 

In assessing the current regulations of commercial transfer stations as mandated by LL 74, the 

Study will evaluate the need for and may recommend changes in the regulatory system, 

including the strategies, incentives, new regulations and new legislation necessary to implement 

these recommendations.  These recommendations may address: 

 

� The siting and operation of private transfer stations and waste collection operations; 

� The future demand for commercial transfer capacity and evaluating long-term 
economic trends affecting waste disposal; and 

� The means of facilitating a transition from the current mode of truck-based export to 
export by barge and/or rail.  

 

1.1.1 Requirements of Local Law 74 of 2000, New York Administrative Code 

§16-134 

 

LL 74 mandates that the Study address the following:  

 

1. Permitting Criteria, Environmental Review and Mitigation 
 

The effectiveness of DSNY permitting procedures and criteria in minimizing 
potential adverse environmental, economic and public health impacts on the 
communities in which privately-owned transfer stations (Transfer Stations) are 
located by examining such issues as the:  

 
� Effectiveness of the criteria applied by DSNY to the siting of Transfer Stations 

[16 RCNY 4-32], including the aggregate effect of the geographic proximity of 
solid waste transfer stations to each other; and 

� Scope and effectiveness of the operational restrictions imposed upon Transfer 
Stations, including the hours of operation and any performance standards 
established in the New York City Zoning Resolution. 

 
2. Regulatory Enforcement; Truck Traffic 

 
The manner in which all applicable laws, rules and regulations relating to the 
operation of Transfer Stations, private carters and long haul transport vehicles are 
enforced, including: 
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� Who should be responsible for such enforcement; 

� The effectiveness of such enforcement in obtaining compliance with such laws, 
rules and regulations and in minimizing potential environmental, economic and 
public health impacts; and 

� Analysis of rules relating to routes for transporting material to or from such 
transfer stations. 

 
3. Limits on Transfer Stations 
 

The means and potential effects of limiting transfer station capacity in the City. 
 

4. Waste Transportation Vehicles 
 

The size and type of vehicles that should be authorized to transport solid waste and 
the fuel-type requirements for such vehicles. 

 
5. Processing of DSNY-managed Waste and Commercial Waste in the same Facility 
 

Whether private Transfer Stations and the City’s MTSs should receive and process 
both residential and commercial solid waste, and the options for transporting such 
solid waste to and from such Transfer Stations, including an analysis of potential 
environmental, economic and public health impacts. 

 
 

6. Impacts of Relative Concentrations of Transfer Stations 
 

Potential environmental and public health impacts on communities in which 
concentrations of Transfer Stations are located such as potential impacts related to air 
quality, water quality, odors, traffic congestion and noise. 

 

1.1.2 Other Study Objectives 

 

Other objectives of the Study are to:  

 

� Provide for the projected need for transfer station capacity over the planning period for 
the New Plan;  

� Further refine information in the Preliminary Report on the quantity of commercial 
waste generated in the City; and 

� Evaluate trends in the supply and cost of waste disposal capacity that will be available 
to the City.  
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1.2 Scope Organization 

 

Section 2.0 of this Scope summarizes the issues that will be addressed in the Study. Section 3.0 

describes the detailed analyses and methodologies that will be applied by DSNY’s Consultant 

Team to evaluate these issues. 
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2.0 SUMMARY OF ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED  
 

The following summarizes the issues to be evaluated in the Study:  

 
1. In June 2002, DSNY published a Preliminary Report in accordance with the 

requirements of LL 74 that contained information on commercial waste quantities by 
type and borough of origin that had been collected and analyzed by DSNY and its 
consultants from sources such as available reporting systems and interviews with 
waste management companies involved in aspects of the commercial waste 
management business.  As noted in the Preliminary Report, there is no single 
comprehensive system for recording data on commercial waste generation in the City.  
Furthermore, the data in the Preliminary Report were for the calendar year 2000, and 
the events of September 11, 2001 and the subsequent decline in business activity in 
the City since 2000 have all affected commercial waste generation.  The Study will 
apply methods to adjust the year 2000 data to year 2002 to account for these 
economic effects.  Additionally, the Study will evaluate and apply alternative 
methods to those used in the Preliminary Report to supplement existing estimates of 
commercial waste generation.  The recycled material in the commercial waste stream 
that is not accounted for in the Preliminary Report data will also be quantified.  The 
Study will project changes in commercial waste generation over the New Plan period 
based on an employment forecast for the same period.  

 
2. The Study will assess: (i) the means and potential effects of limiting the number of 

privately owned/managed putrescible and non-putrescible commercial waste transfer 
capacity in the City over the 20-year New Plan horizon; and (ii) the potential effects 
of converting the City’s Marine Transfer Stations (MTSs) to containerization 
facilities for the export of commercial waste.  The assessment of MTS conversion to 
commercial waste export will consider technical feasibility, the potential for 
environmental impacts, and economic viability.  Beyond the use of converted MTSs, 
the Study will assess the potential for additional barge or rail-based waste transfer 
capacity for the commercial waste generated in midtown and downtown Manhattan. 

 
3. The Study will evaluate the volume of out-of-City waste disposal capacity that is 

economically accessible by export in transfer trailers from the City.  If the Study 
projects a decline, the Study will also identify the means to encourage a shift in 
commercial waste transport operations to barge or rail modes to ensure access to 
more remote disposal sites. 

 
4. The Study will identify Community Districts in which commercial waste transfer 

stations are currently most concentrated, evaluate whether the types of potential 
impacts referenced in LL 74 may be attributable to the operation of these facilities, 
and, if so, evaluate remedial measures. 

 
5. The Study will evaluate the effectiveness of existing regulations and the potential 

need for improved enforcement practices and/or new regulations that could prevent or 
minimize impacts on the City’s residents and businesses that are attributable to 
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transfer operations.  As appropriate, the Study will recommend means of improving 
enforcement of existing regulations or the adoption of new regulations to address 
identified problems. 

 
6. The Study will identify and evaluate the effectiveness of potential new policy 

initiatives that could improve the overall long-term utility of the commercial waste 
transfer system to the City and mitigate or minimize impacts associated with 
commercial waste transfer operations. 

 
7. The Study will assess means of reducing the potential for impacts, such as air 

emissions and noise, associated with the operation of private collection and long haul 
vehicles. 

 

The Study will produce a summary of findings and recommendations from the evaluations of the 

issues defined above. These findings and recommendations, with associated technical analyses, 

will provide a framework for consideration of the policies proposed for the management of 

commercial waste in the New Draft Plan. 
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3.0 TASK OVERVIEW 

 

This Section 3.0 summarizes the objective and content of the detailed Task descriptions and 

methodologies presented in Section 4.0. 

 

Summary of Task 4.1 Quantification of Commercial Waste 

 

The waste quantification effort includes six Subtasks that focus on refining the commercial waste 

data contained in the Preliminary Report.  The approach involves making certain updates to the 

Preliminary Report data and applying alternative methods of estimating waste generation.  The 

information obtained will be compared to the Preliminary Report estimates, and will supplement 

or refine the information contained therein.  These Subtasks include the following: 
 

� The Preliminary Report data was from the calendar year 2000. In the intervening 
period, the events of September 11, 2001 and the economic decline of the City’s 
economy are assumed to have affected commercial waste generation. Additionally, 
some of the data in the Preliminary Report reflect the fact that, at that time, the City 
was still disposing of some waste at Fresh Kills. Subtask 4.1.1 describes the method 
that will be used to update and/or adjust the Preliminary Report data to provide a 
foundation for forecasting future year commercial waste generation. 

 
� Subtask 4.1.2 will apply an alternative waste estimation methodology.  Employment-

based waste generation factors derived from multiple sources, year 2000 Census data 
on employment categorized in two-digit SIC codes, and adjusted employment forecast 
data through 2025 will be used to develop a long-term forecast of commercial waste 
generation.  Additionally, similar factors applicable to commercially-generated 
recyclables will be used to characterize and quantify the recycled fraction of 
commercial waste.  Estimates of recycled quantities will be supplemented and refined 
through contact with large generators, recyclers, and end users  (i.e., paper mills and 
dealers) in the region. 

 
� To develop Subtask 4.1.3 data, DSNY and the consultant team will rely on a survey 

being performed by the Business Integrity Commission (BIC), which regulates the 
commercial waste carting industry in the City, for information on carter collection 
routes and types of businesses served.  Additionally, information will be sought on the 
garaging and dispatching of collection vehicles by carters serving the Manhattan 
business districts and the City as a whole. 

 
� The Preliminary Report relied on the DSNY Transfer Station Reports and interviews 

with carters operating in the City to estimate total waste generated. Subtask 4.1.4 will 
focus on supplementing this information by contacting out-of-City operators of 
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waste-to-energy facilities and commercial waste transfer stations in the New York 
Metropolitan area to obtain information on quantities of commercial waste generated 
in the City and delivered to these facilities.  

 
� As reported in the Preliminary Report, Construction and Demolition Waste (C&D) is 

the largest component of waste and recycled material.  The variability in generation of 
C&D waste over time is influenced by different factors than that of the putrescible 
category of commercial waste. Subtask 4.1.5 will focus on developing factors that can 
predict how the C&D stream will vary as a function of construction activity in the City 
and, on this basis, estimate the City’s need for transfer/recycling capacity for this 
material. 

 
� Information developed in Subtasks 4.1.1 through 4.1.4 will be used to project 

quantities of commercial waste generated, disposed and recycled over the Plan period 
of 2004 through 2023. 

 

Summary of Task 4.2 Needs Assessment for Commercial Transfer Station Capacity  

 

The potential need for new commercial waste transfer station capacity will be investigated in two 

areas: 

 
� Subtask 4.2.1 will investigate potential sites for truck-to-barge or truck-to-rail transfer 

stations in lower and midtown Manhattan. This analysis will define facility design 
criteria, identify any sites that conform to these criteria, conduct a fatal flaw analysis of 
factors that would preclude siting at these locations, and, if no such flaws are 
identified, summarize the advantages and disadvantages of the sites that appear 
feasible. 

 
� The Mayor, in his announcement of the MTS conversion program for DSNY-managed 

Waste, indicated that the using of these converted facilities to containerize and transfer 
commercial putrescible waste by barge would be considered, as well. Subtask 4.2.2 
will: (i) assess the MTS conversion designs to determine if significant quantities of 
commercial putrescible waste, in addition to DSNY-managed Waste, can be 
transferred from the converted MTSs; and, (ii) if there is a potential for commercial 
transfer capacity at an MTS site, the potential incremental impacts of receiving and 
transferring commercial putrescible waste will be evaluated to determine if any 
unmitigatable adverse impacts might result.  These environmental analyses will assess 
potential traffic, air quality, water quality, noise, odor and public health and 
neighborhood character impacts that might result from the transfer of an increment of 
commercial putrescible waste through the converted MTSs. 
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Summary of Task 4.3 Evaluation of Waste Disposal Capacity Potentially Available to 
the City 

 

To better understand the City’s requirements for a commercial waste transfer infrastructure over 

the 20-year period of the New Plan, an economic study will be performed in Task 4.3 that will 

seek to develop information on the economic market for transport and disposal of waste exported 

from the City.  The assessment will survey existing and proposed landfill and waste to energy 

facility capacity, identify available historical data on disposal costs and capacity, and develop 

estimates of the economics of waste transport and disposal by truck, rail and barge.  This 

information will be organized to define the service area in which the City is one of many buyers 

of remote disposal, and to develop approaches for estimating long-term waste transport and 

disposal costs in this marketplace. 

 

Summary of Task 4.4  Assessment of the Potential Impacts of Relative Concentrations 
of Commercial Waste Transfer Capacity 

 

As mandated in LL 74, Study Task 4.4 will assess the environmental, economic and public 

health impacts from the relative concentration of commercial transfer stations in four selected 

Study Areas.  The assessment will address both on-site and off-site related impacts.  The purpose 

of this assessment is to evaluate whether and how the total volume of waste processing activity 

in areas with relative concentrations of transfer stations may cause potentially adverse air quality, 

odor, traffic, noise, water quality public health and neighborhood character impacts.  This Task, in 

combination with the enforcement effectiveness evaluation (Task 4.6), will also evaluate whether 

new or revised regulations and ordinances applicable to the siting, design and operation of transfer 

stations would significantly diminish the potential for adverse impacts. 

 

Summary of Task 4.5 Assessment of the Design and Operation of Existing 
Commercial Transfer Stations  

 

A field survey will be conducted in Study Task 4.5 to assess the design and operation of a select 

sample of existing putrescible, C&D and fill material commercial waste transfer stations.  The 

purpose of the field survey is to assess and identify potential changes to facility designs (i.e., 

perimeter fencing, on-site queuing space, exhaust controls, etc.) and/or operational practices 
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(waste storage and handling, locations of equipment, hours of operation, etc.) that would mitigate 

the potential for impacts to nearby communities.  The recommended design and/or operational 

changes may be incorporated into the policy strategies that are the outcome of this Study, as 

changes to regulatory requirements for permitting existing, modified or new transfer stations in 

the City.  

 

Summary of Task 4.6 Evaluation of Permitting and Enforcement Effectiveness in 
Regulating Commercial Waste Collection and Transfer 
Operations 

 

The focus of this Task is the detailed analysis of existing City and New York State controls on 

transfer station development and the evaluation of the effectiveness of current enforcement 

policies.  The Consultant Team will research current policies governing the issuance of permits 

and existing practices regarding the evaluation of their impacts.  The Consultants will prepare an 

inventory of the responsible agencies and their respective permitting and enforcement authorities 

that apply to the construction and operation of transfer stations in the City.  This work is intended 

to plot the scope of the regulations governing transfer stations.  The principal regulatory 

mechanisms are: (i) DSNY Siting Rule requirements and NYSDEC Part 360 permitting 

requirements for new and expanded or modified transfer stations; (ii) Zoning Performance 

Standard requirements; (iii) DSNY Permitting Regulations; and (iv) City DOT Traffic 

Regulations.  Studies in the effectiveness of the enforcement of applicable regulations will be 

performed to identify gaps in enforcement coverage.  If deficiencies are identified through a 

review of community complaints and notices of violation issued, the extent of impacts due to 

deficiencies in existing regulations and enforcement practices will be tested, and an Enforcement 

Effectiveness Report will be prepared.  

 

Summary of Task 4.7 Evaluation of Alternative Collection Vehicles  

 

Under almost any scenario for the future, the movement of solid waste in the City will remain 

heavily dependent upon diesel-powered trucks.  The ideal and most effective measures to reduce 

air pollution would be to reduce the emissions by these trucks.  The main objective of this Task 

is to determine if alternate fuels, fuel-efficient engine technologies or truck types might be 

feasible means of reducing truck emissions. 
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Summary of Task 4.8 Findings and Recommendations 

 

Findings from each of the Tasks completed in the Study will be summarized in the Study Report. 

The Report will also identify recommendations for policy strategies that may be implemented by 

the DSNY or proposed for adoption in the New Plan.  Results of the Study and recommended 

policy strategies will be included in the Study Report. 
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4.0 DETAILED SCOPE OF WORK 

 
This section describes the Study Tasks corresponding to the items enumerated, including the 

proposed methodologies that will be used in performing the Study. 

 
Task 4.1 Quantification of Commercial Waste 

 
The following six Subtasks describe various methods that will be used to adjust, refine and cross-

reference the estimates of commercial waste generation presented in the Preliminary Report and 

also to develop estimates of the major recycled components of commercial waste that are not 

accounted for in the Preliminary Report data.  

 
4.1.1 Adjustment of Preliminary Report Data 

 
The database used to prepare the Preliminary Report will be updated to reflect 2002 waste 

disposal volumes in order to account for the potentially significant effects on waste generation 

attributable to the September 11 event and the decline in the City’s economy since the data were 

originally collected.  The update will only use information available from the DSNY Transfer 

Station Quarterly Reports for calendar year 2002 and compare this more current information to 

the data from the same source for 2000.  These current reports will be entered into the database 

according to the type of waste collected and disposal destination.  The change in reported 

quantities between 2000 and 2002 will be evaluated to derive adjustment factors for change in 

commercial waste in each borough.  These adjustment factors will be applied to the origin 

patterns of waste that were obtained in the 2000 survey of private carters to re-estimate the 

pattern of 2002 waste origins.  The changes over the elapsed two-year period in volume, type and 

destination of waste will be compared. 

 
4.1.2 Employment-Based Waste Estimation Model 

 
A methodology originally developed for the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 

by a member of the Consultant Team will be used to estimate the quantity and composition of 

the commercial putrescible waste stream.  This methodology has been modified for application at 
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the local level.  Generation estimates, presented at the Borough and Community District levels, 

will be developed with available employment data.  The employment data is derived from year 

2000 Census Tract level projections prepared by the New York Metropolitan Transportation 

Council (NYMTC), which was subsequently adjusted for the effects of the September 11, 2001 

disaster and the decline in business activity in the City.  These adjusted data will be used in 

projecting commercial waste volumes over the planning period for the New Plan.  Waste 

generation estimates will be categorized by type of business, depending on the level of detail in 

the available employment data. 

 
Waste composition factors derived from specific commercial subsector studies – office sector, 

health providers, manufacturers (other than waste byproducts from manufacturing processes), 

food establishments (restaurants and supermarkets), retail and wholesale stores – will also be 

used to:  

 
� Adjust components based on the City-specific characterizations derived by the model; 

and  

� Adjust components to reflect national trends in the intervening decade using available 
historical data – for example, the increase in plastics and the relative decrease in glass 
as a packaging material.  

 
The characterization and quantification of waste generation provide a basis for estimating the 

quantity of commercial materials that are recycled.  Recovery estimates will be developed from 

data in the Preliminary Report combined with new information obtained from large generators, 

recyclers, and end users  (i.e., paper mills and dealers).  

 
4.1.3 Collection Operations Assessments 

 
The Preliminary Report estimated total tonnage from interviews with commercial carters.  These 

interviews did not provide information on the number of collection vehicles dispatched by 

carters to the various boroughs or on the amount of waste generated in specific Community 

Districts.  In this Subtask, the Consultant Team will use the results of a new survey now being
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conducted by BIC of commercial carters operating in the City.  The results will be evaluated to 

identify relevant information of collection route patterns, types of business served, quantities of 

waste collected and the location of garages from which vehicles are dispatched into the City.  

 
The Consultant Team will seek similar information for all major carters operating in the City, 

identifying, for example, the location of vehicle staging areas (i.e., garages, yards), the number 

of vehicles operated, the time spent and the number of stops en route.  The information obtained 

will be summarized in the Study.  

 
Information regarding collection services in midtown and downtown Manhattan will be 

correlated with data regarding the type of business and level of employment in order to more 

accurately estimate waste generation.  The goals of this approach are twofold: (i) to obtain an 

additional aggregate estimate of commercial waste and recyclables generated in Manhattan’s 

business districts; and (ii) to obtain information concerning the routing of collection vehicles in 

these districts.  The data collected in this Subtask will provide another source of verification of 

the waste generation estimates for the applicable Manhattan Community Districts developed in 

Subtask 4.1.2.   

 
This Task will also seek to develop information on the quantity of commercial recyclables 

hauled by recyclers from commercial generators directly to local markets and/or dealers.  These 

recyclers are not categorized as waste collection companies and their activities are neither 

regulated by DSNY nor recorded in DSNY reports.   

 
4.1.4 Facilities Method 

 
To develop more complete estimates of commercial waste carted out of the City for transfer or 

disposal, the Consultant Team will gather information from facilities located outside of the City 

that receive commercial waste.  Transfer stations and waste-to-energy facilities in New Jersey, 

along with nearby facilities in Long Island and Connecticut, will be contacted.  Data obtained 

from these contacts will be correlated with reports produced by the relevant state regulatory 

agencies to estimate the total in-City generated waste that is transferred or disposed of at out-of-

City facilities.   
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4.1.5 Quantification of Construction and Demolition Waste and Fill 

 

The Preliminary Report shows that C&D and fill material comprise the majority of commercially 

generated waste in the City.  To effectively plan for adequate capacity for these materials over 

time, it is necessary to formulate a methodology to predict quantities of C&D and fill material. 

The Consultant Team will incorporate specific plans for major reconstruction, such as that which 

is planned for Lower Manhattan, in projecting levels of activity and consequent generation levels 

for C&D debris and fill material.    

 

The Consultant Team will: (i) contact facilities that receive C&D and fill material, and obtain 

historic data to enable a calibration of the relationship between the level of construction activity 

and the quantity of materials generated; and (ii) interview officials of relevant organizations, 

including local organizations, such as the Associated General Contractors, regarding C&D 

generation.  Data from non-City sources will also be collected to assess differences in generation 

rates between the City and other communities. 

 

4.1.6 Projections of Commercial Waste for 2004 through 2024 

 

The Consultant Team will use the data derived from Subtasks 4.1.1 through 4.1.5 as a base for 

the projections.  Changes in total quantities generated and waste composition will be projected 

through 2024, based on best judgment, reasonable extrapolations of observed trends, and an 

assumed level of success in policies, such as waste reduction. 

 

Forecasts of population and employment by Census Tract from 2000-2025 (in five year 

intervals) based on the 2000 Census are available from NYMTC, the Metropolitan Planning 

Organization (MPO) for the New York Region.  The data have been adjusted by NYMTC to 

account for the shift in employment resulting from the disaster on September 11, 2001 and will 

be aggregated to Community Districts for use in projections of commercial waste.  Note that 

work on NYMTC’s expanded 2025 forecast (of age cohorts, labor rates, household size, and 

employment based on the North American Industrial Classification Standard code) will begin in 

mid-2003, but the forecast results will not be available for this Study. C&D debris and other inert 
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wastes will be projected separately over the 20-year horizon based on economic projections, 

incorporating expected variances resulting from, for example, reconstruction of the World Trade 

Center site, economic cycles, and expected regional growth.   

 

Task 4.2 Assessments of Commercial Transfer Station Capacity  

 

4.2.1 Siting Investigations in Lower and Midtown Manhattan for Additional 
Commercial Waste Transfer Capacity 

 
 

To address public comments on the scope of the Study, an investigation will be conducted to 

identify and evaluate potential sites in lower and midtown Manhattan where commercial waste 

transfer facilities could be sited.  Criteria for siting such facilities will be defined based on 

zoning, design and operational criteria, DSNY’s Siting Rules (taking into account the potential 

for revision of these rules), consideration of potential environmental impacts and other 

applicable requirements.  The Consultant Team will identify the minimum site size and related 

throughput capacity required for efficient waste containerization and transfer by barge or rail to 

out-of-City disposal facilities. Proximity and accessibility to intermodal yards will be considered. 

The Consultant Team will identify sites below 80th Street in Manhattan that meet these minimum 

criteria and will prepare conceptual designs to determine the additional transfer capacity 

potentially available at these sites. If no fatal flaws (that would prohibit such siting) are 

identified, an analysis of the advantages/disadvantages of potential sites will be performed.  

 

4.2.2 Assessment of Containerizing Commercial Waste at the City’s MTSs 

 

As designs are developed to convert the City’s eight MTSs (South Bronx, West 59th Street, East 

91st Street, West 135th Street, Hamilton Avenue, Greenpoint, Southwest Brooklyn and North 

Shore) to containerization and container barge transfer facilities, the design capacity and site-

specific conditions of the planned conversions will be evaluated for the potential to also process 

commercial waste.  The Consultant Team will evaluate the potential quantity of commercial 

waste that could be accepted at each of the converted MTSs, in addition to DSNY-managed 

Waste, without causing unmitigatable adverse environmental impacts.  The waste quantity data 
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developed in the Study (see Task 4.1) and the information developed for the Study Area Analysis 

(see Task 4.5) will be used to perform this analysis.  Using updated methodologies and 

information from the 2000 Final Environmental Impact Statement (2000 FEIS) for the 2001 

Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan Modification (2001 Plan), site-specific 

environmental reviews (traffic, on-site and off-site air quality and noise, on-site odor public 

health and neighborhood character) consistent with current SEQRA/CEQR requirements will be 

conducted at the eight MTS locations to identify the capacity of each MTS to accept an 

increment of commercial waste, without causing unmitigatable adverse environmental impacts. 

This environmental evaluation will have the following elements: 

 
Engineering Capacity Analysis: 

 
The capacity of each MTS to accept an assumed increment of commercial putrescible waste will 

be evaluated. An engineering analysis that is focused on design and operating constraints and site 

limitations will be performed for each of the eight MTSs to determine whether processing waste 

in excess of the quantities that are anticipated to be delivered by DSNY would be feasible.  

Based on DSNY’s historical waste delivery patterns to the MTSs and assumptions on the 

delivery patterns of commercial waste and equipment throughput, the analysis will assess the 

hours of MTS operation during which the increment of commercial waste could be processed to 

avoid off-site queuing of waste delivery vehicles.  Sufficient time will be allowed to containerize 

and load all waste received each day, considering available container storage capacity and barge 

shift time.   

 

Site-specific environmental reviews (traffic, on-site and off-site air quality and noise and on-site 

odor) will be conducted at the MTSs to determine whether this increment of commercial waste 

would cause unmitigatable adverse environmental impacts.  Existing conditions will be defined 

for 2003 (the year in which data is collected).  Future no-build conditions will be characterized, 

including deliveries of DSNY-managed Waste to the MTSs under the long-term export program. 

Future build year conditions will be characterized by deliveries of commercial waste to the 

MTSs (in addition to DSNY-managed Waste).  
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Traffic: 

 
The Consultant Team will perform a traffic analysis at key intersections to establish the impact 

of shifting private waste disposal to the MTSs.  The traffic analysis will be performed as follows: 

 

� Establish baseline conditions; 

� Project numbers of commercial vehicles that would deliver waste to each MTS (based 
on available excess capacity); 

� Assign trucks to the street network (commercial waste vehicles will be assigned to 
existing truck routes providing access to the MTSs – these commercial waste vehicle 
trucks will be added to the baseline traffic volumes at the Study intersections identified 
for each MTS); and 

� Analyze the impact of the additional commercial waste vehicles. (The impact of 
sending commercial waste to the MTS will be quantitatively evaluated by performing a 
Highway Capacity Manual Software (HCMS) analysis at each of the study 
intersections, per CEQR criteria.  Shift variability will be included in a qualitative 
discussion of potential reduction of private transfer station numbers and capacity.) 

 

Air Quality (On-Site and Off-Site): 

 

The on-site air quality impacts of the converted MTSs will be evaluated to address the additional 

equipment and modified facility operations required to accept commercial waste using the 

methodologies employed in the 2000 FEIS.  On-site air quality sources will include: wheel 

loaders and forklifts from waste handling operations; tugboats delivering barges to and from the 

MTS; DSNY and commercial waste delivery vehicles queuing on-site; and waste delivery 

vehicles unloading in the MTS.  Off-site air quality sources will be waste delivery vehicles 

(including both DSNY and commercial collection vehicles) that exceed screening criteria 

identified in the City CEQR Manual. 

 

Odor (On-Site): 

 

On-site odor sources will be limited to emissions from the addition of commercial waste 

handling operations in the MTS. Off-site odor sources will not be evaluated; vehicles will not 

idle at off-site locations for extended periods of time. 
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Water Quality: 

 

For each proposed site, pollutant loadings for selected water quality parameters will be 

calculated for the addition of commercial waste. Runoff pollutant concentrations of pollutants 

will be determined through a review of available literature concerning solid waste management 

facilities or other industrial facilities and/or stormwater quality databases (e.g., USEPA’s 

National Urban Runoff Program (NURP) database, etc.). 

 
Noise (On-Site and Off-Site): 

 
On-site noise sources will include: wheel loaders and forklifts from waste handling operations; 

tugboats delivering container barges to and from the MTS; compactors, gantry cranes, car 

pullers; and commercial waste delivery vehicles queuing on-site and operating in the MTS 

during unloading operations. Off-site noise sources will be waste delivery vehicles (including 

DSNY and commercial vehicles) that exceed screening criteria identified in the City CEQR 

Manual. 

 

Public Health:  

 
The Consultant Team will compare the potential public health impacts of MTS operations under 

no-build (i.e. without commercial waste) and build scenarios, preparing a non-site-specific 

analysis based on available published data and literature to describe the MTSs.  The public health 

assessment will be performed in the same manner as the Study Area analyses. (See 

Section 4.5.1.) 

 

Neighborhood Character: 

 
Using available data from the current MTS EIS, neighborhood character will be described based 

on the area’s characteristics, including: Land Use, Population Characteristics, Urban Design and 

Visual Quality, Parks and other Community Facilities and Cultural Resources.  Neighborhood 

character will be further defined based on data and findings collected in the previous subtasks.     
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The overall effect on surrounding neighborhoods of commercial waste deliveries at the MTSs on 

the surrounding neighborhoods will be assessed based on the impact findings of the traffic, air 

quality, odor, water quality and public health studies.  Consequences predicted as the result of 

work performed in Task 4.5 for Study Areas where the re-assigned commercial waste had been 

previously handled, will be discussed qualitatively, drawing on the conclusions identified during 

the traffic, air quality, odor, water quality and public health evaluations.  These conditions will 

be compared to predicted conditions with only DSNY-managed waste handling at the MTSs.  

 

Economic Factors: 

 
The qualitative and, to the extent practical based on available data, quantitative economic 

impacts of the proposed regulatory and/or economic incentive mechanisms to encourage or 

require commercial carters to deliver waste to the MTS facilities will be assessed.  Such 

mechanisms would include, under Section 16-201 of the New York Administrative Code, 

consideration of regulatory changes, such as transfer station permit sunset provisions or permit 

renewal/modification provisions that entail the concept of offsets; new legislation, such as “flow 

control;” a text amendment to the Zoning Resolution and application of the principle of 

“termination upon amortization,” as embodied in the Zoning Resolution.  The assessment will 

also consider the possible effects of processing commercial waste at the converted MTSs on the 

commercial carting industry and its customers. 

 

These findings will be reported in the Study. 

 

Task 4.3 Evaluation of Waste Disposal Capacity Potentially Available to the City 

 

At present, approximately two-thirds of DSNY-managed Waste that is exported from the City is 

disposed of in Pennsylvania.  Using available data from state regulatory agencies, along with 

information from prior DSNY surveys, the Consultant Team will survey current trends in 

utilization rates, newly proposed facilities and permit renewal policies, in Pennsylvania and other 

states, to assess the potential volume and location of disposal capacity that could be available for 
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disposal of both DSNY-managed and commercial waste generated in the City, during the 20-year 

New Plan period. The assessment will also consider competing demands for this capacity.  

For the purpose of this assessment, the availability of landfill and waste to energy capacity is 

defined as the volume of out-of-City waste disposal capacity that is economically accessible by 

export from the City. Estimates of the available disposal capacity, supply, demand and prevailing 

market prices within a defined service area will be made.  This analysis will be used to project 

the waste disposal capacity available to the City over the planning period and to estimate the cost 

of transporting and disposing of commercial waste generated within the City. 

 

The service area to be studied will be defined to limit the assessment to states that can be 

reasonably accessed from the City by truck transfer, ocean-going vessel transport and rail.  The 

results of prior DSNY surveys will initially define a “preliminary” Study Area.  Potential 

redefinition of the service area will be evaluated throughout the Study and will be based upon 

reasonable truck, rail and shipping routes and expected economic breakpoints. 

 

Disposal capacity available to the market area may increase over time as demand increases.  The 

trend in the industry has been for the major waste companies to develop mega-regional landfills. 

These landfills are usually located in remote areas.  The assessment will evaluate, within the 

service area, the balance of the supply and demand for disposal capacity. 

 

Estimates of the cost of exporting commercial waste will be developed, if sufficient data is 

available, using the following three methods: (i) reviewing historical market price survey data; 

(ii) estimating the “willingness to pay” of competing users for this disposal capacity; and (iii) 

conducting an econometric model study of supply and demand relationships in the service area.    

 

Available data on historic market prices in the survey area will be reviewed.  Although historical 

market prices may not reflect future prices, the data obtained may reveal some simple trends and 

will form a basis for the more detailed analyses.  This information will be used to estimate the 

amount each major demand center would be “willing to pay” for disposal capacity.  
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Econometric analyses (e.g., multi-linear regression) are routinely used to project future market 

prices as supply, demand or other exogenous variables change.  To obtain statistically significant 

results, this approach requires a relatively large and reliable database.  An econometric model 

approach will be formulated and an assessment made of whether the reasonably available data 

can be used to obtain meaningful results.  If so, the econometric model will be used to project 

future market conditions. 

 

The findings from this investigation will be reported in the Study. Based on these findings, the 

Consultant Team will also assess the need and related timing for development of additional 

intermodal waste transfer capacity in or readily accessible to the City to achieve more favorable 

waste transport economics to remote disposal capacity. 

 

Task 4.4  Assessment of the Potential Impacts of the Relative Concentrations of 

Commercial Waste Transfer Capacity 

 

In up to four locations in the City (two in the Bronx and one each in Brooklyn and Queens) 

where commercial waste transfer stations are currently most concentrated, a “Study Area” 

Analysis will be performed.  A “top down” evaluation methodology will be use to determine 

existing conditions for: (i) traffic, mobile air quality and mobile noise at key intersections along 

major corridors leading to and from Study Area locations; and (ii) odor and noise from transfer 

stations located within each Study Area at nearby sensitive receptors. 

 

Existing conditions will be defined through data collection during 2003.  Reference may also be 

made to criteria based upon CEQR thresholds for traffic, noise, air quality and odor as a possible 

means of assessing whether potentially adverse impacts can be attributed to the concentrations of 

transfer stations in the Study Areas. As background information, the Study will provide an 

inventory of as-of-right land uses in manufacturing zones (M-zones). 

 

This assessment will evaluate the impacts of the transfer stations on the Study Area as compared 

to impacts from alternative industrial uses on the transfer station sites.  Existing conditions will 

be evaluated in the Study Area (with the transfer stations in place) in terms of traffic, air quality 
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and the other applicable Study Area criteria.  A hypothetical existing condition would then be 

defined by "backing out" the transfer station’s impacts from the Study Area, assuming that the 

existing transfer station sites would be occupied by other M-zone land uses typical of existing 

conditions in the Study Area.  The traffic, air quality and other analyses would then be 

recalculated.  The comparative effects on Study Areas with existing transfer stations and with 

alternative, as-of-right, M-zoned land uses would be determined by comparing the two analyses.  

 

4.4.1 Study Area Evaluations 

 

The Consultant Team has identified those areas where transfer stations are currently most 

concentrated; Hunts Point and Port Morris in the Bronx, Greenpoint/Williamsburg in Brooklyn 

and Jamaica in Queens.  These will constitute the Study Areas.  The Consultant Team will also 

identify the locations of commercial waste hauling vehicle storage yards and garages through 

information provided by the Business Integrity Commission.  

 

Traffic Evaluations: 

 
A traffic analysis will be performed at key intersections in each of the Study Areas to establish 

the impact of transfer station concentrations on the Levels of Service (LOS) on major roadways. 

A traffic analysis methodology will be developed for the following areas:  

 

� Agreement on operational standards:  CEQR traffic assessments typically measure an 
individual’s incremental impact on average driver delay.  However, when evaluating 
the combined effect that transfer stations have, criteria designed around the 
incremental impacts of a single event are inappropriate.  The development of an 
absolute standard will thus be attempted to assess the traffic impact on acceptable LOS 
for an intersection approach and individual movements that have a significant adverse 
impact. 

� Select study locations:  Analysis intersections will be selected on major truck routes 
accessing the Study Area locations. 

� Classifications for counts:  Turning movement counts will be performed at each 
analysis intersection.  At 16 of the 20 intersections, vehicle classifications will consist 
of auto, non-waste truck and two categories of waste-related trucks (packer and long 
distance).  Six of each set of 20 intersections are assumed to be air quality study 
locations.  At these intersections, the traditional seven-way classification will be 
supplemented by the two categories of waste-related trucks. 
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� Hours for counts:  The counts will be performed for one weekday with Automatic 
Traffic Recorder (ATR) counts or three weekdays (Tuesday through Thursday) with 
one two- to three-hour period in the morning and one two- to three-hour period midday 
or evening/night. 

� Analysis of existing conditions:  Existing conditions will be analyzed using the 
Highway Capacity Manual Software (HCMS).  This condition will represent the 
“impacted” condition for the transfer station Study Areas.  

� Analysis of effects of commercial waste vehicles:  Based on the detailed classification 
counts performed, the effects of adding back the commercial waste vehicles (net of the 
vehicles resulting from the replacement of the assumed land uses) will be analyzed. 

 
Air Quality Evaluations: 

 
Off-Site Operations – The modeling procedures used in the 2000 FEIS will be used for this 

analysis. Critical intersections will be selected in the four Study Areas for air quality analysis 

based on traffic volumes, LOS, and locations of sensitive land uses. Air quality levels, based on 

regulatory standards, will be estimated near each of the critical intersections using actual traffic 

data and roadway configurations. 

 

Pollutant concentrations estimated at selected intersections within each geographic area will be 

compared with applicable ambient air quality standards. 

 

On-Site Operations – Analyses will be conducted for facilities located within a specified distance 

of other transfer stations at four Study Area locations.  Up to three facilities per Study Area will 

be evaluated.  Site-specific emission-related data (i.e., stack emission rates and parameters, truck 

operations, etc.) will be developed from a combination of available information (e.g., owner or 

vendor information, and NYSDEC or New York City Department of Environmental Protection 

records for permitted facilities, etc.) and assumptions based on each facility’s size and 

operations. Assumptions will be made regarding the simultaneous operation of all applicable 

emission sources.  Air quality levels at receptor sites (i.e., site boundary locations and sensitive 

receptor locations identified from land use maps and field observations) potentially affected by 

the combined emissions of adjacent facilities will be calculated. Following CEQR guidelines, 

emissions from other major commercial or industrial sources (i.e., other than transfer stations) 

located within 400 feet of these Study Areas will be considered in these analyses.  
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Odor Evaluations: 

 
Emission factors for the major odor sources will be developed using the same procedures that 

were used in the 2000 FEIS (i.e., sampling at source locations representative of emissions from 

each type of transfer station [putrescible, non-putrescible, fill material], as appropriate, 

dispersion modeling based on data developed through odor assessment methodologies. 

Assumptions will be made as to the simultaneous operation of emission sources from more than 

one facility, and these sources will be considered in the same modeling runs.  Odor levels at 

receptor sites (i.e., site boundary locations and sensitive receptor locations identified from land 

use maps and field observations) that may be affected by the combined emissions of adjacent 

facilities will be estimated.  The distance between facilities within a Study Area will be the same 

as that established for the on-site air quality analysis.  

 

Water Quality Evaluations: 

 
Cumulative impacts to water quality due to the grouping of commercial waste transfer stations 

will be evaluated.  Individual transfer stations within a Study Area will be evaluated using 

readily available information from DSNY or the facilities (if directed by DSNY), to determine 

the disposition of wastewater and stormwater at these sites.  A conservative analysis will then be 

conducted to evaluate the potential impact of transfer station operations in these Study Areas 

upon surface water quality.  For each facility evaluated within a Study Area: (i) The volume of 

stormwater runoff and the associated pollutant loading from the facility will be calculated using 

precipitation data and available databases on stormwater pollution concentration; and (ii) the 

estimated pollutant loading for each site within a Study Area will be developed by calculating 

the runoff flow and assigning an average stormwater concentration for each water quality 

parameter of concern.  For each site evaluated, pollutant loadings for selected water quality 

parameters will be calculated by assigning a pollutant concentration to the runoff flow, as 

determined through a review of available literature concerning solid waste management facilities 

or other industrial facilities and/or stormwater quality databases (e.g., NURP database, etc.).  The 

estimated pollutant loading for each site within a Study Area will be developed by calculating 

the runoff flow and assigning an average stormwater concentration for each water quality 

parameter of concern.  Runoff flow will be calculated from the facility footprint, the average 
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rainfall intensity (inches/hour) and an applicable runoff coefficient.  Estimates of the footprints 

of the individual transfer stations within each Study Area will be prepared from available 

drawings, permit applications submitted to the DSNY or aerial photographs. 

 

The impacts to water quality associated with the transfer stations within these Study Areas will 

then be determined through an evaluation of the total pollutant loading associated with all of the 

facilities within a Study Area and their discharge to surface waters.  Potential cumulative impacts 

due to the operation of multiple facilities within a given Study Area will be estimated by 

combining the incremental difference in water quality calculated by the model with existing 

water quality data, comparing these with NYSDEC water quality standards and discussing 

whether the pollutant loading is significant. 

 

Noise Evaluations: 

 
Off-Site Operations – Off-site operations are principally related to noise generated from 

transportation of waste material by heavy trucks to and from the facilities.  The potential noise 

sensitivity of receptors located along Study Area-related routes will determine the magnitude and 

extent of the noise impacts from heavy truck operations.  The noise analysis approach will 

include performing noise monitoring at selected sites and making detailed noise predictions at a 

number of other sensitive sites to establish baseline conditions.  The noise predictions will utilize 

the latest Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) TNM 2.0 model.  The results from 

monitoring and modeling will be used in the noise impact assessment, which will follow CEQR 

and FHWA procedures and regulations. Noise monitoring will be performed at the selected 

sensitive sites during the peak truck traffic hour using calibrated noise measuring equipment. 

Noise readings will be taken at the free flowing sections of roadways under low wind speed and 

dry road surface conditions.  

 

Standard procedures will be followed during noise monitoring.  Following standard practice, 

traffic noise impacts will be assessed when the vehicle/roadway noise emission levels are at their 

maximum and the roadway noise includes noise contribution from Study Area-related trucks. 

Major truck routes leading to the Study Areas will be identified and traffic counts near sensitive 
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land uses where monitoring and modeling were performed will be utilized.  The traffic counts 

will include total vehicle counts and specific data on DSNY and commercial waste transfer 

trucks, speeds, and classification of the type of vehicle (i.e., cars, medium trucks with two axles 

and six wheels, and heavy trucks with more than two axles).  The noise contribution from Study 

Area-related trucks will be calculated based on monitored and modeled data and from existing 

truck traffic volume data.  

 

On-Site Operations – On-site noise is generated largely from stationary equipment operations 

within each facility.  The potential impact of transfer stations within a Study Area depends on the 

types and number of stationary sources operating within the Study Area.  As there are no 

screening procedures available to evaluate noise from the transfer stations within a Study Area, 

the noise model previously developed by the Consultant Team, and utilized to predict stationary 

source noise levels from containerization facilities in the 2000 FEIS, will also be employed here. 

An inventory of equipment from each facility in the Study Area will be obtained or assumed. 

Noise emission levels of each equipment type within each facility will be obtained either from 

on-site measurement or from manufacturer’s data.  The noise model will be used to plot 55 dBA 

noise contours around each facility, taking into account existing screening, the contours from all 

of the facilities in a Study Area will be combined to obtain cumulative noise from the entire 

Study Area.  Impact determination will be based on the size of the composite contour, the Noise 

Code and the Zoning Code Standards and the sensitivity of encompassed land uses.  

 

Public Health Evaluation:  

 
Health impacts of data collected during earlier phases of this Subtask and other publicly 

available data for the Study Areas and in the published literature will be synthesized and 

assessed.  Specifically, the analysis will on a non-site specific basis will address the dilution of 

odors with distance from transfer stations at the nearest sensitive receptor, the modeled 

incremental contributions of vehicle emissions to ambient carbon monoxide and particulate 

matter concentrations in air along major thoroughfares near and/or in each Study Area, and the 

modeled incremental noise levels along routes and at the nearest sensitive receptor.  Impacts of 

on-site operations on air quality, modeled by each facility, will also be collected.  
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Measured and modeled impacts of transfer station operations will be evaluated in light of: (i) 

local, state, or federal standards (where available); and (ii) scientific literature pertaining to the 

health effects associated with ambient carbon monoxide and particulate matter, obnoxious odors, 

noise and MSW.   

 

Neighborhood Character Evaluations: 

 
Using available sources (including the SWMP FEIS) generalized data will be gathered for each 

Community District where the concentrations are located.  Contributing factors include: Land 

Use, Population Characteristics, Urban Design and Visual Quality, Parks and other Community 

Facilities and Cultural Resources.  Neighborhood character will further be defined based on 

existing traffic, air quality, odor, water quality and public health findings defined in the previous 

subtasks.  The distance of each transfer station from the nearest residential district will be 

presented. 

 

Potential changes to neighborhood character will then be qualitatively evaluated under various 

conditions (as described in the Traffic Evaluation Scope above) such as: with operational 

adjustments made to existing transfer stations; with commercial waste trucks removed and 

replaced with other hypothetical trucks generated by non-waste uses that could be potentially 

developed under current zoning; and with some of the commercial waste trucks and operations 

removed, as may be required to ensure Study Areas operate within CEQR impact thresholds and 

performance standards).  Given these conditions, the neighborhood character will be described as 

to whether it would likely change or improve, or remain the same as with existing conditions and 

how these conditions compare to CEQR standards. 

 

4.4.2 DSNY Siting Rules Assessment 
 

The results of the Study Area Analysis will be further evaluated to determine what, if any, 

revisions should be considered in DSNY’s 1998 Transfer Station Siting Rules and permitting 

requirements.  This assessment will focus on ascertaining the potential effects of modifying the 

Siting Rules or permit requirements to mitigate potential adverse impacts associated with the 

future siting of new transfer stations.  This assessment will consider the findings of the Study 
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Area Evaluations Tasks in formulating and testing the applicability of siting policies that would: 

(i) mitigate the potential for an undue concentration of facilities in a given community; and 

(ii) achieve a more equitable distribution of facilities in manufacturing zones consistent with 

zoning and other applicable regulatory standards, taking into account the purpose of the zoning 

resolution to site industrial uses in defined districts.  

 

The evaluation for the potential siting of new commercial waste transfer stations in the City will 

require the generation and incorporation of numerous data layers into the GIS database.  These 

layers include, but are not limited to, zoning, parks and sensitive receptors.  The Consultant 

Team will use numerous public and private data sources and, as necessary, verify data through 

field investigations as appropriate for applicability of siting rule restrictions.  The Siting Rules 

will be used as the basis to develop specific criteria to buffer, edit, analyze and query the GIS 

database.  This analysis will allow a visual representation of how the Siting Rules affect the 

existing transfer stations and what potential areas would accept development of new commercial 

waste stations without violating existing Siting Rule restrictions and will note factors that 

typically drive siting decisions, such as access to rail and highways. 

 

4.4.3 Mitigation Summary 

 

The Consultant Team will summarize the results of the Study Area analyses to determine the 

need for new mitigation policies.  The Consultant Team will summarize findings from air, odor, 

noise, water quality, traffic, economic impact, public health, and neighborhood character 

evaluations in the Study Area analyses.  Possible mitigation strategies will be outlined and 

evaluated to develop measures that can be instituted by modifying existing policies, practices and 

regulations. 

 

Mitigation strategies that might be considered for re-permitting of existing or siting of new 

commercial waste transfer station permits or expansions may include: (i) requiring new transfer 

station owners to make or fund certain improvements (i.e., intersection improvements, such as 

lane striping, signals and signs) in the immediate vicinity of the proposed facility or within the 

Study Area prior to development of a new transfer station; (ii) obtaining air quality offsets by 
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closing other existing commercial waste transfer stations under the same ownership or by other 

offsets resulting in an overall zero net air quality impact; (iii) limiting the number of waste 

hauling vehicles along specific roadways during certain periods of time; and (iv) designating 

specific intersections or routes  to be avoided.  

 
Task 4.5 Assessment of the Design and Operation of Existing Commercial Transfer 

Stations  

 

A field survey will be conducted to assess the design and operation and compliance with 

applicable zoning standards of a select sample of existing putrescible, C&D and fill material 

commercial waste transfer stations. The purpose of the field survey is to identify potential 

changes to facility designs (i.e., perimeter fencing, on-site queuing space, exhaust controls, etc.) 

and/or operational practices (waste storage and handling, locations of equipment, hours of 

operation, etc.) that would mitigate the potential for impacts to nearby communities. The 

recommended design and/or operational changes may be proposed for consideration as 

recommended policy measures that would modify the regulatory requirements for permitting 

existing, modified or new transfer stations in the City.  

 

A survey checklist will be prepared to identify design and operational parameters to be reviewed 

during each visit.  The survey checklist will include parameters that are required by City and 

State regulations governing solid waste and C&D transfer stations, including zoning standards, 

and additional parameters that, if implemented, would improve the conditions of the facility and 

its potential impact on the surrounding community.  During the field survey, information 

reported on the Department’s Quarterly Reports will be compared to observed conditions (e.g., 

use of scales) and scale records maintained by the facility to assess the relative accuracy of 

reported information. Up to 20 transfer stations will be visited with DSNY Permit Inspection 

Unit personnel.  Once checklists are completed for each location, the data will be summarized 

and assessed to identify common design or operational parameters that are present at each type 

of facility, and those that are not present, that could result in an improvement to the community. 

Unit pricing and a range of comparative costs for improvements will be prepared. 
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Task 4.6 Evaluation of Permitting and Enforcement Effectiveness in Regulating 

Commercial Waste Collection and Transfer Operations 

 
This Subtask focuses on the detailed analysis of existing State, City and DSNY controls on 

commercial carting and transfer station development and evaluation of the enforcement of 

current policies.  The Consultant Team will research current policies governing the issuance of 

permits and the existing practices regarding the evaluation of their impacts.  This work will 

initially inventory the responsible agencies and the respective authority they exercise over the 

commercial carting industry, waste set-out, and the siting, design, construction and operation of 

transfer stations.  The key regulatory mechanisms are: (i) DSNY Siting Rule requirements and 

NYSDEC’s Part 360 Solid Waste Facility Permits for new and expanded or modified transfer 

stations; (ii) Zoning Performance Standard requirements; (iii) DSNY Permitting Regulations; 

and (iv) City DOT Traffic Regulations.  

 
Studies of the effectiveness of enforcement of applicable regulations will be performed to 

identify gaps in enforcement coverage.  The Consultant Team will describe the existing 

enforcement structure, including: (i) lines of responsibility for enforcement activity within an 

agency and among several agencies within similar enforcement responsibilities (including 

DSNY, the City Departments of Buildings, Transportation, and Health, the Business Integrity 

Commission, and the Police Department – the areas of responsibility and the extent of 

coordination with other agencies will be noted); (ii) offenses for which summonses may be 

issued (for each agency, the specific regulations enforced will be listed along with the types of 

penalties that are associated with particular violations); (iii) analysis of DSNY summons history; 

and (iv) complaints received from the public. (A limited research effort of DSNY and 

Environmental Control Board records will be undertaken.  The purpose will be to determine the 

most common types of summonses issued to commercial waste generators, carters and transfer 

stations, the frequency of violations averaged at transfer stations, and the number of violations 

typically issued during a single inspection by DSNY personnel.) 

 
The Consultant Team will evaluate enforcement practices, for deficiencies, which may include: 

(i) gaps in line of responsibility or offenses not addressed; (ii) the need for in-the-field 

monitoring and measurement technology (i.e., noise meters) to document violations; and (iii) the 
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lack of deterrence resulting in repeat offenders.  The Consultant Team will test the extent of 

impacts due to the limitations of the enforcement program (e.g., agent training in use of noise 

meters and dust sampling equipment) and a lack of enforcement in the field at select locations. 

The testing program will be structured as follows: 

 

� Select Test Criteria:  In consultation with DSNY, the Consultant Team will select 
criteria (grouped according to regulatory agency) to be finalized in consultation with 
DSNY. The recommended criteria should include: (i) conformance to limits on hours 
and operating requirements; (ii) compliance with enclosure restrictions; (iii) noise 
levels; (iv) adherence to truck routes; and (iv) compliance with restrictions on off-site 
queuing, idling and parking. 

� Select Test Locations:  Test locations will be based on a review of the violation data 
compiled as a result of this Task. 

� Sample Transfer Station-Related Violations:  Visits will be made on two separate days 
to each of the sample transfer stations.  Notes will be made if previously cited 
violations still exist. 

� Sample Truck Route Violations: Along major roads leading from the Study Area into 
or through a residentially zoned area, but which are not designated truck routes, 
classification counts will be performed to determine the presence of commercial waste-
related trucks and other industry trucks.  One day of traffic counts will be performed at 
five intersections per Study Area.  The counts will be performed at the two major 
approaches of each intersection. 

 

An Enforcement Effectiveness Report will be prepared with findings regarding any perceived 

gaps in enforcement procedures and the extent and nature of any other enforcement deficiencies. 

Potential modifications to enforcement procedures will be identified, including procedures that 

may be directed at facility owners/operators who have carter customers with a significant history 

of repeated violations by, for example, restricting the receipt of waste from these carters.  

 

Task 4.7 Evaluation of Alternative Collection Vehicles  
 
Under almost any scenario for the future, the movement of solid waste in the City will remain 

heavily dependent upon diesel-powered trucks.  The ideal and most effective measure to reduce 

air pollution would be to reduce the emissions by these trucks.  The main objective of this Task 

is to determine if particulate traps, alternate fuels or truck types might be feasible and lawful 
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means of reducing truck emissions. In consultation with DSNY, which has extensive experience 

in testing alternative fuels and emissions control equipment on its collection fleet, the Consultant 

Team will provide an overview of the different options for alternative fuels and vehicle 

types/retrofits.  The focus will be on proven technologies and vehicle types.  If regulations are to 

be imposed or incentives provided, they must represent realistic emission reduction technology 

and options that would not create undue hardship for truck fleet operators.  The two initial 

review components are as follows:  

 
� Alternative Fuel Options:  At the present time, all of the vehicles transporting private 

waste in the City are powered by either gasoline or diesel fuel produced from 
petroleum. In recent years, several alternate fuels have been explored; none, however, 
have been found to be acceptable replacements for gasoline and diesel-fueled vehicles. 
The options with the most potential for efficient and cost effective emission reductions 
will be evaluated.  The Consultant Team will review the: (i) ability of existing vehicles 
to be retrofitted with devices that reduce emissions; (ii) safety; (iii) ease of use; (iv) 
power output of alternative fuels, such as natural gas, methanol, ethanol; (v) the impact 
of USEPA-proposed and promulgated regulations mandating cleaner burning diesel 
engines and the use of certain fuels in vehicles; and (vi) the availability of alternative 
fuel stations.  The Consultant Team will also address the use of biodiesel fuels, 
including the potential generation of biodiesel from putrescible waste.  

 
� Vehicle Size Alternatives:  Currently, vehicles hauling private waste in the City vary in 

size from small, two-axle, six-wheel vehicles to large, articulated 18-wheelers.  This 
alternative will seek to evaluate if one or a variety of sizes of trucks could better serve 
communities by balancing air quality, noise, and congestion issues with economic 
feasibility.  The analysis will focus on whether regulation of carter vehicle fleets, much 
like the regulation of City taxi fleets, would yield any environmental or economic 
benefits over the present system.  If standard fleets are used, they may facilitate 
regulation and streamline inspection of vehicles, which may, in turn, yield a cost 
savings to the City. 

 
� Noise Suppression Technology:  The availability of equipment designed into vehicles 

and add-on devices that reduce vehicle noise in collection and transfer operations will 
be investigated.  The effectiveness and cost of using this equipment in waste collection 
and transfer operations will also be assessed.   
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An evaluation will be performed to determine if a particular type or types of vehicle would be 

more economically and environmentally feasible.  To assess whether alternatives can be 

implemented, the following will be examined: 

 

� Regulatory Options:  The regulatory framework presently in place to license and 
inspect vehicles and operators hauling trade waste in the City will be analyzed to 
determine where regulations on fuel type could best be introduced and the procedures 
for the introduction of those changes. 

 
� Institutional Barriers:  The Consultant Team will explore institutional barriers that may 

pose problems with introducing new legislation or rules. 

 

Task 4.8 Findings and Recommendations 

 

Findings from each of the Tasks completed in the Study will be summarized in a detailed Report. 

This Report will also identify recommendations for policy strategies that may be implemented by 

DSNY or proposed for adoption in the New Plan.  Results of the Study and recommended policy 

strategies will be included in the Study Report. 
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List of Acronyms/Definitions 
 
 

Acronyms 
ach air changes per hour 
  
BIC Business Integrity Commission 
  
C&D  construction and demolition 
  
CD community district 
  
CEQR City Environmental Quality Review 
  
CH4 methane 
  
CNG compressed natural gas 
  
CO carbon monoxide 
  
CRAB Citywide Recycling Advisory Board 
  
DOC diesel oxidation catalyst 
  
DPF diesel particulate filter 
  
DSNY New York City Department of Sanitation 
  
ECB New York City Department of Environmental 

Protection’s Environmental Control Board 
  
ECL State Environmental Conservation Law 
  
FHWA Federal Highway Administration 
  
HC hydrocarbons 
  
HCS Highway Capacity Software 
  
HEV hybrid electric vehicle 
  
ISCST3 Industrial Source Complex Short Term 
  
ITE Institute of Transportation Engineers 
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Acronyms 
LL74 Local Law 74, effective December 19, 2000, enacted 

by the City Council, requiring a comprehensive 
assessment of commercial solid waste management in 
New York City 

  
LOS level of service 
  
MSW municipal solid waste 
  
MTS marine transfer station 
  
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
  
NO2 nitrogen dioxide 
  
NOX nitrogen oxide 
  
NYAC New York Air Code 
  
NYCAC New York City Administrative Code 
  
NYCDEP New York City Department of Environmental 

Protection 
  
NYCDOT New York City Department of Transportation 
  
NYCRR New York Codes, Rules and Regulations 
  
NYSDEC New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation 
  
NYSDOT New York State Department of Transportation 
  
OEM original equipment manufacturers 
  
PADEP Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 
  
PCE passenger car equivalent 
  
PIU DSNY’s Permit and Inspection Unit 
  
PM particulate matter 
  
PM2.5 particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter 
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Acronyms 
PM10 particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter 
  
ppm parts per million 
  
RCNY Rules of the City of New York 
  
RFP Request for Proposals 
  
SCR selective catalytic reduction 
  
SO2 sulfur dioxide 
  
SPDES State Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
  
SWAB Borough Solid Waste Advisory Board 
  
TNM Traffic Noise Model 
  
tpd tons per day 
  
ULSD ultra-low-sulfur diesel fuel 
  
USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 
  
µg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter 
  
WTE waste-to-energy 
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Definitions 

Building Code New York City’s Building Code 
  
City  New York City 
  
Commercial Waste Capacity Scenario Scenario which identifies the available 

capacity on an hourly basis at each 
Converted MTS, and provides the basis on 
which potential air quality and noise 
impacts associated with the delivery of 
commercial waste in nighttime hours can be 
evaluated 

  
Consultant The DSNY’s Consultant Team, including 

Henningson, Durham & Richardson 
Architecture and Engineering, P.C.; Parsons 
Brinckerhoff Quade and Douglas, Inc.; 
Ecodata, Inc.; Franklin Associates, Ltd.; 
Urbitran Associates, Inc.; HydroQual, Inc.; 
and Cambridge Environmental, Inc., who 
prepared the Commercial Waste 
Management Study 

  
Converted MTS One of DSNY’s eight marine transfer 

stations, modified to containerize waste for 
out-of-City export by barge or rail 

  
Draft Study Scope Commercial Waste Management Study 

Draft Scope of Work issued February 2003 
  
DSNY-managed Waste  Solid waste that DSNY collects from all 

residential households in the City and the 
institutional waste of City, state and federal 
agencies that DSNY collects and/or for 
which DSNY arranges disposal 

  
DSNY-managed Waste Reserved Capacity 
Scenario 

Scenario which determines the Converted 
MTS capacity that would be required for 
DSNY-managed Waste to provide for an 
adequate margin to meet its peak demand 
requirements under all conditions except 
declared waste disposal emergencies 
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Definitions 
Final Study Scope or Final Scope of Work Commercial Waste Management Study 

Final Scope of Work issued on July 31, 
2003 

  
MTS Conversion Program The City's initiative to develop, at the sites 

of the existing marine transfer stations 
(MTSs), new converted MTSs that will 
containerize solid waste for long-term 
export by barge with the potential for 
additional intermodal transfers to enable 
delivery of containerized waste to disposal 
facilities outside of the City 

  
New SWMP The new comprehensive Solid Waste 

Management Plan to be developed in 2004 
for both DSNY-managed Waste and 
commercial waste for the planning period 
2004 through 2024 

  
New SWMP Planning Period The 20-year period from 2004 to 2024 

addressed by the City's New Solid Waste 
Management Plan 

  
Preliminary Report The New York City Comprehensive 

Commercial Waste Management Study 
Preliminary Report dated June 2002 

  
Quarterly Reports Quarterly Transfer Station Report system 
  
Study  Commercial Waste Management Study 
  
Study Area One of the following four locations with 

high concentrations of commercial waste 
Transfer Stations: Jamaica, Queens CD #12; 
Brooklyn CD #1; Port Morris, Bronx CD 
#1; and Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 

  
Transfer Station Privately owned and operated transfer 

station in New York City that accepts, 
transfers and transports some portion of 
municipal solid waste or construction and 
demolition debris or fill material generated 
in the private sector for out-of-City disposal 
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Definitions 
Waste Hauling Vehicle Collection vehicle/transfer trailer that is 

used to transport municipal solid waste, 
C&D debris or fill material to or from the 
Transfer Stations 

  
Zoning Resolution New York City’s Zoning Resolution 
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1.0 BACKGROUND 

 

Every day, private carting companies collect the commercial solid waste generated in New York 

City (City)1 and transport most of it to local facilities known as “Transfer Stations” where, after 

any sorting and processing, it is transferred to larger vehicles for further transport and final 

disposition.  The City currently has 69 Transfer Station permits or other authorizations for the 

62 private facilities at which such waste is transferred.2  In addition to disposal of putrescible, 

non-putrescible and fill material wastes, private carters, Transfer Station operators and recycling 

companies divert significant quantities of materials to recycling, including paper, cardboard, 

metal, glass, plastic and materials recovered from processing construction and demolition (C&D) 

debris and the processing of fill material.  Because the City has no operating landfills, 

incinerators or resource recovery facilities, all waste3 generated in the City is either transferred 

from privately owned and operated Transfer Stations within the City or carted directly 

out-of-City for transfer and/or disposal.  Except for waste transported by rail from one Transfer 

Station in the Bronx and another in Brooklyn, practically all waste exported from the City is 

dependent upon truck transport.  The private waste management industry is an essential part of 

the City’s infrastructure that the City’s residents and businesses depend on every day to maintain 

the public health and attractiveness of the City. 

 

Under City Department of Sanitation (DSNY) regulations, private carters and privately owned 

Transfer Stations are permitted to receive and process specific types of waste material, either 

putrescible waste, non-putrescible waste or fill material.  These three types of waste are 

described below. 

                                                 
1 The City Department of Sanitation (DSNY) is responsible for the collection and/or arranging for disposal of all waste 
generated by City households, as well as waste from City, state and federal agencies and not-for-profit institutions in the 
City (DSNY-managed Waste).  
2 A few Transfer Stations hold dual permits to process putrescible and non-putrescible waste in separate areas at the same 
site.  A few Transfer Stations have permits at separate addresses that are contiguous and operate as an integrated facility.  
Two intermodal facilities transload sealed, containerized waste from truck to rail but involve no waste processing.  
3 Under Interim Export contracts in 2003, approximately 7,250 tons per day (tpd) of DSNY-managed Waste were 
transferred out-of-City through in-City private Transfer Stations.  Approximately 6,209 tpd of the total 7,248 tpd of 
commercial putrescible waste disposed were also transferred at these facilities. 
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1. “Putrescible waste” is solid waste containing organic matter having the tendency to 

decompose with the formation of malodorous by-products.  Putrescible waste generated 

by the City’s businesses is principally office and retail waste with small quantities of 

putrescible material, but also includes restaurant and other waste.  Significant amounts 

of office waste are recycled directly at the source by carters that primarily collect 

recyclable office paper from commercial buildings and deliver it to recyclers, exporters 

or paper manufacturers.  Consistent with DSNY rules, putrescible waste referred to in 

this report includes the portions of commercial putrescible waste that are both disposed 

and recycled (such as office paper).  

2. “Non-putrescible” waste is waste that does not contain organic matter having the 

tendency to decompose with the formation of malodorous by-products, including but not 

limited to dirt, earth, plaster, concrete, rock, rubble, slag, ashes, waste timber, lumber, 

Plexiglas, fiberglass, ceramic tiles, asphalt, sheetrock, tar paper, tree stumps, wood, 

window frames, metal, steel, glass, plastic pipes and tubes, rubber hoses and tubes, 

electric wires and cables, paper and cardboard. 

3. “Fill material” is a subset of non-putrescible waste and, as defined in DSNY rules, is 

clean material consisting of earth, ashes, dirt, concrete, rock, gravel, asphalt millings, 

stone or sand. 

It is important to keep in mind these definitions in reviewing the Executive Summaries for each 

of the individual volumes, which follow. 

 

DSNY is developing the City’s new comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (New 

SWMP) that will address the long-term management, for the planning period 2004 through 2024 

(New SWMP Planning Period), of both DSNY-managed Waste and commercial waste.  To 

assess the effectiveness of the existing framework of rules and regulations and current 

enforcement practices governing operation of Transfer Stations and the operations of private 

carters in the City, the City Council enacted Local Law 74 of 2000 (LL74), effective 

December 19, 2000.  LL74 mandated a study of commercial waste management in the City by a 

Consultant engaged by DSNY.  This Commercial Waste Management Study (Study) undertaken 
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to comply with LL74 is intended to enable the City to assess and plan for management of the 

commercial waste stream in the most efficient and environmentally sound manner, and to assist 

in the development of the New SWMP.  A copy of LL74 is provided as Attachment A. 

 

To develop the Draft Scope of Work for the Study (Draft Study Scope), DSNY conducted a 

series of meetings in November and December of 2002 to solicit comments from elected 

officials, the public, the Citywide Recycling Advisory Board (CRAB), the Borough Solid Waste 

Advisory Boards (SWABs), community boards, environmental organizations, academics and 

other interested organizations.  On March 3, 2003, the Draft Study Scope was posted on the 

DSNY website (www.nyc.gov/sanitation) for further public comment.  Concurrently, the Draft 

Study Scope was mailed to all elected officials and Community Boards, the CRAB, the SWABs 

and to individuals who attended the public meetings held in 2002 and/or submitted comments in 

connection with the development of the Final Study Scope.  Public comments received both 

during and after the established public comments period consisted of 19 letters (three from 

elected officials, two from solid waste industry representatives, one from a national 

environmental organization, four from the CRAB, six from neighborhood organizations or 

coalitions and three from special interest representatives).  The letters were reviewed and a Final 

Study Scope was issued on July 31, 2003, and is provided as Attachment B.  The Final Study 

Scope broadened the set of issues to be addressed in the Study by, for example, including studies 

of commercial waste generation, potential siting of new Transfer Stations in Manhattan and the 

availability of long-term volume waste disposal capacity to the City. 
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2.0 STUDY ORGANIZATION 

 

The Study has been organized into six separate volumes, which provide a detailed discussion of 

the work undertaken and the findings, as well as any relevant recommendations.  Additional 

technical backup data is included as attachments in the individual volumes or, in cases where it is 

voluminous, it is available in CD form on request.  A brief description of the content of each 

volume is provided below. 

 

2.1 Volume I: Private Transfer Station Evaluations: 

 

This volume reports on the results of three separate evaluations. 

 

� Four Study Areas with Transfer Stations in Geographical Proximity; 

� Engineering and Operations Survey of Selected Transfer Stations; and 

� Effectiveness of Enforcement 

 

The first study examines Transfer Stations in geographical proximity located in the four Study 

Areas of Port Morris, Bronx Community District (CD) #1; Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9; 

Jamaica, Queens CD #12; and Brooklyn CD #1 and provides the results of evaluations 

undertaken to assess the potential overlapping effects of such proximity on air quality, odor, 

noise, traffic, neighborhood character, public health and water quality.  The second study reports 

the results of a survey of selected Transfer Stations within the Study Areas to identify 

operational measures and design modifications to improve the environmental performance of 

these facilities, and the third study evaluates the effectiveness of enforcement activities and 

permitting procedures and criteria of City and state agencies that oversee Transfer Station 

operations, under existing rules and regulations. Appendices A through K of Volume I provide 

the details for each of the analyses undertaken.  
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2.2 Volume II: Commercial Waste Generation and Projections 

 

The Summary Report in Volume II synopsizes the results of five separate evaluations, included 

as Appendices A through E, which together constitute the basis for determining the quantities of 

putrescible, non-putrescible and fill material waste generated within the City that is managed by 

the private sector.  Twenty-year projections of this commercial waste stream are presented 

through the New SWMP Planning Period, which will aid in determining the adequacy of planned 

facilities. 

 

2.3 Volume III: Converted Marine Transfer Stations – Commercial Waste Processing 
and Analysis of Potential Impacts 

 

Volume III reports on the capacity required by DSNY at each of the eight Converted Marine 

Transfer Stations (MTSs) to handle DSNY-managed Waste, and the remaining capacity 

potentially available to private carters for commercial putrescible waste deliveries at these 

facilities based upon the results of environmental analyses.  These environmental analyses 

applied City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) methodologies in evaluating whether that 

capacity could be utilized without causing potentially unmitigatible adverse impacts.  However, 

the business arrangements, economics, possible regulatory policies, and a number of other 

significant variables that would be elements of a City policy to attract commercial waste to the 

Converted MTSs, were not addressed in this report.   

 

As a foundation for the environmental analysis of potential commercial waste processing at these 

facilities, Appendix A of Volume III, MTS Environmental Evaluation, provides a comprehensive 

environmental evaluation, based on CEQR methodologies, of processing DSNY-managed Waste 

from the wasteshed that historically delivered to City MTSs at these locations. 
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2.4 Volume IV: Evaluation of Waste Disposal Capacity Potentially Available to New 
York City 

 

Volume IV examines the waste disposal capacity potentially available within seven states 

(Georgia, New York, New Jersey, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina and Virginia) for 

accepting City waste, either via truck transfer or by barge or rail.  Historic market price 

information was also gathered and reviewed. 

 

2.5 Volume V: Manhattan Transfer Station Siting Report 

 

Volume V investigates and evaluates potential sites for locating new truck-to-barge or 

truck-to-rail transfer stations in Manhattan, since no private putrescible waste Transfer Stations 

are located in this borough. 

 

2.6 Volume VI: Waste Vehicle Technology Assessment  

 

Volume VI reports on a survey of alternative fuels, new engine technologies and vehicle 

emission retrofit options that are appropriate for use on waste collection vehicles and profiles the 

innovative DSNY programs and initiatives implemented to evaluate alternative fuels, engine 

technologies and retrofit options.  This volume provides an assessment of the advantages and 

disadvantages of the various options to reduce consumption of fossil fuels and/or reduce vehicle 

emissions, and recommends cleaner technologies, including technologies that DSNY had 

previously tested and, in some cases, targeted for implementation.  
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3.0  CONSOLIDATED EXECUTIVE SUMMARIES 

 

3.1 Volume I: Private Transfer Station Evaluations  

 

Privately owned and operated commercial waste Transfer Stations play a vital role in the City’s 

solid waste management system.  Putrescible Transfer Stations currently transfer approximately 

6,200 tons per day (tpd)4 of commercial waste and 7,250 tpd of DSNY-managed Waste disposed 

by City residents, agencies and not-for-profit institutions to disposal facilities outside the City.  

Non-putrescible and fill material Transfer Stations play a similarly important role in the 

recycling and disposal of C&D debris and excavation material, with approximately 8,630 tpd and 

19,070 tpd handled at these facilities in 2003, respectively.  While critical to the City’s waste 

infrastructure, these facilities must operate and be maintained in an environmentally sound 

manner, and in accordance with City and state rules and regulations.  This volume consists of 

three independent but inter-related studies on Transfer Stations located throughout the City that 

examine the effects of geographical proximity in four Study Areas, assess whether the 

enforcement of existing regulations and the permitting procedures and criteria are effective, and 

recommend practical means to improve the operation of these facilities which may impact upon 

the quality of life in the surrounding communities.  

 

It is important to note in this Study that DSNY’s MTS Conversion Program relies on shipping 

DSNY-managed Waste by barge and rail, and so is expected to reduce the numbers of trucks 

currently hauling DSNY-managed waste from private Transfer Stations for disposal.  Moreover, 

DSNY has taken the initiative to issue three Requests for Proposals (RFPs) solicitations to 

private vendors that may result in the award of a contract that would have the effect of reducing 

transfer trailer truck traffic associated with the transport of commercial waste in the Study Areas.  

Specifically, DSNY long-term export RFPs seek vendor proposals to containerize 

DSNY-managed Waste at private transfer facilities and transport it out of the City by barge or 

rail.  These RFPs seek alternatives to the rebuilding of the Greenpoint and Bronx MTSs, and a 

contract entered into by the City would specify that all waste (not just DSNY-managed Waste)  

                                                 
4 Tons per day are calculated on the basis of a six-day week, 312-day year. 
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accepted at Transfer Stations on which proposals are based be containerized and transported out 

of the City by barge or rail.  This would have the potential effect of significantly reducing the 

volume of outbound traffic from Transfer Stations in portions of Brooklyn, Queens and the 

Bronx.   

 

The approach taken and findings for each of these studies is summarized below. 

 

3.1.1 Four Study Areas with Transfer Stations in Geographical Proximity 
 

3.1.1.1 Scope of Analysis/Approach 

 

The objective of the Study Area analysis was to evaluate whether areas with a number of 

Transfer Stations in geographical proximity have the potential of producing overlapping 

environmental effects on air quality, odor, noise, neighborhood character and water quality.  In 

addition, the off-site effects of these facilities on traffic, air quality and noise from mobile 

sources (Waste Hauling Vehicles) were analyzed.  The potential public health effects of the 

findings of these evaluations were also considered.  

 

The Study Areas were selected based upon a review of the location and geographical proximity 

of the 69 operating private Transfer Station in the five boroughs.  (See Footnote #2.)  Four Study 

Areas encompassing 43 of the facilities were identified for analysis: Port Morris, Bronx CD #1; 

Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9; Jamaica, Queens CD #12; and Brooklyn CD #1 (primarily 

East Williamsburg, but including three facilities with four permits in Queens).  Table ES-1 

shows the name, location and type of Transfer Station in each Study Area.  

 

First, current conditions (including the presence of the Transfer Stations) in each of the Study 

Areas were evaluated.  Second, the conditions without the Transfer Stations were evaluated to 

determine the net contribution of the Transfer Stations.  Third, the conditions without the 

Transfer Stations, but with assumed other industrial uses occupying the same sites, were 

evaluated assuming the Transfer Stations were replaced by as-of-right general light industrial 

land uses (e.g., printing plants, laboratories) in the Study Area.  This land use replacement 

scenario assumed that the Transfer Station land uses would be occupied by other M-zone land 
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Table ES-1 
Permitted Commercial Waste Transfer Stations within Study Areas 

 

Name Address 
Type Of 

Transfer Station
Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 
Bronx County Recycling 475 Exterior Street Fill 
Felix Equities 290 East 132nd Street Fill 
Tilcon NY 980 East 149th Street Fill 
USA Waste Services of NY (Waste 
Management) 98 Lincoln Avenue Putrescible 
USA Waste Services of NY (Waste 
Management) (1) 

132nd Street & Saint Ann’s 
Avenue 

Putrescible 
(Intermodal) 

Waste Services of NY 920 East 132nd Street Putrescible 
Total Number in Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area 6 
Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 
A.J. Recycling 325 Faile Street Non-Putrescible
Bronx City Recycling 1390 Viele Avenue Fill 
G. M. Transfer 216-222 Manida Avenue Non-Putrescible
Kids Waterfront Corp. 1264 Viele Avenue Non-Putrescible
IESI NY Corp 325 Casanova Street Putrescible 
John Danna and Sons 318 Bryant Avenue Non-Putrescible
Metropolitan Transfer Station 287 Halleck Street Putrescible 
Paper Fibers Corp. 960 Bronx River Avenue Putrescible 

Waste Management of NY (1) Oak Point & Barry Avenue 
Putrescible 

(Intermodal) 
Waste Management of NY 620 Truxton Street Non-Putrescible
Waste Management of NY 315 Baretto Street Non-Putrescible
Total Number in Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area 11 
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Table ES-1 (Continued) 

Permitted Commercial Waste Transfer Stations within Study Areas 
 

Name Address 
Type Of 

Transfer Station
Brooklyn CD #1  
Point Recycling Ltd 686 Morgan Avenue Non-Putrescible
Waste Management of NY (2) 75 Thomas Avenue Non-Putrescible
Waste Management of NY(2) 485 Scott Avenue Putrescible  
Waste Management of NY 215 Varick Avenue Putrescible 
Waste Management of NY 123 Varick Avenue Non-Putrescible
Waste Management of NY  232 Gardner Avenue Non-Putrescible 
Maspeth Recycling (3) 58-08 48th Street Fill 
IESI NY Corp 548 Varick Avenue Non-Putrescible
Astoria Carting Company (3) 538-545 Stewart Avenue Non-Putrescible
City Recycling Corp 151 Anthony Street Non-Putrescible
Cooper Tank and Welding 222 Maspeth Avenue Non-Putrescible
Pebble Lane Associates (3) 57-00 47th Street Fill 
Keyspan Energy 287 Maspeth Avenue Fill 
New Style Recycling Corp  (2)(3) 49-10 Grand Avenue Putrescible 
New Style Recycling Corp  (2)(3) 49-10 Grand Avenue Non-Putrescible
BFI Waste Systems of NJ (4) 598-636 Scholes Street Putrescible 
BFI Waste Systems of NJ (4) 594 Scholes Street Non-Putrescible
BFI Waste Systems of NJ (4) 575 Scholes Street Non-Putrescible
BFI Waste Systems of NJ 115 Thames Street Putrescible 
Hi-Tech Resource Recovery 130 Varick Avenue Putrescible 
Total Number in Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area 20 
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Table ES-1 (Continued) 
Permitted Commercial Waste Transfer Stations within Study Areas 

 

Name Address 
Type Of 

Transfer Station
Jamaica, Queens CD #12 
American Recycling Management (2) 172-33 Douglas Avenue Putrescible 
American Recycling Management (2) 172-33 Douglas Avenue Non-Putrescible
Regal Recycling (2) (5) 172-06 Douglas Avenue Putrescible 
Regal Recycling (2) (5) 172-06 Douglas Avenue Non-Putrescible
T. Novelli (2) 94-07 Merrick Avenue Fill 
T. Novelli (2) 94-20 Merrick Avenue Non-Putrescible
Total Number in Jamaica, Queens CD #12 Study Area 6 
Total Number of Transfer Stations Evaluated  43 
Notes:   
(1) These two facilities are permitted as intermodal terminals that ship containerized waste by rail.  No waste 

processing is conducted at these sites.   
(2) Denotes one facility with two permits.  
(3) Four Transfer Stations on the Brooklyn CD #1 list are actually in Queens near the border of Brooklyn but 

were evaluated as part of the Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area. 
(4) These three locations constitute one facility with three DSNY permits under state regulations. 
(5) Regal Recycling is enclosing the non-putrescible waste processing operations; therefore, this facility was 

modeled as an enclosed non-putrescible Transfer Station.  
 
 

uses typical of current conditions in the Study Area.  The off-site effects of these replacement 

land uses were calculated using trip generation rates published by the Institute of Transportation 

Engineers (ITE). 

 
Analyses were conducted for: (1) air quality, odor, noise, neighborhood character, public health 
and water quality from Transfer Stations located within each Study Area; and (2) traffic, off-site 
air quality and off-site noise at key intersections/locations along major corridors leading to and 
from the Study Areas.  Although this evaluation is not an environmental review, it uses CEQR 
and other planning and engineering review criteria as the best available measure of the 
environmental effects of Transfer Stations on the surrounding community.  Standard models for 
air quality (United States Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA]-approved Industrial 
Source Complex Short Term [ISCST3], CAL3QHCR, MOBILE5b and Part 5), noise (Federal 
Highway Administration’s [FHWA’s] Traffic Noise Model [TNM] 2.1) and traffic (Highway 
Capacity Software [HCS] version 4.1c) were used to predict combined effects of the Transfer 
Stations.   
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Criteria were identified for each environmental parameter, as described in the “Summary Report 
on Four Study Areas with Transfer Stations in Geographical Proximity.”  If the criteria were not 
exceeded, the Study Area analysis concludes that the overlapping effects of the Transfer Stations 
were not considered to be adverse.  If these criteria were exceeded, means of reducing 
environmental effects through operational measures or design modifications were identified and 
then evaluated.  If the current conditions for traffic and its attendant effects still exceeded the 
applicable criteria, further analysis was undertaken, as more fully described in the Summary 
Report.  
 

3.1.1.2 Findings and Recommendations  
 
Air quality, odor, noise, traffic, neighborhood character and water quality analyses were 

conducted to evaluate the potential effects from the geographic proximity of the Transfer 

Stations within the Study Areas.  The analyses modeled areas where the potential effects of 

Transfer Stations in proximity to each other overlapped (combined effects) and evaluated 

whether these effects were potentially adverse.  It considered combined effects at sensitive 

receptors in these areas of overlap in manufacturing zones -- for example non-conforming 

residences, not just contiguous residential zones -- but did not consider new siting actions.  The 

overall results of the Study Area analyses show that the geographical proximity of the existing 

Transfer Stations in these Study Areas do not cause adverse combined or cumulative effects 

using reasonable criteria adapted from the CEQR and planning and engineering criteria.  There 

are no findings in the Study Area analyses that indicate there are combined adverse effects to the 

environment from existing Transfer Stations that would warrant a reduction in the number and 

capacity of Transfer Stations in the Study Area.   

 

The Study makes certain recommendations for, among other things, better odor control systems 

at putrescible Transfer Stations to improve the operations and to limit the effects of Transfer 

Stations.  As described in the Volume I, Summary Report, the regulatory regime for siting of 

new Transfer Stations in the City consists of zoning, operating requirements, siting restrictions, 

environmental review, the state’s detailed Part 360 regulations, the City’s Noise and Air Codes, 

and Vehicle and Traffic Laws.  Together the application of these current requirements would 

tend to mitigate the potential for adverse impacts from a future siting action.  
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1. On-site Air Quality: The maximum predicted combined contribution of existing Transfer 

Stations in the Study Area combined with background levels from the closest air quality 

monitor showed results all below National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for 

criteria pollutants (carbon monoxide [CO], sulfur dioxide [SO2], nitrogen dioxide [NO2] 

and particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter [PM10]).  For particulate matter 

less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5), the maximum predicted annual neighborhood 

average from combined on-site and off-site sources ranges from 1% to 6% of 

contribution to the latest monitored concentration from the nearest monitoring station 

within each Study Area. 

 
2. On-site Odor: Sampling of odors was undertaken in the summer when odor generation 

from waste decomposition would be at its highest.  A review of the controlled and 

uncontrolled odor emissions from the same facilities revealed that the controlled Transfer 

Station emissions were no more than 38% lower than the uncontrolled facilities, and in 

some cases the controlled emissions were deemed higher than the uncontrolled emissions, 

which is most likely due to the use of scented masking agents instead of more effective 

neutralizing agents to control odors.  The highest frequency of conservatively predicted 

odor levels exceeding the criteria, assuming no odor controls, was for a receptor in the 

Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area, where the model predicted an exceedance just under 

0.82% of the time (72 non-consecutive hours per year).  If more effective (90% efficient) 

odor controls were implemented at all commercial putrescible waste facilities, the odor 

levels would be reduced substantially (by 90%), and there would be no overlapping 

contributions from multiple Transfer Stations in the Study Areas.  

 
3. On-site Noise: Transfer Stations in the Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area do not have 

overlapping noise effects because they are not located in close proximity to each other.  

However, there were areas of potential overlapping effects from multiple Transfer 

Stations in Brooklyn CD #1; Jamaica, Queens CD #12; and Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 

and #9 Study Areas, but the analyses did not predict effects at sensitive receptors located 

within these Study Area overlap areas.  Waste Hauling Vehicles queuing on and off site 

make the greatest contributions to noise levels.  The removal of off-site queuing of Waste 

Hauling Vehicles reduces noise levels attributable to overlapping effects.   
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4. Traffic: Fifty-eight (58) intersections were analyzed in the Study Areas for the traffic 

analysis.  Results indicate that many of the intersections operate at an overall level of 

service (LOS) C or better under current conditions (six in Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 

Study Area; seven in Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area; 16 in Jamaica, 

Queens CD #12 Study Area and 23 in Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area).  The current 

conditions at six of the intersections in the Study Areas operate at an overall LOS D, E 

or F.5  The percentage of Waste Hauling Vehicles analyzed ranged from 0% to 7% of the 

total number of vehicles traveling through the intersections during the hours analyzed.  

Subtracting the Waste Hauling Vehicles from the analysis did not significantly improve 

the LOS at any intersection analyzed.  And when replacement industry trips (that is, 

traffic that would be generated by other light industrial uses for the Transfer Station sites 

if the Transfer Stations were absent) were substituted for Waste Hauling Vehicles in the 

analysis, the LOS remained the same or deteriorated.  

 

5. Off-site Air Analysis: For the mobile air quality analyses, current conditions were 

analyzed at two “worst case” links each in the Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 and the Hunts 

Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Areas and at four links each in Brooklyn CD #1 and 

Jamaica, Queens CD #12.  In all instances, results are below NAAQS for all the criteria 

pollutants.  For PM2.5, the 24-hour maximum contribution from off-site emission sources 

ranged from 0.03 to 1 µg/m3 (or 0.08% to 2.4% of the latest monitored concentration).  

The annual neighborhood maximum contribution from off-site emission sources ranges 

from 0.01 to 0.17 µg/m3 (or 0.08% to 0.9% of the latest monitored concentration). 

 

6. Off-site Noise: Two levels of screening were conducted on 23 locations where sensitive 

receptors exist near convergence points along truck routes to and from the Study Areas -- 

eight in Port Morris, Bronx CD #1; four in Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9; six in 

Brooklyn CD #1; and five in Jamaica, Queens, CD #12.  The first level of screening used 

total traffic volumes and axle factors from the New York State Department of 

                                                 
5 Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area: (1) Meeker Avenue and Union Avenue, and (2) Flushing Avenue/Melrose Street and 
Varick Avenue/Irving Avenue; Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area: (1) Bruckner Boulevard and Alexander 
Street; Hunt’s Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area: (1) Hunt’s Point Avenue and Bruckner Boulevard, (2) 
Longwood Avenue and Bruckner Boulevard, and (3) Leggett Avenue and Bruckner Boulevard. 
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Transportation (NYSDOT) to conservatively estimate the existing traffic volumes, and 

whether the addition of Waste Hauling Vehicles would have the potential to double 

passenger car equivalent (PCE) noise levels, requiring a further evaluation of potential 

effects (first-level screening).6  Based on this first-level screening, 17 locations (five in 

Port Morris, Bronx CD #1; four in Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9; three in Brooklyn 

CD #1; and five in Jamaica, Queens, CD #12) were identified for further screening 

(second-level screening) using actual field traffic classification counts at these locations 

to determine the potential for doubling PCEs.  Based on this second-level screening, five 

locations (two locations in Brooklyn CD #1 and three locations in Jamaica, Queens, 

CD #12) were identified for modeling using Federal Highway Administration’s 

(FHWA’s) Traffic Noise Model (TNM) version 2.1.  Predicted results from TNM 

modeling at these five locations were compared to the Study noise threshold (an increase 

in 3dBA or greater attributable to the Waste Hauling Vehicles).  The modeled mobile 

noise from the Waste Hauling Vehicles at the intersections analyzed did not exceed the 

threshold.  Therefore, there are no predicted noise effects from these Waste Hauling 

Vehicles. 

 

7. Water Quality: Twenty-nine of the 43 Transfer Stations within the Study Areas are not 

near or adjacent to surface water.  The remaining 14 Transfer Stations that are adjacent to 

or near surface water do not have adverse individual or combined effects on water quality 

in the Study Areas. 

 

8. Neighborhood Character: The neighborhood character analyses in all four Study Areas 

determined that overlapping effects of Transfer Stations, where such effects exist, do not 

contribute adversely to the typically industrial neighborhood character of the four Study 

Areas.  Moreover, where the technical analyses compared existing conditions to the 

replacement scenario, in which reasonably anticipated development were assumed to 

occur in place of the Transfer Stations, it was found that the conditions studied would not 

necessarily be better than existing conditions.  In certain cases, larger volumes of traffic

                                                 
6See Volume I Summary Report for intersection locations. 
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 predicted under the replacement scenario could potentially result in diminished 

neighborhood character quality, compared to existing conditions with the Transfer 

Stations.  The assumption used in creating the replacement industry scenario is that all 

components of neighborhood character conditions (zoning, socioeconomics, etc.) remain 

fundamentally the same as existing conditions.  

 

9. Public Health: Using the conservative assumption that commercial waste Transfer 

Stations do not control odors at all, receptors in two Study Areas were found likely to 

experience potentially unacceptable odors at times from overlapping effects.  These 

effects were predicted to be infrequent, occurring less than 1% of the time for all 

receptors (i.e., less than 72 non-consecutive hours per year), and are not likely to generate 

sustained annoyance or symptoms.  With regard to regulated pollutants, cumulative 

effects on air quality were predicted to be minimal (for PM2.5, 1% to 6% of contribution 

to the latest monitored background values).  The Transfer Stations, in aggregate, do not 

appear to be important determinants of air quality for any of the pollutants regulated by 

the USEPA on the basis of human health effects. 

 

3.1.2 Engineering and Operations Survey of Selected Transfer Stations 
 

3.1.2.1 Scope of Analysis/Approach 

 

This report supplemented the work undertaken as part of the Study Area evaluations through 

on-site surveys of 24 of the 43 Transfer Stations located in the Study Areas, including 

putrescible, non-putrescible and fill material facilities.  These surveys involved a review of 

existing information made available by DSNY from its permit records and environmental review 

documents, and site visits to observe facility operations and collect data on facility designs and 

operating performance.  The data collection activities included odor (at existing transfer stations) 

and noise sampling (at nearby receptors) and analysis.  These data were evaluated to determine if 

various design or operational measures could improve the environmental performance of existing 

Transfer Stations in terms of a reduction in pollutant and odor emissions and noise attenuation.  

Details are provided in Appendix J of Volume I. 
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3.1.2.2 Findings and Recommendations  

 

The following recommendations, pertaining to the design and operation of Transfer Stations, are 

the result of this evaluation. 

 

1. Ventilation and Odor Control – The ventilation systems of putrescible Transfer 

Stations should be upgraded with the addition of state-of-the-art odor control technology 

to “neutralize” odors in exhaust air, and ventilation capacity should be increased to 

prevent the escape of odors when facilities are operating with doors open, by maintaining 

sufficient negative air pressure.  The combination of an odor neutralizing system treating 

exhaust air in conjunction with increased fan capacity, operated correctly, would have 

synergistic effects to substantially reduce potential odors. 

 

A number of the putrescible Transfer Stations inspected used rudimentary odor control 

systems that could be more effective.  An example of a state-of-the-art odor control 

system option is a hard-piped system, suspended above the processing floor, which would 

introduce an odor-neutralizing agent into exhaust air, as it is ventilated from the building.  

Implementing this recommendation could include a provision for an equivalent system 

acceptable to the DSNY Commissioner that is sufficient to meet Zoning Code and Air 

Code standards. 

 

The fan capacity recommendation would surpass current Building Code standards.  It 

would require increasing fan capacity from 6 air changes per hour (ach) to 8 to 12 ach 

and treating the exhaust air.  Fans would automatically operate at 8 ach with doors closed 

and at 12 ach with doors open.  The additional fan capacity addresses the practical reality 

that Transfer Station doors are generally open during operating hours when inbound and 

outbound traffic is heavy and consequently odors can be more readily released from the 

building. 
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2. Odor Prevention – DSNY’s Permit and Inspection Unit (PIU) staff should continue 

focusing their enforcement efforts on operating conditions that contribute to odor 

formation during waste processing operations.  Inspectors should take particular care to 

continue to identify and take enforcement action to correct the following conditions, 

when observed:  

 
� Floor-wear conditions that contribute to pooling of leachate on the floor.  These 

conditions may be indicated by exposed rebar. 

� Excessive dust accumulation on facility walls that can become a source of odor 
formation. 

� Clogged trench drains in the floor drain system or grit and grease traps that are not 
routinely maintained. 

 
In addition, inspectors should continue to monitor and focus on compliance with a daily ½-hour 

“clean time” during which the floor is cleared of waste to allow housekeeping functions, such as 

floor and wall wash-down, cleaning of drains, and maintaining ventilation and odor control 

systems.  

 
3. Dust Control – Both DSNY and New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation (NYSDEC) regulations require measures to control dust from waste 

processing operations.  Of the three types of Transfer Stations, non-putrescible and fill 

material facilities generally operate outdoors, while all waste processing activity at 

putrescible Transfer Stations must occur in an enclosed building.  Dust control should 

continue to be a focus of PIU’s enforcement action, particularly when dust from 

operations is observed crossing property lines at non-putrescible and fill material 

Transfer Stations or exiting from the exhaust vents of putrescible Transfer Stations.  

Persistent enforcement will induce facility operators to use relatively simple and effective 

dust control measures. 

 
Different means of controlling dust are applicable to each type of facility: 

 
� Non-putrescible and fill material facilities – Installation of a sprinkler-type system 

that sprays water on the working pile will substantially reduce the transport of dust 
from processing operations more effectively than hand-held hoses currently used at 
many facilities. 
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� Putrescible – Installation of a water-misting system for dust suppression within the 
enclosed processing building is an effective method of minimizing dust in the exhaust 
air.  The system commonly used in the solid waste industry involves pumping water 
through ¼” to ¾” steel pipe to high-pressure mist nozzles that atomize water, creating 
a fine mist that reduces dust generation.  The atomization process does not cause 
water to pool on the processing floor.  These systems, when operated properly, are 
effective at reducing as much as 90% of the dust generated at putrescible Transfer 
Stations.  

 
4. Stormwater Control – This issue is specific to non-putrescible and fill material facilities 

that do not have concrete paved surfaces with appropriate drainage where material is 

processed.  This absence of pavement with appropriately installed stormwater drainage 

creates two potential problems: (i) runoff into surface water or storm sewers; and 

(ii) tracking of mud and debris during wet weather onto neighboring streets. 

 
The first issue is being addressed by NYSDEC under the authority established by Article 

27 of the Environmental Conservation Law (ECL) and more specifically by Article 17, 

Titles 7 and 8 of the ECL.  Implementing regulations for Article 17, Titles 7 and 8 are 

provided under 6 New York Codes, Rules and Regulations (NYCRR) Part 750.  These 

regulations are the basis of the State Pollution Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) 

program that requires permits for management of stormwater that discharges to surface 

water or separate storm sewers.  Obtaining coverage under the statewide general permit 

for stormwater associated with industrial activities (GP-98-03) or an individual 

stormwater permit requires the preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 

that would typically entail installation of a paved surface with controlled drainage 

directed through grit and grease traps or other pretreatment systems prior to discharge to 

surface waters or storm sewers.  Discharge of stormwater containing “leachate” to the 

sanitary or combined sewer system requires permits from the City Department of 

Environmental Protection (NYCDEP).  NYSDEC is in the process of requiring Transfer 

Stations in the City to obtain SPDES permits.  

 
The second issue (tracking of mud and debris during wet weather onto neighboring 

streets) can be effectively addressed by washing the tires of vehicles as they exit the 

Transfer Station.  This can be accomplished through the installation of an automated tire 

washing system or using manually operated hoses.  
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5. Noise Control – Noise emissions are regulated under the City’s Noise Code §24-243, the 

Zoning Resolution and Transfer Station Operating Rules.  Noise effects may arise at the 

property boundary where equipment operates outdoors, as is the case with 

non-putrescible and fill material Transfer Stations (waste processing operations at 

putrescible Transfer Stations are in an enclosed building), or from Waste Hauling 

Vehicles queuing in the street in front of these facilities (which was found to be the 

principal source of noise at Transfer Stations.)  However, the Noise Code and Zoning 

Code do not prohibit the levels of vehicular noise associated with queuing trucks at 

Transfer Stations.  Also, space limitations at many existing facilities limit the options for 

mitigating this problem.  DSNY’s operating rules prohibit non-putrescible Transfer 

Stations from operating between 7:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m., to limit noise from such 

facilities.  NYSDEC, during its permit renewal process, is focusing on design measures 

and permit conditions to limit off-site queuing.  These combined approaches can mitigate 

noise problems in areas where they are most likely to affect residential dwellings. 

 

6. Air Quality – The primary sources of air pollution from Transfer Stations are the 

non-road engines, such as front end loaders, used in waste processing operations, not 

diesel Waste Hauling Vehicles.  This issue is discussed more fully in the evaluation 

reports of the four Study Areas.  It is important to note here that: (i) these engines will be 

subject to increasingly stringent emission standards promulgated by the USEPA that over 

time will significantly reduce emissions as older equipment is replaced; and (ii) federal 

law appears to preempt the City from establishing more stringent standards for these non-

road engines.  The New York Air Code (NYAC) §24-143, contains a prohibition on 

“visible air contaminants from an internal combustion engine of (a) a motor vehicle 

while the vehicle is stationary for longer than 10 consecutive seconds; or (b) a motor 

vehicle after the vehicle has moved more than 90 yards from a place where the vehicle 

was stationary.”  This regulation provides a basis for enforcement actions by DSNY’s 

PIU inspectors where old or poorly maintained mobile equipment, such as front end 

loaders or bulldozers, is emitting visible smoke.  Air Code §24-109 and §24-142 provide 

authority to regulate stationary equipment such as crushers.  DSNY should institute a 

training program for its inspectors in the application of USEPA’s (40 CFR 60, 
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Appendix A) Method 9 procedures for opacity testing.  (The threshold for human 

recognition of visible emissions is generally considered to be around 5% opacity.)  

Certified inspectors issuing citations for opacity violations would induce Transfer Station 

operators to better maintain or upgrade their equipment. 

 

3.1.3 Effectiveness of Enforcement 
 

3.1.3.1 Scope of Analysis/Approach 

 

Both the City and New York State regulate the privately owned Transfer Stations.  DSNY is the 

primary local agency responsible for permitting, regulating and inspecting Transfer Stations and 

NYCDEP’s Environmental Control Board (ECB) adjudicates notices of violation that DSNY 

officers write.  DSNY derives its powers to control waste Transfer Station operation from the 

City Charter, Title 16, of the New York City Administrative Code (NYCAC) and Title 16 of the 

Rules of the City of New York (RCNY).  The New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation (NYSDEC)’s regulatory authority derives from the Environmental Conservation 

Law (ECL) and Title 6 of NYCRR, Part 360.  The Business Integrity Commission (BIC) does 

background investigations into character and fitness to operate a Transfer Station and also 

licenses the vehicles operated by private carters in the City. 

 

As the primary inspector of the City’s Transfer Stations, DSNY’s PIU conducts most of the 

on-site inspections.  The unit is comprised of twenty-two (22) officers -- 17 Environmental 

Police Officers and five Environmental Lieutenants.  The PIU force conducts a full inspection of 

each putrescible and non-putrescible Transfer Station at least once per week, and conducts 

additional, frequent, limited drive-by inspections of such facilities.  

 

During the course of this Study, current management policies governing the City’s Transfer 

Stations were reviewed and evaluated based on infraction statistics gathered from the inspection 

records at DSNY and NYSDEC to determine the effectiveness of enforcement procedures on the 

City’s Transfer Stations.  In addition, other City and state agencies involved with various aspects  
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of enforcement were contacted and the rules and regulations defining their authority reviewed.  

Details of these analyses can be found in Volume I, Appendix K, Effectiveness of Enforcement. 

In addition, a review of historical violation records from 1991 to 2002 was completed as well as 
an in-depth study of inspection reports for Fiscal Year 2003.  The pattern of violation issuance 
and the type of infraction that led to such summonses were evaluated to gain a better 
understanding of current enforcement measures and to address potential improvements to the 
system. 
 
Various fine structures exist depending on the type, severity and frequency of a violation.  

Certain Transfer Station-type violations, such as operating a Transfer Station without a valid 

permit or being in violation of operational rules, are termed “major ECB violations” for the 

purpose of this Study and warrant a fine ranging from $2,500 for a first offense, $5,000 for a 

second offense and up to $10,000 for third and subsequent offenses.  Violations that this Study 

terms “minor ECB violations” relate to sidewalk and street infractions and have lower liability 

amounts that warrant fines between $100 and $300, while the Study category of “minor action 

violations,” such as illegal dumping or the presence of noxious liquids, has a maximum fine of 

up to $450.  (The “minor” classification used here is not meant to suggest that such violations are 

less important, merely that the monetary penalties are less than those for “major” Transfer 

Station violations.)   

 
City enforcement of regulatory standards on Transfer Station operation is guided by the 
applicable performance standard for the facility under the Zoning Resolution, as supplemented 
by the Air and Noise Code and DSNY’s regulations.  The City has established three kinds of 
industrial districts, each with specific performance standards: Light Manufacturing (M1 - High 
Performance), Medium Manufacturing (M2 - Medium Performance) and Heavy Manufacturing 
(M3 - Low Performance).  Transfer Stations are considered a Use Group 18 use.  Use Group 18 
uses are appropriate in M3 districts subject to low performance standards, and are allowed in M1 
and M2 districts provided they meet the more stringent performance standards applicable to 
those zones with respect to odor, noise, vibration, dust and smoke.  Additional noise and 
vibration restrictions apply to a manufacturing district located adjacent to a residential district.  
M1 districts often serve to buffer residential and commercial districts from heavier industrial M2 
or M3 zones.  M2 districts occupy the middle ground between light and heavy industrial areas.  
Performance standards in this district are less stringent than in M1 areas, as more noise, vibration 

Commercial Waste Management Study 22 of 46  March 2004 
Consolidated Executive Summary 



  
 

and smoke are permitted.  M3 districts are designated for heavy industries (such as foundries, 
cement plants, salvage yards, chemical manufacturing, asphalt plants) that generate more 
objectionable influences and hazards, including noise, dust, smoke and odors, as well as heavy 
traffic.  New residences and community facilities may not locate in M3 districts.  These districts 
are usually situated near the waterfront and are buffered -- for example by M1 districts -- from 
residential areas.  With their low performance standards, M3 zones are particularly well-suited 
for the siting of Transfer Stations 
 
A field observation was conducted to sample the level of compliance with truck route restrictions 
around Transfer Stations.  Trucks must travel on designated routes, except where they deviate to 
reach their final destination.  Truck route violations are important to monitor as they directly 
affect the quality of life on residential streets in the surrounding community.  (The City 
Department of Transportation [NYCDOT] is currently conducting a Citywide study of truck 
traffic.)  The survey counted Waste Hauling Vehicles using non-truck routes at key intersections 
in the vicinity of Transfer Stations and compared their number to the number of other trucks and 
automobile traffic.  Intersections with a high potential to be used illegally by Waste Hauling 
Vehicles -- either key local non-truck route intersections or crossings of local arteries and truck 
routes -- were selected as observation sites. 
 

3.1.3.2 Findings 

 
1. Only approximately 0.3% to 6% of total traffic at a non-truck route intersection can be 

attributed to Waste Hauling Vehicles.  

2. There has been a 100% increase in DSNY inspection frequency over the last four years 

following a doubling in inspection staff and an increase in the closure of negligent 

facilities.  In general, the number of Transfer Stations has declined.  In 1990, 153 

Transfer Stations were in operation, compared to 96 in 1996 and only 69 in 2004. 

3. According to DSNY historical summons data, over the past 12 years (1991 to 2002), 

roughly 15% of putrescible Transfer Stations, 12% of non-putrescible Transfer Stations 

and 8% of fill material Transfer Stations accrued more than 20 violations each in the 

12-year span.  
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4. The majority of the City’s Transfer Stations are sited in M3 zones (68%), thus reducing 
their potential effect on the residential community. 

5. In 1998, DSNY promulgated new Transfer Station Siting Rules (implemented as a new 
subsection of the existing rules governing Transfer Stations found in 4 RCNY 16) that 
included restrictions on the locations in which new Transfer Stations could be sited and 
limitations on their hours of operation.  They included the following general provisions: 

� No siting of new putrescible and non-putrescible Transfer Stations in M1 zones;  

� No siting within 400 feet of residential districts and sensitive receptors such as public 
parks and schools;  

� No siting of a new non-putrescible Transfer Station within 400 feet of an existing 
non-putrescible Transfer Station; and 

� No operating of non-putrescible Transfer Stations in an M1 zone between 7:00 p.m. 
and 6:00 a.m. 

 

Additionally, the rules required Transfer Stations to submit engineering reports and 

transportation plans with all permit applications.  These requirements mean that new 

facilities would be less likely to be in a location that impacts local residents.  The rules 

apply to applications filed after October 1998, and so did not apply to certain pending 

applications.  Additionally, DSNY promulgated temporary siting restrictions in 2003 that 

expire later this year and will promulgate new permanent Siting Rules this year. 

6. On average, seven “major” DSNY violations were issued at Transfer Stations each month 
between July of 2002 and June of 2003, and roughly 30 major violations were issued to 
each type of Transfer Station.  Despite the fact that fill material inspections occur much 
less frequently, fill material violations accounted for roughly 29% of the violations issued 
by DSNY to Transfer Station operators between July 2002 and June 2003.  Putrescible 
Transfer Stations had the most violations, accounting for 45% of those issued; 
non-putrescible Transfer Stations accounted for only 26%. 

 
7. According to DSNY violation statistics, on average, 50 “minor” Environmental Control 

Board (ECB) violations, 351 parking violations and 51 traffic violations were issued per 
month between July 2002 and June 2003.  With an annual count of 5,505 summonses, 
DSNY issues approximately 460 violation summonses of varying severity each month.   
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8. According to DSNY statistics for Fiscal Year 2003, pile height/volume over the limit was 

the most common violation at non-putrescible Transfer Stations; and operating without a 

permit was the second most common violation.  The most common violation reported at 

putrescible Transfer Stations was an unclean tipping floor. 

9.  Ten violations were issued by DSNY in Fiscal Year 2003 to persons unlawfully 

operating a fill material Transfer Station without a permit.  This violation results in 

closing an illegal operation.  

10. Spillage from trucks and/or receptacles is a relatively frequent violation.  Illegal dumping 

by both the owner and operator are also relatively common violations issued by DSNY.  

Causing a street obstruction and the presence of noxious liquids were also reported 

frequently.   

11. The majority of parking violations issued by DSNY are in response to trucks standing or 

parking without proper equipment, or having a detached trailer.  Parking for over three 

hours in a commercial zone or parking in the wrong direction are also relatively common 

violations.  The transportation of loose cargo without a cover is the most commonly 

violated traffic rule, with 300 summonses issued by DSNY within Fiscal Year 2003.   

 

3.1.3.3 Conclusions and Recommendations 

 
In summary, Transfer Station enforcement quality has shown major improvements over the last 
decade due to the increased frequency of inspections.  However, further improvements can be 
made to improve the level of coordination within and between the City agencies responsible for 
enforcement, by creating a fully computerized system of inspection forms at the agency level.  
The improvements in productivity over manual collection and input of inspection data, as well as 
the overall benefit of a multi-agency coordinated enforcement structure, greatly justifies the 
investment of resources to create this system.  An accessible digital database that will heighten 
inter-agency cooperation and improve information management is the critical path to improving 
enforcement practices.  
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3.2 Volume II: Commercial Waste Generation and Projections 

 

Volume II: Commercial Waste Generation and Projections, reports the results of five different 

evaluations.  The reports and appendices providing the analyses and data in support of this 

Executive Summary are: 

 

Summary Report on Commercial Waste Generation and Projections 

 
Appendices: 

 
A: Facilities Estimate of Putrescible Waste Generation Year 2002 

B: Employment-Based Estimate of Putrescible Waste Generation Year 2002 

C: Commercial Putrescible Waste Disposed and Recycled: BIC-DSNY Carter Survey 

D: Commercial Putrescible Waste 20-Year Forecast 

E: Non-Putrescible Commercial Waste Quantification and Projections 

 

This volume examines the quantities of waste generated within the City that is collected and 

managed by private carters, i.e., the commercial waste stream.  DSNY regulates7 putrescible, 

non-putrescible and fill material Transfer Stations that are permitted to receive and process these 

categories of waste materials.  The NYSDEC also regulates8 the design, construction and 

operation of Transfer Stations.   

 

3.2.1 Scope of Analysis/Approach 

 

The Study employed three different methodologies to develop independent estimates of 

commercial putrescible waste quantities for the years 2002 and 2003, as described in Appendix 

A (Facilities Estimate of Putrescible Waste Generation Year 2002), Appendix B 

(Employment-Based Estimate of Putrescible Waste Generation Year 2002), and Appendix C 

                                                 
7 DSNY’s regulatory authorities derive from Titles 16, 17 and 25 of the NYCAC, Title 16 of RCNY and the CEQR Procedures.  
8 NYSDEC’s regulatory authority derives from Title 6 of NYCRR Part 360 and Title 6 NYCRR Part 617 under the state’s 
Environmental Conservation Law (ECL). 
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(Commercial Putrescible Waste Disposed and Recycled: BIC-DSNY Carter Survey) of 

Volume II.  The independent estimates were compared for reasonableness to the data obtained 

through DSNY’s Quarterly Transfer Station Report system (Quarterly Reports).  Quarterly 

Reports are required to be completed by DSNY-regulated Transfer Station operators/owners.  

The Quarterly Reports do not account for all of the commercial waste generated in the City.  

Waste not reflected in the Quarterly Reports includes waste that is disposed out-of-City or 

recycled commercial waste that does not pass through the City’s network of private Transfer 

Stations.  The waste quantity estimates developed from the other estimation methodologies 

corroborated the Quarterly Report data for quantities processed at City Transfer Stations. 

 

All these data sources were used to establish a new, year 2003 baseline estimate inclusive of the 

total commercial putrescible waste generated, i.e., disposed in and out of the City, and recycled.  

The new baseline year 2003 estimate accounts for the job loss effects of 9/11 and the subsequent 

economic recession, and therefore provides a sound starting point for projecting waste generation 

for the New SWMP Planning Period. 

 

These data sources were also compared to the year 2000 waste quantity estimates in the 

Preliminary Report (which did not include recycled material) and used as a basis for adjusting 

Preliminary Report estimates of putrescible waste disposed to eliminate inconsistencies in 

waste-type definitions and carter classifications, and to establish a revised year 2000 estimate of 

8,381 tpd disposed.  Comparing the year 2000 estimate of putrescible waste disposed with the 

2003 total net disposed (based on three quarters of DSNY Quarterly Reports and direct export 

totals estimated from the BIC-DSNY carter survey), shows a decline of 1,131 tpd, or 13.5%, in 

putrescible waste disposed over that period of time.  

 

The Facilities Estimate (Appendix A) relies upon DSNY’s Quarterly Reports for data on waste 

quantities delivered to Transfer Stations in the City in 2002.  Through an extensive survey effort, 

new data were collected on waste carted out-of-City for disposal and also on recycled waste from 

commercial sources in the City that was processed in or out of the City or directly exported to 

foreign sources.  Approximately 31% of the City’s commercial putrescible waste was recycled in 

2002. 
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The Employment-Based Estimate (Appendix B) used post-9/11 estimates of City employment 

that reflected the effects of the economic recession on employment, and relied on waste 

generation factors for commercial business sectors developed through a literature search.  These 

data were used to estimate citywide waste generation for the year 2002 as a function of 

employment in the City. 

 

The BIC-DSNY Carter Survey (Appendix C) assembled information from a survey of the City’s 

licensed carting industry conducted in the fall of 2003.  The surveys collected from all carters 

collecting in the City and followed up in person or via phone interviews, developed data that 

resulted in an estimate of commercial putrescible waste disposed and recycled in 2003 that 

included the quantities processed at in-City and out-of-City locations and quantities collected for 

recycling.  Approximately, 27% of the City’s commercial putrescible waste was recycled in 

2003, a decline of 4% from the prior year.  This decline is consistent with nationally reported 

data on paper markets. 

 

The 2003 baseline waste estimate was allocated among the five boroughs using collection route 

data obtained from the BIC-DSNY carter survey.  Based on this borough allocation, and using 

projected employment over this period, the quantity of commercial waste generated (both 

disposed and recycled) was forecast for the New SWMP Planning Period, for each borough.  The 

relative proportions of waste generated by each borough change as a function of changes in 

projected employment over time.  The forecast assumes that the percentage of materials recycled 

by each borough, would remain constant at 2003 levels for the New SWMP Planning Period.  

These projections are discussed in Appendix D: Commercial Putrescible Waste 20-Year 

Forecast. 

 

Quantities of non-putrescible waste, which include C&D debris and fill material, were estimated 

based upon waste generation rates derived from a literature search for three types of residential 

and commercial construction projects: new construction, demolition and renovation.  A 

regression analysis of data obtained from F.W. Dodge on actual and projected construction 

activity in the City in each of these respective areas over the period of 2000 to 2007 was used to 

develop projections of the generation of C&D waste over the New SWMP Planning Period.  

Non-building-related C&D, which would include clean fill, was estimated by obtaining waste 
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generation factors expressed as tons per $1,000 of activity.  These factors were applied to the 

value of this construction in the City obtained from F.W. Dodge.  Details of these estimates are 

discussed in Appendix E: Non-Putrescible Commercial Waste Quantification and Projections.  

 

The estimates of commercial putrescible and non-putrescible waste are relevant in determining 

the Transfer Station capacity required to serve the City’s businesses over the next 20 years. 

 

3.2.2 Findings 
 

� In 2003, approximately 3,085,370 tons, or 9,889 tpd, of putrescible waste and 
8,640,840 tons, or 27,695 tpd, of non-putrescible waste and clean fill material were 
generated by the commercial sector in the City.  Quantities of waste generated include 
that which is disposed and recycled.  

� In 2003, approximately 6,209 tpd of commercial putrescible waste9 were processed 
for disposal at in-City Transfer Stations and 1,039 tpd were processed at out-of-City 
facilities.  (Although some material is recycled at putrescible Transfer Stations, the 
vast majority is material destined for disposal.) An estimated 2,641 tpd were recycled 
directly. The quantities processed out-of-City represent a 21% increase over 2002.  

� Of the total commercial putrescible waste generated, 42% is generated in 
Manhattan10, 19% in Brooklyn, 13% in the Bronx, 20% in Queens and 5% in Staten 
Island.11 

� Overall, approximately 27% of the commercial putrescible waste was recycled in 
2003. 

� Quantities of commercial putrescible waste generated are anticipated to increase to 
approximately 3,414,000 tons, or 10,940 tpd by 2024, which represents an annual 
average rate of increase of 0.5%. 

� Quantities of non-putrescible commercial waste and clean fill are more difficult to 
predict in the future due to the variability in generation from year to year, but are 
anticipated to range from approximately 8.0 to 10.9 million tons, (25,640 to 
34,810 tpd), by the end of the New SWMP Planning Period. 

� The City’s commercial putrescible waste (disposed and recycled) is collected by 
approximately 124 licensed carters. 

                                                 
9 These quantities do not include DSNY-managed Waste processed at in-City Transfer Stations. 
10 Sixty-one percent (61%) of the City’s jobs are located in Manhattan. 
11 Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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3.3 Volume III: Converted Marine Transfer Stations – Commercial Waste Processing 
and Analysis of Potential Impacts 

 

3.3.1 Scope of Analysis/Approach 
 

LL74 requires the Study to consider whether the City’s MTS system could accommodate 

commercial waste as well.  When LL74 was adopted, the concept of developing an 

MTS Conversion Program for containerizing waste for long-term export was not established as a 

policy objective of the City.  Given this policy objective, addressing the issue of processing 

commercial waste at the Converted MTSs first required, as a foundation, an environmental 

review of the potential impacts associated with processing DSNY-managed Waste at the new 

facilities.  That environmental review, using CEQR methodologies, is reported in Volume III, 

Appendix A, MTS Environmental Evaluation, to this report.  It concludes that the 

DSNY-managed Waste generated in the wastesheds that historically delivered to the 

MTS system can be containerized for export without causing potentially unmitigatible significant 

adverse environmental impacts.  The next step was to analyze what impacts would result from 

the potential delivery of commercial putrescible waste to the Converted MTSs.   

 

It is important to emphasize that this assessment focuses solely on environmental considerations.  

It should not be interpreted as a general conclusion that export of commercial waste through the 

Converted MTSs is feasible.  Some of the additional factors that bear on the issue of feasibility 

that are not addressed in this report are: 

 

� The economics of export through the MTSs, which will be determined in part by 
proposals from private vendors for transport and disposal of containerized waste from 
the Converted MTSs.  The City has just received and begun evaluating these 
proposals.  Thus the economics of commercial waste export through the Converted 
MTSs is not yet known. 

� The types of business arrangements that the City would enter into with carters for 
exporting commercial waste through the MTSs are not yet defined. 

� Whether further development of the designs for the Converted MTSs will substantiate 
the operational assumptions or necessitate that the assumed operational capacity be 
reduced.  
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� The comparative cost of exporting through the existing private Transfer Stations 
could be more attractive.  

� The potential permit limitations that NYSDEC may place on the operation of the 
Converted MTSs. 

� The location of some MTSs in relation to the sources of commercial waste generation 
may not provide the same efficiencies and consequently be as attractive to private 
carters as delivering to private Transfer Stations.  

 

The evaluation of processing commercial putrescible waste at the Converted MTSs is an 

incremental analysis, complying with the CEQR procedures, that builds on the foundation of the 

Volume III, Appendix A, MTS Environmental Evaluation report.  The analysis of the potential 

on-site-related impacts associated with processing DSNY-managed Waste is based on the design 

capacities of the Converted MTSs and concluded that there were no unmitigatible significant 

adverse impacts.  Since commercial putrescible waste deliveries would not exceed these facility 

design capacities, the potential processing of some quantities of the City’s commercial 

putrescible waste would not cause any incremental significantly adverse impacts attributable to 

on-site operations.   

 

The analysis of off-site impacts associated with processing putrescible commercial waste 

required an incremental environmental review of the potential for on-site air quality and off-site 

(mobile) air quality and noise impacts attributable to delivery of such commercial waste. 

 

The starting point in evaluating the potential capacity available for commercial putrescible waste 

was defining a scenario for DSNY’s capacity requirements that reserved the block of time from 

8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. for processing DSNY-managed Waste and assumed that deliveries of 

DSNY-managed Waste during the 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. period would have priority over 

deliveries of commercial waste.  Table ES-2 summarizes: 

 

� The design capacity in tpd that each Converted MTS is capable of processing 
under a normal operations scenario;  

� The capacity reserved for DSNY-managed Waste; and  

� The potential available excess capacity at each of the Converted MTSs. 
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The column showing DSNY-managed Waste reserved capacity reflects the historical average 

peak day generation in the respective MTS wastesheds.  Under conditions of high peak 

generation, the MTSs can be operated to process DSNY-managed Waste in excess of the tpd 

quantities shown in the table.  

 
Table ES-2 

DSNY-managed Waste Reserved Capacity Scenario 
 

Converted MTS Facility 

Converted MTS 
Design Capacity(1) 

(tpd) 

DSNY-managed 
Waste Reserved 

Capacity 
(tpd) 

Excess 
Capacity, 

8:00 a.m. to 
8:00 p.m. 

(tons) 

Excess 
Capacity, 

 8:00 p.m. to 
8:00 a.m. 

(tons) 
West 135th Street 4,290 1,180 1,211 1,853 
East 91st Street 4,290 880 1,227 2,183 

West 59th Street(2) 2,145 880 279 956 
South Bronx 4,290 2,190 333 1,732 
North Shore 4,290 2,370 622 1,000 
Greenpoint 4,290 2,360 575 1,145 

Hamilton Avenue 4,290 2,170 630 1,337 
Southwest Brooklyn 4,290 1,090 1,418 1,725 

Totals 32,175 13,120 6,295 11,931 
Notes: 
(1) Based on operating MTSs under normal operating conditions.  Spare operating lines are not used to process 

waste. 
(2) West 59th Street is a lift and load operation, not an open top-loading slot system. 
tpd = tons per day 

 

Given the DSNY-managed Waste Reserved Capacity Scenario, a Commercial Waste Capacity 

Scenario was defined to determine the potential available capacity that could be used by private 

carters delivering waste from commercial sources.  This scenario identified the potential 

available capacity on an hourly basis at each Converted MTS, and provided the basis for 

evaluating the potential on-site air quality, off-site air quality and off-site noise impacts 

associated with the delivery of commercial waste in nighttime hours.  The maximum capacity 

potentially available for processing commercial waste was evaluated with a spreadsheet model 

that incorporates both Converted MTS design and operating parameters developed by the 

DSNY’s Consultant design team and arrival profiles for DSNY-managed Waste.  It is assumed 

that,  between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m., both DSNY-managed Waste and commercial 

waste could be received and processed at the Converted MTSs.  Table ES-3 summarizes the 
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results of this evaluation.  As shown in the “Potential Available Capacity, 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m.” 

column, the total capacity potentially available for processing commercial waste during this 

period totals 11,931 tons, allocated among the eight MTSs.  This does not take into account any 

environmental constraints that may limit the potential delivery of commercial waste. 

 

Table ES-3 
Available Potential Excess Capacity at Converted MTSs  

Based on the Capacity Reserved for DSNY-managed Waste 
 

Average Peak Day 

Converted 
MTS Facility 

Average Day 
Design 

Capacity (1) 

(tpd) 

 
Potential 
Available 
Capacity, 

Average Peak 
Day 
(tpd) 

Potential 
Available 
Capacity,  
8:00 a.m.  

to 
 8:00 p.m. 

(tons) 

Potential 
Available 
Capacity, 
8:00 p.m.  

to  
8:00 a.m. 

(tons) 

Potential 
Additional 
Number of 

Commercial 
Vehicles,  
8:00 p.m. 

 to  
8:00 a.m.(2) 

(per day) 

Maximum 
Number of 

DSNY 
Collection 
Vehicles,  
8:00 a.m. 

to 
8:00 p.m. 

(peak hour) 

Potential Range of 
Maximum Number of 
Collection Vehicles(3) 

8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. 
(peak hour) 

West 135th 
Street 4,290 3,110 1,211 1,853 175 30 20-22 
East 91st 
Street 4,290 3,410 1,227 2,183 199 28 19-21 
West 59th 
Street (4) 2,145 1,265 279 956 91 21 10-12 
South Bronx 4,290 2,100 333 1,732 163 64 21-23 
North Shore 4,290 1,920 622 1,000 95 39 24-26 
Greenpoint 4,290 1,930 575 1,145 109 61 22-24 
Hamilton 
Avenue 4,290 2,120 630 1,337 129 32 23-25 
Southwest 
Brooklyn 4,290 3,200 1,418 1,725 162 27 21-23 
Totals 32,175 19,055 6,295 11,931 1,123   

Notes: 
(1) Based on operating the MTSs under normal operating conditions.  Spare operating line is not used to process waste.   
(2) Assuming commercial collection vehicles deliver an average of 11 tons per truck.  (Field data indicates commercial 

collection vehicles average between 11 and 13 tons per truck.) 
(3) DSNY collection vehicles and commercial Waste Hauling Vehicles. 
(4) West 59th Street is a lift and load operation - not an open top-loading slot system. 

 

3.3.2 Findings 
 

3.3.2.1 Processing of Commercial Waste at the Converted MTSs 

 

1. The CEQR analyses in the MTS Environmental Evaluation show there are no potentially 

significant unmitigatible adverse environmental impacts associated with on-site 

processing of DSNY-managed Waste.  This would also apply to processing of 
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commercial waste at each converted MTS in the quantities shown in Table ES-3.  

However, further evaluation of potential on-site air quality, off-site noise and off-site air 

quality impacts from nighttime deliveries of commercial waste was required.   

2. The on-site air quality analysis of processing DSNY-managed Waste at some of the 

Converted MTS sites showed that using the facility average design capacity (including 

the processing of commercial waste) to estimate pollutants did not cause an exceedance 

of annual average standards.  

3. The off-site air quality analysis of processing DSNY-managed Waste at some of the 

Converted MTS sites showed that using the conservative assumption that peak hour 

conditions occur 24 hours per day (a Tier I analysis) resulted in unmitigatible 

environmental impacts for PM10 and PM2.5.  (See Section 10 of the individual chapters in 

the MTS Environmental Evaluation for these analyses.)  Therefore, a Tier II air quality 

analysis was also performed for deliveries of commercial waste at intersections near each 

of the Converted MTS sites.  The analysis used data on actual hourly traffic volumes on 

routes to and from the site and included the higher number of commercial collection 

vehicles assumed to deliver to each Converted MTS during the 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. 

period.  No significant adverse unmitigatible environmental off-site air quality impacts 

were identified. 

4. Evaluating the potential for off-site noise impacts required the use of a second-level noise 

screening analysis.  (See Section 3.14.5.2 of Volume III, Appendix A for a detailed 

explanation.)  The results of this analysis indicate that the number of potential 

commercial Waste Hauling Vehicles that could be routed to the MTSs during various 

hours within the 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. period must be limited to less than the available 

excess capacity to avoid causing potential impacts at sensitive receptors on the analyzed 

routes these vehicles might take to the MTSs.  The amount of available capacity that can 

potentially be used to process commercial waste during the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 

p.m. without causing any significant adverse noise impacts is summarized in Table ES-4.   
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Table ES-4 
Converted MTS  

Potential Commercial Waste Capacities Summary Table 
 

Converted MTS  
Design Capacity 

Potential Converted MTS 
Capacity with  

Off-Site Noise Constraints 

Location 

Total 
Potential 

Commercial 
Vehicles 
(per day) 

Potential 
Commercial 

Waste Tonnage 
 8 p.m. to  8 a.m. 

(tons) 

DSNY- 
managed Waste 

Delivered  
8 p.m. to 8 a.m. 

(tons) 

Total 
Potential 

Commercial 
Vehicles 
(per day) 

Potential 
Commercial 

Waste 
Tonnage 
8 p.m. to  

8 a.m. 
(tons) 

West 135th Street 175 1,853 301 95 1,029 

East 91st Street(1) 199 2,183 17 71 781 

West 59th 
Street(2) 91 956 114 91 956 

South Bronx(1) 163 1,732 433 150 1,611 

North Shore(3) 95 1,000 901 95 1,000 

Greenpoint(1)  109 1,145 793 109 1,145 

Hamilton 
Avenue(1) 129 1,337 710 124 1,306 

Southwest 
Brooklyn(4) 162 1,725 418 76 828 

Total 1,123 11,931 3,687 811 8,656 

Notes: 
(1) Need to use different routes for potential commercial Waste Hauling Vehicles to deliver the full amount of 

excess capacity for commercial waste. 
(2) Can take all potential commercial Waste Hauling Vehicles without any noise constraints. 
(3) There is a route to the North Shore Converted MTS that does not pass sensitive receptors that must be used 

from 12:00 a.m. to 6:00 a.m. to deliver the full amount available for commercial capacity.  The route should 
not be used at other times upon request from NYCDOT due to congestion that occurs at certain intersections 
along the route during daytime traffic hours. 

(4)  Outbound trucks passing 26th Street between Cropsey Avenue and Shore Road limit the number of inbound 
commercial Waste Hauling Vehicles that can be accommodated at the Southwest Brooklyn Converted MTS. 
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Since these results are based on a second-level screening for noise impacts, a detailed 

off-site noise analysis, utilizing FHWA TNM Version 2.1, is being performed to 

determine if noise impacts would actually occur at these sensitive receptor locations 

and/or if additional potential commercial Waste Hauling Vehicles could be routed to the 

MTS during the 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. hour, without causing unmitigatible significant 

adverse off-site noise impacts, to fully utilize the potentially available capacity of the 

MTSs.  The results of the off-site detailed noise analyses will be available at a later date. 

 

5. This evaluation of potential processing commercial waste at the Converted MTSs was 

limited to an environmental review that focused on traffic, on-site and off-site air quality 

and noise, and on-site odor impacts.   

 
3.3.2.2 Processing of DSNY-Managed Waste at the Converted MTSs 

 
This section summarizes key findings from Volume III, Appendix A, the MTS Environmental 

Evaluation, an environmental review of operations for the Converted MTSs in processing 

DSNY-managed Waste. 

 
1. Table ES-5 summarizes the facility design capacity assumptions and the assumed tons of 

DSNY-managed Waste processed during average peak days that were the basis of the 

MTS Environmental Evaluation.  The assumed tons of DSNY-managed Waste in this 

table vary from the tons shown in the DSNY-managed Waste Reserved Capacity 

Scenario Table ES-2.  This reflects a contingency added to DSNY average peak day 

deliveries to provide a margin of conservatism in the analysis. 

2. Based on the design capacity and operating assumption, described in more detail in 

Volume III, the MTS Environmental Evaluation found there were no unmitigatible 

significant adverse environmental impacts associated with processing the average peak 

day deliveries of DSNY-managed Waste.  The environmental evaluation demonstrates 

the Converted MTSs will enable export of DSNY-managed Waste in an efficient and 

environmentally sound manner.  This summary conclusion is supported by the 

environmental evaluation that addressed: Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy; 
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Table ES-5 
MTS Environmental Analysis Information 

 

Converted 
MTS Facility 

Total 
Number 

of 
Loading 

Slots 

DSNY-
managed 

Waste 
Average 

Peak Day 
Deliveries, 

(tons)(1) 

Number 
of 

DSNY-
Managed 
Vehicles, 
Average 

Peak Day

Average 
Day 

Design 
Capacity(2) 

(tpd) 

Peak-Hour 
Number of 

DSNY 
Collection 
Vehicles  

West 135th 
Street 4 1,416 222 4,290 30 
East 91st Street 4 1,093 130 4,290 28 
West 59th 
Street(3) 3 1,068 124 2,145 21 
South Bronx 4 2,804 363 4,290 64 
North Shore 4 2,672 329 4,290 39 
Greenpoint 4 3,387 423 4,290 61 
Hamilton 
Avenue 4 2,248 267 4,290 32 
Southwest 
Brooklyn 4 1,388 166 4,290 27 
Totals  16,076 2,024 32,175  

Notes: 
(1) All MTSs based on scale data from Fiscal Year 1998 received from the DSNY Bureau of Cleaning and 

Collection with a 20% contingency allowance, except for the South Bronx MTS.  South Bronx MTS data 
is based on Fiscal Year 1997 with a 20% contingency allowance.   

(2) Based on operating the MTS under normal operating conditions.  Spare operating line is not used to 
process waste.   

(3) West 59th Street is a lift and load operation - not an open top-loading slot system.  
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Socioeconomic Conditions; Neighborhood Character; Community Facilities and 

Services; Open Space and Parklands; Cultural Resources; Traffic and Transportation; Air 

Quality; Noise; Infrastructure and Energy and Solid Waste; Natural Resources (including 

Endangered Species and Habitats); Water Quality; Waterfront Revitalization Program; 

Hazardous Materials; and Urban Design and Visual Quality.  For the eight MTSs, the 

following measures were identified to mitigate estimated adverse impacts for traffic and 

on-site noise. 

 

� Traffic signal timing adjustments would mitigate estimated traffic impacts identified 
at five intersections near the South Bronx Converted MTS; three intersections near 
the Southwest Brooklyn Converted MTS; three intersections near the Greenpoint 
Converted MTS; two intersections near the Hamilton Avenue Converted MTS; one 
intersection near the West 135th Street Converted MTS; two intersections near the 
East 91st Street Converted MTS; and two intersections near the North Shore 
Converted MTS.  No traffic impacts were estimated at traffic study intersections 
identified near the West 59th Street Converted MTS. 

� Construction of a 20-foot-tall noise barrier located on the southern property line at the 
South Bronx Converted MTS would mitigate the potential noise impact on a nearby 
prison barge.  A 20-foot-tall noise barrier located on the southeast property line of the 
Southwest Brooklyn Converted MTS and a restriction on the number of nighttime 
arrivals of collection vehicles queuing on trucks and ramps would mitigate the 
potential noise impact on a nearby residential complex. 

� Subsurface site investigations at the Southwest Brooklyn, Greenpoint, and Hamilton 
Avenue Converted MTS sites are underway.  Results will be provided at a later date. 

 

These analyses and findings are detailed in the MTS Environmental Evaluation, the 

appendix to this volume. 

 

3.4 Volume IV: Evaluation of Waste Disposal Capacity Potentially Available to New 
York City 

 

This volume provides an assessment of disposal capacity available within seven states (Georgia, 

New York, New Jersey, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina and Virginia) for accepting City 

waste. 
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3.4.1 Scope of Analysis/Approach 
 

The survey was primarily based on interviews with landfill and waste-to-energy (WTE) 

operators and municipal solid waste management employees.  (The surveyed area includes states 

that can be reasonably accessed by truck transfer, ocean-going vessel transport, and rail.)   

 

In addition to conducting the surveys, data on historic market prices in the surveyed area were 

reviewed.  Historical market price information was gathered from Solid Waste Digest published 

reports. 

 

An attempt was made to develop a reasonable econometric model based on the survey results.  

The econometric model approach was formulated and a determination was made that the data 

gathered was not sufficient to obtain meaningful results, primarily due to the lack of responses 

from the landfill operators on questions concerning long-term contract tip fees.  Though the 

econometric model was not developed, the data was analyzed to estimate or determine: 

 
� The excess capacity at high-capacity12 landfills; 

� Trends of historical spot market disposal price (i.e., tip fee) levels; 

� Ownership of high-capacity landfills with rail access; 

� Comparison of tip fees at rail-accessible and non-rail-accessible landfills; and 

� Inflation-adjusted, real per ton tip fees. 

 
3.4.2 Findings 
 

The results of this assessment are summarized below: 

 
� In the list of high-capacity13 disposal sites, there are a number of mega-landfills  

(landfills with a substantially larger capacity than 1,000 tpd) in states within the mid-
Atlantic, Southeast and Midwest regions, exclusive of Pennsylvania and New York, 
that appear to have sufficient physical capacity to meet the additional demand of both 
DSNY-managed Waste and commercial waste generated by the City.  

                                                 
12 High-capacity landfills are those that accepted at least 1,000 tpd of municipal solid waste (MSW) in 2003. 
13 There were 87 high-capacity landfills identified in this report.  Of these 87 landfills, 30 have rail access and one 
has barge access.   
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� Dispose of all the DSNY-managed Waste and commercial waste generated by the 
City over the New SWMP Planning Period.  Most of the identified long-term disposal 
capacity is located more than 400 miles from the City and, therefore, is most likely 
economically accessible by rail, and to a lesser extent, by barge. 

� Assuming the continuation of existing regulatory policies, landfill capacity in 
Pennsylvania will continue to decrease, and real tip fees should increase.  (It is 
reasonable to assume, however, that some additional landfill capacity will be 
permitted to accommodate waste generated in Pennsylvania.)  Data gathered during 
2002 and 2003 indicate that there have been limited expansion/modification permits 
granted to mega-landfills in Pennsylvania, and while real (inflation-adjusted) spot 
market tip fee prices decreased over the six-year period of 1997 to 2003, these fees 
have increased in real dollars during the past two years (2002 to 2003).  Part, but not 
all, of this increase is due to the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Protection (PaDEP)-imposed $4.00 per ton fee applied to all solid waste disposed of 
in Pennsylvania municipal solid waste (MSW) landfills, which went into effect in 
June of 2002.  

� Assuming a relatively competitive marketplace, and given that there appears to be a 
sufficient amount of landfill capacity in the surveyed area, it is reasonable to expect 
that the long-term real (inflation-adjusted) contract tip fees in the surveyed area 
(exclusive of New York and Pennsylvania) will remain relatively stable in the near 
term. 

� The above conclusion assumes a relatively competitive marketplace for disposal 
capacity.  Two firms own approximately 70% of the high-capacity landfills with rail 
access, including 100% of the capacity in both Georgia and South Carolina, and more 
than 80% of the landfills meeting this criteria in Pennsylvania.  The result of this 
effective duopoly could lead to market conditions and pricing structures that deviate 
from normal, competitive marketplaces. 

 
3.5 Volume V: Manhattan Transfer Station Siting Report 

 
This study investigates and evaluates potential sites for locating new transfer stations in 

Manhattan. 

 
3.5.1 Scope of Analysis/Approach 

 
The purpose of this report is to evaluate the potential to develop Manhattan-based truck-to-barge 
or truck-to-rail transfer stations.  Facility conceptual designs and site plans were prepared to 
determine the feasibility of using each site as a transfer station, and research on land use 
regulations and applicable laws was also undertaken to identify other obstacles to development. 
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Five screening criteria were established, which, for further consideration, potential sites were 
required to meet.  These criteria were: 
 

� Technical and operationally feasible transfer station sites with the capability to 
process at least 1,000 tpd of waste. 

� Conformance to the zoning and proximity to sensitive-use criteria outlined in 
DSNY’s Siting Rules. 

� Adherence to legislative restrictions on the use of the site for transfer stations. 

� Suitability for export of waste by barge or rail. 

� Collection vehicle access from nearby truck routes. 
 

Four sites were evaluated: West 140th Street, Pier 42, West 30th Street and West 13th Street 

(Gansevoort Property).  None of these four sites currently serve or are permitted as waste transfer 

facilities. 

 
� The West 140th Street site was determined to be infeasible due to technical reasons.  

Specifically, there is insufficient property available to ramp trucks up to the required 
site level and at an acceptable grade due to the rail elevation.  Other operational 
problems included lack of maneuvering room, traffic problems and limited on-site 
parking.  In addition, the site is zoned M1 and is within 400 feet of Riverbank State 
Park. 

� The Pier 42 site has significant technical disadvantages.  Prohibitions against its use 
as a transfer station agreed to between the City and other parties present serious 
obstacles to its development as a transfer station.  In addition, it is located in an M1-4 
zone and is within 400 feet of a playground and park. 

� The West 30th Street site was determined to be infeasible for technical reasons.  It 
lies within two zones -- M1-6 and M2-3 -- and the portion located within the 
compliant M2-3 zone is too small to construct a 1,000 tpd transfer station.  In 
addition, due to the site’s limited size, rail operations would not be feasible, there 
would be insufficient space for storage of waste or for containers, there would be no 
room for on-site parking, and there would be limited queuing and maneuvering space. 

� The West 13th Street site is overseen and operated by the Hudson River Park Trust 
and is situated within the Hudson River Park.  It formerly served as the location of an 
MTS and is zoned M3-2.  In order for it to serve as a site for a new waste transfer 
facility, the state legislation that created the Hudson River Park would have to be 
amended.  Additionally, federal and state permits issued to allow for the development 
of the park, in particular those related to development over the water, would have to 
be modified.  Important obstacles exist to making this site a transfer station.   
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As a result of the considerations noted above, all four Manhattan sites were determined to either 

be technically infeasible or have significant legislative, zoning, land use and/or technical 

obstacles for the development of a private putrescible transfer stations. 

 

3.6 Volume VI: Waste Vehicle Technology Assessment 

 

This report consists of a survey of alternative fuels, new engine technologies and vehicle 

emission retrofit options that are appropriate for use on waste collection vehicles.  DSNY’s 

extensive experience in alternative fuels, engine technology and retrofit options research and the 

results of numerous successful pilot programs implemented by DSNY are highlighted.  The 

report assesses the advantages and disadvantages of the various options in terms of reducing 

consumption of fossil fuels and/or reducing vehicle emissions.  

 

3.6.1 Scope of Analysis/Approach 

 

The purpose of this evaluation is to explore the different types of alternative and clean fuel 

technologies available to determine which clean and alternative fuel technologies are most 

feasible for the unique demands of heavy-duty refuse haulers operating in the City.  The review 

presented in the Waste Vehicle Technology Assessment report weighs the economic, 

environmental and logistical advantages and disadvantages of various clean and alternative fuel 

technologies.  After thorough research and analysis of all available viable options, including 

several case studies, options that are best suited for heavy-duty refuse haulers operating in the 

City are presented. 

 

3.6.2 Findings 

 

The report found that clean diesel technology is best suited for the City’s refuse hauling vehicles.  

It provides substantial emission reduction benefits without having a major impact on fuel 

efficiency and cost.  Natural gas technologies are also well suited for the City’s refuse hauling 

vehicles.  However, the use of this technology entails significant infrastructure investment, and, 

because of high demand for natural gas, has greater cost uncertainties.  
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Clean Diesel Options 

 

The clean diesel options discussed in the report can cut vehicle emissions by 90% or more. 

 

Engine tune-ups are the least expensive way to reduce particulate matter (PM) emissions.  This 

emission reduction strategy can also lower operating costs, extend engine life and improve fuel 

economy.  However, it should be noted that repairs and maintenance of diesel engines tend to 

increase nitrogen oxide (NOX) emissions.   

 

In addition to tune-ups, in certain circumstances, the replacement of older diesel engines and 

equipment may be the most sensible and cost-effective emissions improvement options.  When 

old vehicles are replaced, fleet managers can substitute their oldest and worst emissions 

performers with new technology present in new diesel engines that are designed to produce much 

lower emissions. 

 

Sulfur found in fuel degrades the effectiveness and life of after-treatment devices by inhibiting 

the function of existing filters and catalysts.  By using ultra-low-sulfur diesel (ULSD) (which 

has a sulfur content of 15 parts per million [ppm] or less) and/or low-sulfur diesel fuel (sulfur 

content between 30 ppm and 15 ppm), there can be improvements in the performance of 

after-treatment technologies seeking to reduce emission levels.  However, ULSD fuel only 

reduces PM and SO2 emissions.  Without after-treatment devices, it does not reduce emissions 

such as hydrocarbons (HC), CO or NOX emissions.  Some operating and maintenance concerns 

associated with ULSD fuel include a slightly lower fuel economy as compared with regular 

diesel, and concerns regarding the lubrication properties of the fuel.  DSNY, a leader in 

experimenting with heavy-duty refuse vehicles, currently has 600 of its 2,040 refuse collection 

trucks using low-sulfur diesel fuel. 
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Diesel oxidation catalysts (DOCs) devices are considered the most proven of after-treatment 

options and can be used with existing or used engines to pollute less by retrofitting them.14  

According to the Diesel Technology Forum, emissions benefits include reductions of total PM by 

20% to 50% and CO and HC by 60% to 90%.15  They do not reduce NOX emissions. 

 

Diesel particulate filters (DPFs), when used with ULSD fuel, can reduce PM emissions by 50% 

to 90%, and HC and CO emissions by as much as 90%.  However, like oxidation catalysts, these 

devices do not reduce NOX emissions. 

 

Although the use of DOCs and DPFs is not yet widely available for waste collection trucks, tests 

are ongoing that are assessing the use of these after-treatment options.  DSNY is taking the lead 

in testing these technologies.  

 

Another emission reduction strategy is to use exhaust gas recirculation to decrease NOX levels.  

With the new, lower-sulfur diesel fuels, production of sulfuric acid will be minimized.  This 

technology can reduce NOX emissions by as much as 40%, and can also be used with engines 

being retrofitted. 

Selective catalytic reduction (SCR) has been used for over 15 years to reduce NOX emissions 

from stationary sources.  Emission reductions include NOX by 75% to 90%, HC reductions up to 

80% and PM reductions of 20% to 30%.  

 

Currently, NOX catalysts are being experimented with in the United States on retrofitted 

vehicles.  Two NOx catalyst technologies, “lean NOX catalyst” and “NOX absorber,” are 

currently being developed, and can reduce NOX emissions up to 70%.   

Natural Gas 

 
The main incentive for choosing natural gas as an alternative fuel for heavy-duty refuse trucks is 

the emissions benefits.  Studies of heavy-duty engines running on compressed natural gas (CNG) 

                                                 
14 Diesel Technology Forum, Clean Air, Better Performance, 2003.  
 
15 Ibid.  
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and diesel have shown that engines fueled with CNG emit significantly less PM (80% to 

90% less) and NOX (50% to 60% less) emissions than diesel engines.  Another benefit of using a 

CNG engine is the reduction of engine noise, as CNG engines are significantly quieter than 

diesel engines.  Furthermore, investing in CNG facilities now will ease future transitions to 

hydrogen fuel cells as a vehicle-fueling source.16 

 
One of the major disincentives to creating a CNG refuse truck fleet is the cost related to 

purchasing the trucks and the infrastructure needed for a CNG facility.  A CNG trash hauler can 

cost up to $70,000 more than a conventional diesel truck.  In addition, the cost of a CNG facility 

with fueling, proper ventilation and leakage alarms can cost $500,000 to $1,250,000 to 

construct.17  Another disadvantage of CNG is that most of the natural gas used in CNG engines 

comes from reserves in North America.  Due to unmet demand for natural gas in the U.S., 

natural gas has seen extreme price fluctuations.  In addition to the high costs, other issues, such 

as lower fuel efficiency than conventional diesel garbage trucks (due to heavier weight and 

longer size of vehicles), limited vehicle range, and high methane (CH4) and CO2 emissions, must 

be considered. 

 

Other Available Technologies 

 

The report also evaluates the costs and benefits of other alternatives, including biodiesel, fuel 

cells, battery electric, propane, ethanol, methanol, and hybrid electric vehicles (HEVs), but none 

were deemed as promising and cost effective to DSNY as the clean diesel and natural gas 

options.   

 

Based on this report, DSNY should consider the following options: 

 

� Continuing to utilize and experiment with ULSD fuel and clean diesel technology in 
existing vehicles with the goal of all diesel vehicles, currently in operation, utilizing 
clean diesel technology to meet USEPA 2004 and 2007 emissions standards. 

                                                 
16 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
17 Ibid.  
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� Continuing to make clean diesel technology the preferred vehicle standard for new 
heavy-duty refuse vehicle purchases. 

� Continuing to test and compare alternative fuel exhaust emissions in order to evaluate 
hybrid electric refuse vehicles. 

� Continuing to pursue its CNG heavy-duty program, so that DSNY will be able to take 
advantage of potential advancements in CNG technology and fuel cell technology. 

� Continuing to develop partnerships with fuel suppliers, original equipment 
manufacturers (OEMs) and infrastructure providers in order to help reduce the cost of 
clean fuel implementation. 

� For light-duty vehicles, continuing with ethanol purchase and plans for ethanol 
fueling facilities. 

� Utilizing government grants and economic incentives to offset the higher costs 
associated with natural gas, hybrid electric and ethanol vehicles. 

 

Private waste haulers in the City should consider these options:  

 

� Retrofitting old diesel vehicles with clean diesel technology. 

� Beginning to use ULSD ahead of June 2006 mandate. 

� Deploying and purchasing clean diesel vehicles now to avoid future expenses that 
will be needed to meet new strict USEPA emission standards. 

� Utilizing government grants and economic incentives to help offset the incremental 
capital costs associated with natural gas refuse vehicles. 

� In conjunction with infrastructure supplier and engine manufacturers, exploring the 
future option of CNG heavy-duty refuse vehicles. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

LOCAL LAW 74 OF 2000 

 



 Int. No. 842/Local Law 74 of 2000 
 

By The Speaker (Council Member Vallone), Council Members Michels, Robles, 
Fisher, Rodriguez, DiBrienza, Boyland, Carrion, Fiala, Marshall, Provenzano, 
Quinn, Oddo, Clarke, Dear, Malave-Dilan, Eisland, Espada, Foster, Linares, 
Moskowitz, Nelson, O’Donovan, Pinkett, Abel, Golden, Stabile and Ognibene (in 
conjunction with the Mayor) 

 
 
A Local Law to amend the administrative code of the city of New York, in relation 
to requiring a comprehensive study of the commercial solid waste management 
system within New York city. 
 
Be it enacted by the Council as follows: 
 

Section 1.  Declaration of Legislative Intent and Findings. The legislatively 

mandated closure of the Fresh Kills Landfill by January 1, 2002 opens a new era 

in solid waste management in New York City and affords an opportunity to 

reexamine all aspects of how solid waste is managed, including that generated 

by the commercial sector. Moreover, New York City must now begin 

development of its next Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan. 

Until the late 1980s, private carters paid a tipping fee to dispose of solid 

waste in the City’s Fresh Kills landfill. In 1988, the tipping fee was raised to 

discourage private carters from using the Fresh Kills landfill in order to extend 

the landfill’s useful life. This resulted in increased amounts of solid waste being 

sent to private transfer stations in New York City and the region. 

Solid waste transfer stations and the trucks transporting waste to and 

from those facilities may generate such problems as dust, debris, noise, odors, 

air pollutants, vermin and traffic congestion. The Council is concerned that 

transfer stations and private carters in New York City may need more regulation 
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in order to protect the communities in which they are located and conduct 

business and to ensure effective enforcement of the rules governing their 

operation. 

The Council finds that a comprehensive study of the commercial solid 

waste management system within the City of New York is critical in order to 

enable the City to assess and plan for management of both the residential and 

commercial waste streams in the most efficient manner, to minimize the 

potential adverse impacts on the City’s residential and business communities and 

the environment, and to assist in developing a new comprehensive solid waste 

management plan. 

 §2.  The administrative code of the city of New York is amended by 

adding a new section 16-134 to read as follows: 

§16-134 Comprehensive study of commercial solid waste management 

system required. a. 1.  “Long haul transport vehicle” shall mean any motor 

vehicle used to remove solid waste or other material from a putrescible or non-

putrescible solid waste transfer station for final disposal, reuse or recycling.    

2.  “Private carter” shall mean any individual or business entity required to 

obtain a license from the trade waste commission pursuant to subdivision a of 

section 16-505 of this title. 

3. “Trade waste commission” shall mean the New York city trade waste 

commission as established by section 16-502 of this title. 
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b. The department, in consultation with the trade waste commission, shall 

enter into one or more contracts for the performance of a comprehensive study 

of the existing commercial solid waste management system within the city of 

New York. In performing the study, the department and/or the contractor or 

contractors shall solicit and consider the views of elected officials, the citywide 

recycling advisory board, the borough solid waste advisory boards and the 

public, including residents of affected communities, environmental advocacy 

organizations, transfer station operators, private carters, business entities and 

academicians, and respond to substantive issues raised. The study shall include, 

but need not be limited to, an analysis of the following:  

1. the effectiveness of procedures employed and the criteria applied by 

the department for the issuance and renewal of permits for the operation of 

putrescible and non-putrescible solid waste transfer stations in minimizing 

potential adverse environmental, economic and public health impacts on the 

communities in which such transfer stations are located by examining such 

issues as (i) the effectiveness of the criteria applied by the department to the 

siting of putrescible and non-putrescible solid waste transfer stations, including 

the aggregate effect of the geographic proximity of solid waste transfer stations 

to each other and (ii) the scope and effectiveness of the operational restrictions 

imposed upon putrescible and non-putrescible solid waste transfer stations, 

including the hours of operation and any performance standards established in 

the zoning resolution of the city of New York;  
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 2.  the manner in which all applicable laws, rules and regulations relating 

to the operation of putrescible and non-putrescible solid waste transfer stations, 

private carters and long haul transport vehicles are enforced, including who 

should be responsible for such enforcement, and the effectiveness of such 

enforcement in obtaining compliance with such laws, rules and regulations and in 

minimizing potential environmental, economic and public health impacts and an 

analysis of rules relating to routes for transporting material to or from such 

transfer stations; 

 3. the means and potential effects of limiting the number and capacity of 

putrescible and non-putrescible solid waste transfer stations in the city; 

 4.  the size and type of vehicles that should be authorized to transport 

solid waste to or from putrescible and non-putrescible solid waste transfer 

stations and fuel-type requirements for such vehicles;  

 5. whether putrescible and non-putrescible solid waste transfer stations 

and city-owned marine transfer stations should receive and process both 

residential and commercial solid waste and the options for transporting such 

solid waste to and from such transfer stations, including an analysis of potential 

environmental, economic and public health impacts; and 

 6. potential environmental, economic and public health impacts on 

communities in which large numbers of privately-owned putrescible and non-

putrescible solid waste transfer stations are located such as, but not limited to, 
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potential impacts related to air quality, water quality, odors, traffic congestion 

and noise. 

 c. The study required by subdivision b of this section, and a report 

containing a detailed analysis of the findings of such study, as well as 

recommendations based on such analysis and findings, shall be completed no 

later than eighteen months after registration of the consultant contract and at 

least two months before the next draft comprehensive solid waste management 

plan is submitted to the council or the New York state department of 

environmental conservation. Such report shall be submitted to the mayor and the 

council immediately upon its completion. A preliminary report containing data 

necessary to perform the analyses described in subdivision b of this section shall 

be submitted by the department to the mayor and the council during or before 

the last quarter of calendar year two thousand one. 

 d. Such study shall be performed and such report shall be prepared in a 

manner designed to assist in the preparation of the next comprehensive solid 

waste management plan for the city of New York required by section 27-0107 of 

the New York state environmental conservation law. 

 §3.  This local law shall take effect immediately.   
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CITY OF NEW YORK 
DEPARTMENT OF SANITATION 

COMMERCIAL WASTE MANAGEMENT STUDY 
FINAL SCOPE OF WORK 

 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

The New York City (City) Department of Sanitation (DSNY) collects and/or disposes of waste 

generated by residences, institutions, not-for-profit organizations, DSNY lot cleaning operations, 

and other City, state and federal agencies (hereinafter referred to as DSNY-managed Waste1).  

Private waste carting companies collect and dispose of waste from commercial sources in the 

City.  Both DSNY and private companies recycle materials, including paper, cardboard, metal, 

glass and plastic. 

 

DSNY has the responsibility to manage all of the waste generated in the City and to develop a 

new Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (New Plan) for both DSNY-managed Waste 

and commercial waste for the planning period 2004 through 2024.  Because the City has no 

operating landfill, incinerator or resource recovery facilities, pursuant to interim export contracts, 

all DSNY-Managed Waste is either transferred from private transfer stations within the City or 

carted out of the City in DSNY collection vehicles for transfer and/or disposal at facilities 

outside of the City. Except for DSNY-managed Waste transferred out of the Bronx, DSNY’s 

interim export arrangements depend on truck transport.  Under its long-term export program, the 

City is converting its existing Marine Transfer Stations (MTSs), designed to transfer waste in 

open hopper barges to the now-closed Fresh Kills landfill, into facilities that containerize waste 

for transport by container barge. It is anticipated that the waste will reach a disposal facility 

through a combination of barge and/or rail movements.  Since 1989, when DSNY raised the fees 

for private waste disposal at Fresh Kills, the City’s commercial waste has been carted or 

transferred from the City by truck, much of it through private transfer stations located in the City.    

 

                                                 
1 DSNY-managed Waste is solid waste that DSNY collects from all residential households in the City and the 

institutional waste of City, state and federal agencies that DSNY collects and/or for which DSNY arranges 
disposal. 
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The Commercial Waste Management Study (Study), described herein, addresses issues related to 

the management of commercial waste in the City. Private waste transfer stations process three 

categories of waste: (i) putrescible waste (garbage that can cause odors); (ii) non-putrescible 

waste (typically including construction and demolition debris and/or other recyclable materials 

that do not cause odors); (iii) and clean fill (a subset of non-putrescible, but handling only 

excavated dirt, rock, concrete, gravel, stone, asphalt millings or sand).  At putrescible waste 

transfer stations, waste is transferred to long haul trucks or rail cars for export.  Non-putrescible 

waste transfer stations and clean fill transfer stations typically engage in sorting, crushing and 

processing of material; therefore, much of the material that they receive is recycled or reused.  

 
Under the City’s Zoning Resolution, transfer stations can be sited in the City’s industrial zones 

(manufacturing districts M1, M2, and M3).  Zoning performance standards for such districts 

establish standards for the emission of odors and dust, vibration, heat, glare, and explosive 

hazard.  M1 districts have the highest performance standards, M2 districts have medium 

performance standards and M3 districts have the least restrictive performance standards.  DSNY 

and the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) issue permits 

regulating the design and operation of private transfer stations in the City. Applicants for permits 

must also submit an Environmental Assessment Statement, which assesses all impacts the 

facility and operation would have on the surrounding environment.  NYSDEC and DSNY act as 

co-lead agencies in the environmental review process for such permits.  DSNY rules for 

permitting putrescible waste transfer stations were adopted in 1991.  In 1998, the City adopted 

Siting Rules that increased the restrictions on where transfer stations could be located.  There are 

now 69 operating transfer stations, including 22 stations handling putrescible waste, 25 stations 

handling non-putrescible waste and 22 stations handling only clean fill.  

 
To help determine whether transfer stations and private carters in the City may need more 

regulation to ensure effective enforcement of the rules governing their operation, the City 

Council enacted Local Law 74 (LL 74), effective December 19, 2000, requiring a comprehensive 

assessment of commercial solid waste management in the City.  The Study is intended to enable 

the City to assess and plan for management of the commercial waste stream in the most efficient 

manner, to minimize potential adverse impacts on the City’s residential and business 

communities and the environment, and to assist in developing the New Plan.   
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In June 2002, DSNY published a Preliminary Report, required to be issued in compliance with 

LL 74, that contained data on the volumes, types, origins and destinations of the commercial 

waste managed by private companies in the New York Metropolitan area, and included 

information on residential and institutional waste collected by DSNY and managed through 

commercial waste transfer stations following the phased closure of Fresh Kills.  The Study 

proposed to be undertaken now, among other things, will analyze and assess the adequacy and 

impacts of the siting, permitting, operations and regulation of commercial waste transfer stations. 

 

In March 2003, DSNY proposed rules that would temporarily restrict (until July 31, 2004) the 

permitting of new waste transfer stations, except intermodal facilities.  The proposed rules would 

allow putrescible facility expansions upon the completion of the City Environmental Quality 

Review process; putrescible expansions would be prohibited in Brooklyn Community Board 1 

and Bronx Community Board 2, unless equivalent capacity were closed within the same 

community board. DSNY held a hearing to receive public comments in April 2003 and expects 

to publish the final text of the temporary restrictions shortly.  DSNY anticipates that it will draft 

and publish proposed permanent siting rules after the issuance of the Study Report and a review 

of its recommendations.  The proposed rules and the transcript of the April hearing appear on the 

DSNY website. 

 

In developing the Draft Scope of Work for the Study (Draft Study Scope), DSNY conducted a 

series of meetings in November and December of 2002 to solicit comments from elected 

officials, the public, the Citywide Recycling Advisory Board (CRAB), the Borough Solid Waste 

Advisory Boards (SWABs), Community Boards, environmental organizations, academics and 

other interested organizations.  A public meeting was held in each borough on the following 

dates: 

 
� Brooklyn – November 18, 2002 

� Queens – November 19, 2002 

� Staten Island – November 20, 2002 

� Manhattan – November 25, 2002 

� Bronx – December 2, 2002 
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DSNY invited the public to speak at these meetings, and to submit written comments through 

December 16, 2002.  The transcripts of the public meeting testimonies were posted on DSNY’s 

website in tandem with the Draft Study Scope.   

 

DSNY and its consultants prepared the Draft Study Scope to reflect public comments and the 

specific requirements of LL 74, as discussed above.  On March 3, 2003, the Draft Study Scope 

was posted on the DSNY website (www.nyc.gov/sanitation) for further public comment for a 

period of 21 days, until March 24, 2003. Concurrently, the Draft Study Scope was mailed to all 

elected officials and Community Boards, the CRAB, the SWABs and to individuals who 

attended the public meetings held in 2002 and/or submitted comments in connection with the 

development of the Draft Study Scope.  A sample letter enclosing the Study Scope and 

describing the public comment process established to finalize the Study Scope was posted on 

DSNY’s website in tandem with the Draft Study Scope. 

 

Public Comments on the Draft Study Scope 

 

Public comments received both during and after the established public comment period consisted 

of nineteen letters (three from elected officials, two from solid waste industry respresentatives, 

one from a national environmental organization, four from City solid waste advisory boards, six 

from neighborhood organizations or coalitions and three from special interest representatives). 

The letters were reviewed and considered by DSNY and the consultant team in preparation for 

the issuance of this Final Study Scope.  

 

The majority of comments highlighted issues already addressed in the Draft Study Scope. 

Among these were requests that the consultant team:  

 

� Investigate potential transfer station sites in Manhattan;  

� Consider waste management strategies such as flow control and commercial waste 
franchising; 

� Acknowledge the economic value of a robust commercial waste management system; 

� Develop data on recyclables destinations;  

� Consider the use of bio-diesel as an alternative fuel; 
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� Consider the decline in waste after the events of September 11th and Preliminary 
Report data in developing capacity projections for the planning period; 

� Consider the economics of the fee structure for accepting commercial waste at the new 
MTSs; 

� Evaluate incentives to barge and rail transfer; 

� Consider the value to the City of reserve capacity when evaluating facility impacts; 

� Analyze PM10 and PM2.5 air impacts;  

� Use, to the extent available, Business Integrity Commission information to develop 
waste routing, generation and origination data; and 

� Solicit and consider community concerns. 

 
As a result of these comments, DSNY and the consultant team are taking specific note of the 

concerns raised and will amplify the discussion in the Study Report to address these concerns.  

 

The remaining comments contained suggestions that did not result in Study Scope changes; 

many focused on issues that fall outside the Study Scope, but will be addressed in the 

development of the New Plan. These comments included suggestions on:  

  
� Proposed alternatives to MTS containerization sites;  

� MTS containerization design;  

� MTS containerization environmental review; 

� Alternative waste processing and disposal technologies; 

� Grandfathering existing transfer facilities; 

� Performance standards in specific zoning use groups; 

� Communities to be considered as additional Study Areas; 

� Transfer station site investigations outside of Manhattan; 

� A Study advisory panel; 

� Targeted outreach to be required in the development of the New Plan; 

� Programmatic waste prevention, recycling and composting issues appropriately 
addressed in the New Plan; and  

� Commercial/institutional food waste disposers more appropriate for study by the New 
York City Department of Environmental Protection.   
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Scope Changes 
 
In addition to text changes in this Introduction that describe the content and consideration of 

public comments received, the issuance of the Final Study Scope, updating the definition of 

clean fill to include asphalt millings, and proposed transfer station temporary siting restrictions, 

revisions to the Final Study Scope correct formatting and typographical errors and reflect: 

 
� Changes in the availability and form of the base data to be relied on to develop 

estimates on waste generation, including employment-based estimates of commercial 
waste generation (see Section 2.0 paragraph 1; Section 3.0 Summary of Task 4.1; 
Subtasks 4.1.2, 4.1.4 and 4.1.6); 

� The addition of neighborhood character as an element of impact assessments (see 
Section 3.0 Summary of Task 4.2 and Task 4.4; Subtasks 4.2.2, 4.4.1 and 4.4.3); 

� Changes in the predictive quality of information to be relied on to develop economic 
trend analysis on waste transportation and disposal markets and costs (see Section 3.0 
Summary of Task 4.3; Task 4.3);  

� New survey data to be generated by the City’s Business Integrity Commission (see 
Section 3.0. Summary of Task 4.1; Subtask 4.1.3); and 

� DSNY’s extensive experience with alternative fuels and engine controls (see Section 
3.0 Summary of Task 4.7; Task 4.7). 

 
The Final Study Scope can also be obtained in printed form through a request directed to the 

DSNY Contact Person: 

 
Harry Szarpanski, Assistant Commissioner 
New York City Department of Sanitation 

Bureau of Long Term Export 
44 Beaver Street, 12th Floor 

New York, New York 10004 
Fax: (212) 269-0788 

 
It is anticipated that the Study and accompanying report (Study Report) containing findings and 

recommendations will be issued in March 2004.  There will be public involvement in reviewing 

the draft findings and recommendations that result from the Study.  Thereafter, findings and 

recommendations that DSNY proposes to incorporate in the New Plan will be subject to public 

comment during the public review process for the New Plan.  The environmental impact of the 

implementation of such recommendations proposed for inclusion in the New Plan will be 

evaluated in the Draft EIS prepared to support the adoption of the New Plan. 
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1.1 Summary of Objectives  
 

In assessing the current regulations of commercial transfer stations as mandated by LL 74, the 

Study will evaluate the need for and may recommend changes in the regulatory system, 

including the strategies, incentives, new regulations and new legislation necessary to implement 

these recommendations.  These recommendations may address: 

 

� The siting and operation of private transfer stations and waste collection operations; 

� The future demand for commercial transfer capacity and evaluating long-term 
economic trends affecting waste disposal; and 

� The means of facilitating a transition from the current mode of truck-based export to 
export by barge and/or rail.  

 

1.1.1 Requirements of Local Law 74 of 2000, New York Administrative Code 

§16-134 

 

LL 74 mandates that the Study address the following:  

 

1. Permitting Criteria, Environmental Review and Mitigation 
 

The effectiveness of DSNY permitting procedures and criteria in minimizing 
potential adverse environmental, economic and public health impacts on the 
communities in which privately-owned transfer stations (Transfer Stations) are 
located by examining such issues as the:  

 
� Effectiveness of the criteria applied by DSNY to the siting of Transfer Stations 

[16 RCNY 4-32], including the aggregate effect of the geographic proximity of 
solid waste transfer stations to each other; and 

� Scope and effectiveness of the operational restrictions imposed upon Transfer 
Stations, including the hours of operation and any performance standards 
established in the New York City Zoning Resolution. 

 
2. Regulatory Enforcement; Truck Traffic 

 
The manner in which all applicable laws, rules and regulations relating to the 
operation of Transfer Stations, private carters and long haul transport vehicles are 
enforced, including: 
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� Who should be responsible for such enforcement; 

� The effectiveness of such enforcement in obtaining compliance with such laws, 
rules and regulations and in minimizing potential environmental, economic and 
public health impacts; and 

� Analysis of rules relating to routes for transporting material to or from such 
transfer stations. 

 
3. Limits on Transfer Stations 
 

The means and potential effects of limiting transfer station capacity in the City. 
 

4. Waste Transportation Vehicles 
 

The size and type of vehicles that should be authorized to transport solid waste and 
the fuel-type requirements for such vehicles. 

 
5. Processing of DSNY-managed Waste and Commercial Waste in the same Facility 
 

Whether private Transfer Stations and the City’s MTSs should receive and process 
both residential and commercial solid waste, and the options for transporting such 
solid waste to and from such Transfer Stations, including an analysis of potential 
environmental, economic and public health impacts. 

 
 

6. Impacts of Relative Concentrations of Transfer Stations 
 

Potential environmental and public health impacts on communities in which 
concentrations of Transfer Stations are located such as potential impacts related to air 
quality, water quality, odors, traffic congestion and noise. 

 

1.1.2 Other Study Objectives 

 

Other objectives of the Study are to:  

 

� Provide for the projected need for transfer station capacity over the planning period for 
the New Plan;  

� Further refine information in the Preliminary Report on the quantity of commercial 
waste generated in the City; and 

� Evaluate trends in the supply and cost of waste disposal capacity that will be available 
to the City.  
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1.2 Scope Organization 

 

Section 2.0 of this Scope summarizes the issues that will be addressed in the Study. Section 3.0 

describes the detailed analyses and methodologies that will be applied by DSNY’s Consultant 

Team to evaluate these issues. 
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2.0 SUMMARY OF ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED  
 

The following summarizes the issues to be evaluated in the Study:  

 
1. In June 2002, DSNY published a Preliminary Report in accordance with the 

requirements of LL 74 that contained information on commercial waste quantities by 
type and borough of origin that had been collected and analyzed by DSNY and its 
consultants from sources such as available reporting systems and interviews with 
waste management companies involved in aspects of the commercial waste 
management business.  As noted in the Preliminary Report, there is no single 
comprehensive system for recording data on commercial waste generation in the City.  
Furthermore, the data in the Preliminary Report were for the calendar year 2000, and 
the events of September 11, 2001 and the subsequent decline in business activity in 
the City since 2000 have all affected commercial waste generation.  The Study will 
apply methods to adjust the year 2000 data to year 2002 to account for these 
economic effects.  Additionally, the Study will evaluate and apply alternative 
methods to those used in the Preliminary Report to supplement existing estimates of 
commercial waste generation.  The recycled material in the commercial waste stream 
that is not accounted for in the Preliminary Report data will also be quantified.  The 
Study will project changes in commercial waste generation over the New Plan period 
based on an employment forecast for the same period.  

 
2. The Study will assess: (i) the means and potential effects of limiting the number of 

privately owned/managed putrescible and non-putrescible commercial waste transfer 
capacity in the City over the 20-year New Plan horizon; and (ii) the potential effects 
of converting the City’s Marine Transfer Stations (MTSs) to containerization 
facilities for the export of commercial waste.  The assessment of MTS conversion to 
commercial waste export will consider technical feasibility, the potential for 
environmental impacts, and economic viability.  Beyond the use of converted MTSs, 
the Study will assess the potential for additional barge or rail-based waste transfer 
capacity for the commercial waste generated in midtown and downtown Manhattan. 

 
3. The Study will evaluate the volume of out-of-City waste disposal capacity that is 

economically accessible by export in transfer trailers from the City.  If the Study 
projects a decline, the Study will also identify the means to encourage a shift in 
commercial waste transport operations to barge or rail modes to ensure access to 
more remote disposal sites. 

 
4. The Study will identify Community Districts in which commercial waste transfer 

stations are currently most concentrated, evaluate whether the types of potential 
impacts referenced in LL 74 may be attributable to the operation of these facilities, 
and, if so, evaluate remedial measures. 

 
5. The Study will evaluate the effectiveness of existing regulations and the potential 

need for improved enforcement practices and/or new regulations that could prevent or 
minimize impacts on the City’s residents and businesses that are attributable to 
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transfer operations.  As appropriate, the Study will recommend means of improving 
enforcement of existing regulations or the adoption of new regulations to address 
identified problems. 

 
6. The Study will identify and evaluate the effectiveness of potential new policy 

initiatives that could improve the overall long-term utility of the commercial waste 
transfer system to the City and mitigate or minimize impacts associated with 
commercial waste transfer operations. 

 
7. The Study will assess means of reducing the potential for impacts, such as air 

emissions and noise, associated with the operation of private collection and long haul 
vehicles. 

 

The Study will produce a summary of findings and recommendations from the evaluations of the 

issues defined above. These findings and recommendations, with associated technical analyses, 

will provide a framework for consideration of the policies proposed for the management of 

commercial waste in the New Draft Plan. 
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3.0 TASK OVERVIEW 

 

This Section 3.0 summarizes the objective and content of the detailed Task descriptions and 

methodologies presented in Section 4.0. 

 

Summary of Task 4.1 Quantification of Commercial Waste 

 

The waste quantification effort includes six Subtasks that focus on refining the commercial waste 

data contained in the Preliminary Report.  The approach involves making certain updates to the 

Preliminary Report data and applying alternative methods of estimating waste generation.  The 

information obtained will be compared to the Preliminary Report estimates, and will supplement 

or refine the information contained therein.  These Subtasks include the following: 
 

� The Preliminary Report data was from the calendar year 2000. In the intervening 
period, the events of September 11, 2001 and the economic decline of the City’s 
economy are assumed to have affected commercial waste generation. Additionally, 
some of the data in the Preliminary Report reflect the fact that, at that time, the City 
was still disposing of some waste at Fresh Kills. Subtask 4.1.1 describes the method 
that will be used to update and/or adjust the Preliminary Report data to provide a 
foundation for forecasting future year commercial waste generation. 

 
� Subtask 4.1.2 will apply an alternative waste estimation methodology.  Employment-

based waste generation factors derived from multiple sources, year 2000 Census data 
on employment categorized in two-digit SIC codes, and adjusted employment forecast 
data through 2025 will be used to develop a long-term forecast of commercial waste 
generation.  Additionally, similar factors applicable to commercially-generated 
recyclables will be used to characterize and quantify the recycled fraction of 
commercial waste.  Estimates of recycled quantities will be supplemented and refined 
through contact with large generators, recyclers, and end users  (i.e., paper mills and 
dealers) in the region. 

 
� To develop Subtask 4.1.3 data, DSNY and the consultant team will rely on a survey 

being performed by the Business Integrity Commission (BIC), which regulates the 
commercial waste carting industry in the City, for information on carter collection 
routes and types of businesses served.  Additionally, information will be sought on the 
garaging and dispatching of collection vehicles by carters serving the Manhattan 
business districts and the City as a whole. 

 
� The Preliminary Report relied on the DSNY Transfer Station Reports and interviews 

with carters operating in the City to estimate total waste generated. Subtask 4.1.4 will 
focus on supplementing this information by contacting out-of-City operators of 
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waste-to-energy facilities and commercial waste transfer stations in the New York 
Metropolitan area to obtain information on quantities of commercial waste generated 
in the City and delivered to these facilities.  

 
� As reported in the Preliminary Report, Construction and Demolition Waste (C&D) is 

the largest component of waste and recycled material.  The variability in generation of 
C&D waste over time is influenced by different factors than that of the putrescible 
category of commercial waste. Subtask 4.1.5 will focus on developing factors that can 
predict how the C&D stream will vary as a function of construction activity in the City 
and, on this basis, estimate the City’s need for transfer/recycling capacity for this 
material. 

 
� Information developed in Subtasks 4.1.1 through 4.1.4 will be used to project 

quantities of commercial waste generated, disposed and recycled over the Plan period 
of 2004 through 2023. 

 

Summary of Task 4.2 Needs Assessment for Commercial Transfer Station Capacity  

 

The potential need for new commercial waste transfer station capacity will be investigated in two 

areas: 

 
� Subtask 4.2.1 will investigate potential sites for truck-to-barge or truck-to-rail transfer 

stations in lower and midtown Manhattan. This analysis will define facility design 
criteria, identify any sites that conform to these criteria, conduct a fatal flaw analysis of 
factors that would preclude siting at these locations, and, if no such flaws are 
identified, summarize the advantages and disadvantages of the sites that appear 
feasible. 

 
� The Mayor, in his announcement of the MTS conversion program for DSNY-managed 

Waste, indicated that the using of these converted facilities to containerize and transfer 
commercial putrescible waste by barge would be considered, as well. Subtask 4.2.2 
will: (i) assess the MTS conversion designs to determine if significant quantities of 
commercial putrescible waste, in addition to DSNY-managed Waste, can be 
transferred from the converted MTSs; and, (ii) if there is a potential for commercial 
transfer capacity at an MTS site, the potential incremental impacts of receiving and 
transferring commercial putrescible waste will be evaluated to determine if any 
unmitigatable adverse impacts might result.  These environmental analyses will assess 
potential traffic, air quality, water quality, noise, odor and public health and 
neighborhood character impacts that might result from the transfer of an increment of 
commercial putrescible waste through the converted MTSs. 

 

Commercial Waste Study Scope 13 of 39 July 2003 



 

Summary of Task 4.3 Evaluation of Waste Disposal Capacity Potentially Available to 
the City 

 

To better understand the City’s requirements for a commercial waste transfer infrastructure over 

the 20-year period of the New Plan, an economic study will be performed in Task 4.3 that will 

seek to develop information on the economic market for transport and disposal of waste exported 

from the City.  The assessment will survey existing and proposed landfill and waste to energy 

facility capacity, identify available historical data on disposal costs and capacity, and develop 

estimates of the economics of waste transport and disposal by truck, rail and barge.  This 

information will be organized to define the service area in which the City is one of many buyers 

of remote disposal, and to develop approaches for estimating long-term waste transport and 

disposal costs in this marketplace. 

 

Summary of Task 4.4  Assessment of the Potential Impacts of Relative Concentrations 
of Commercial Waste Transfer Capacity 

 

As mandated in LL 74, Study Task 4.4 will assess the environmental, economic and public 

health impacts from the relative concentration of commercial transfer stations in four selected 

Study Areas.  The assessment will address both on-site and off-site related impacts.  The purpose 

of this assessment is to evaluate whether and how the total volume of waste processing activity 

in areas with relative concentrations of transfer stations may cause potentially adverse air quality, 

odor, traffic, noise, water quality public health and neighborhood character impacts.  This Task, in 

combination with the enforcement effectiveness evaluation (Task 4.6), will also evaluate whether 

new or revised regulations and ordinances applicable to the siting, design and operation of transfer 

stations would significantly diminish the potential for adverse impacts. 

 

Summary of Task 4.5 Assessment of the Design and Operation of Existing 
Commercial Transfer Stations  

 

A field survey will be conducted in Study Task 4.5 to assess the design and operation of a select 

sample of existing putrescible, C&D and fill material commercial waste transfer stations.  The 

purpose of the field survey is to assess and identify potential changes to facility designs (i.e., 

perimeter fencing, on-site queuing space, exhaust controls, etc.) and/or operational practices 
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(waste storage and handling, locations of equipment, hours of operation, etc.) that would mitigate 

the potential for impacts to nearby communities.  The recommended design and/or operational 

changes may be incorporated into the policy strategies that are the outcome of this Study, as 

changes to regulatory requirements for permitting existing, modified or new transfer stations in 

the City.  

 

Summary of Task 4.6 Evaluation of Permitting and Enforcement Effectiveness in 
Regulating Commercial Waste Collection and Transfer 
Operations 

 

The focus of this Task is the detailed analysis of existing City and New York State controls on 

transfer station development and the evaluation of the effectiveness of current enforcement 

policies.  The Consultant Team will research current policies governing the issuance of permits 

and existing practices regarding the evaluation of their impacts.  The Consultants will prepare an 

inventory of the responsible agencies and their respective permitting and enforcement authorities 

that apply to the construction and operation of transfer stations in the City.  This work is intended 

to plot the scope of the regulations governing transfer stations.  The principal regulatory 

mechanisms are: (i) DSNY Siting Rule requirements and NYSDEC Part 360 permitting 

requirements for new and expanded or modified transfer stations; (ii) Zoning Performance 

Standard requirements; (iii) DSNY Permitting Regulations; and (iv) City DOT Traffic 

Regulations.  Studies in the effectiveness of the enforcement of applicable regulations will be 

performed to identify gaps in enforcement coverage.  If deficiencies are identified through a 

review of community complaints and notices of violation issued, the extent of impacts due to 

deficiencies in existing regulations and enforcement practices will be tested, and an Enforcement 

Effectiveness Report will be prepared.  

 

Summary of Task 4.7 Evaluation of Alternative Collection Vehicles  

 

Under almost any scenario for the future, the movement of solid waste in the City will remain 

heavily dependent upon diesel-powered trucks.  The ideal and most effective measures to reduce 

air pollution would be to reduce the emissions by these trucks.  The main objective of this Task 

is to determine if alternate fuels, fuel-efficient engine technologies or truck types might be 

feasible means of reducing truck emissions. 
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Summary of Task 4.8 Findings and Recommendations 

 

Findings from each of the Tasks completed in the Study will be summarized in the Study Report. 

The Report will also identify recommendations for policy strategies that may be implemented by 

the DSNY or proposed for adoption in the New Plan.  Results of the Study and recommended 

policy strategies will be included in the Study Report. 
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4.0 DETAILED SCOPE OF WORK 

 
This section describes the Study Tasks corresponding to the items enumerated, including the 

proposed methodologies that will be used in performing the Study. 

 
Task 4.1 Quantification of Commercial Waste 

 
The following six Subtasks describe various methods that will be used to adjust, refine and cross-

reference the estimates of commercial waste generation presented in the Preliminary Report and 

also to develop estimates of the major recycled components of commercial waste that are not 

accounted for in the Preliminary Report data.  

 
4.1.1 Adjustment of Preliminary Report Data 

 
The database used to prepare the Preliminary Report will be updated to reflect 2002 waste 

disposal volumes in order to account for the potentially significant effects on waste generation 

attributable to the September 11 event and the decline in the City’s economy since the data were 

originally collected.  The update will only use information available from the DSNY Transfer 

Station Quarterly Reports for calendar year 2002 and compare this more current information to 

the data from the same source for 2000.  These current reports will be entered into the database 

according to the type of waste collected and disposal destination.  The change in reported 

quantities between 2000 and 2002 will be evaluated to derive adjustment factors for change in 

commercial waste in each borough.  These adjustment factors will be applied to the origin 

patterns of waste that were obtained in the 2000 survey of private carters to re-estimate the 

pattern of 2002 waste origins.  The changes over the elapsed two-year period in volume, type and 

destination of waste will be compared. 

 
4.1.2 Employment-Based Waste Estimation Model 

 
A methodology originally developed for the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 

by a member of the Consultant Team will be used to estimate the quantity and composition of 

the commercial putrescible waste stream.  This methodology has been modified for application at 
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the local level.  Generation estimates, presented at the Borough and Community District levels, 

will be developed with available employment data.  The employment data is derived from year 

2000 Census Tract level projections prepared by the New York Metropolitan Transportation 

Council (NYMTC), which was subsequently adjusted for the effects of the September 11, 2001 

disaster and the decline in business activity in the City.  These adjusted data will be used in 

projecting commercial waste volumes over the planning period for the New Plan.  Waste 

generation estimates will be categorized by type of business, depending on the level of detail in 

the available employment data. 

 
Waste composition factors derived from specific commercial subsector studies – office sector, 

health providers, manufacturers (other than waste byproducts from manufacturing processes), 

food establishments (restaurants and supermarkets), retail and wholesale stores – will also be 

used to:  

 
� Adjust components based on the City-specific characterizations derived by the model; 

and  

� Adjust components to reflect national trends in the intervening decade using available 
historical data – for example, the increase in plastics and the relative decrease in glass 
as a packaging material.  

 
The characterization and quantification of waste generation provide a basis for estimating the 

quantity of commercial materials that are recycled.  Recovery estimates will be developed from 

data in the Preliminary Report combined with new information obtained from large generators, 

recyclers, and end users  (i.e., paper mills and dealers).  

 
4.1.3 Collection Operations Assessments 

 
The Preliminary Report estimated total tonnage from interviews with commercial carters.  These 

interviews did not provide information on the number of collection vehicles dispatched by 

carters to the various boroughs or on the amount of waste generated in specific Community 

Districts.  In this Subtask, the Consultant Team will use the results of a new survey now being
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conducted by BIC of commercial carters operating in the City.  The results will be evaluated to 

identify relevant information of collection route patterns, types of business served, quantities of 

waste collected and the location of garages from which vehicles are dispatched into the City.  

 
The Consultant Team will seek similar information for all major carters operating in the City, 

identifying, for example, the location of vehicle staging areas (i.e., garages, yards), the number 

of vehicles operated, the time spent and the number of stops en route.  The information obtained 

will be summarized in the Study.  

 
Information regarding collection services in midtown and downtown Manhattan will be 

correlated with data regarding the type of business and level of employment in order to more 

accurately estimate waste generation.  The goals of this approach are twofold: (i) to obtain an 

additional aggregate estimate of commercial waste and recyclables generated in Manhattan’s 

business districts; and (ii) to obtain information concerning the routing of collection vehicles in 

these districts.  The data collected in this Subtask will provide another source of verification of 

the waste generation estimates for the applicable Manhattan Community Districts developed in 

Subtask 4.1.2.   

 
This Task will also seek to develop information on the quantity of commercial recyclables 

hauled by recyclers from commercial generators directly to local markets and/or dealers.  These 

recyclers are not categorized as waste collection companies and their activities are neither 

regulated by DSNY nor recorded in DSNY reports.   

 
4.1.4 Facilities Method 

 
To develop more complete estimates of commercial waste carted out of the City for transfer or 

disposal, the Consultant Team will gather information from facilities located outside of the City 

that receive commercial waste.  Transfer stations and waste-to-energy facilities in New Jersey, 

along with nearby facilities in Long Island and Connecticut, will be contacted.  Data obtained 

from these contacts will be correlated with reports produced by the relevant state regulatory 

agencies to estimate the total in-City generated waste that is transferred or disposed of at out-of-

City facilities.   
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4.1.5 Quantification of Construction and Demolition Waste and Fill 

 

The Preliminary Report shows that C&D and fill material comprise the majority of commercially 

generated waste in the City.  To effectively plan for adequate capacity for these materials over 

time, it is necessary to formulate a methodology to predict quantities of C&D and fill material. 

The Consultant Team will incorporate specific plans for major reconstruction, such as that which 

is planned for Lower Manhattan, in projecting levels of activity and consequent generation levels 

for C&D debris and fill material.    

 

The Consultant Team will: (i) contact facilities that receive C&D and fill material, and obtain 

historic data to enable a calibration of the relationship between the level of construction activity 

and the quantity of materials generated; and (ii) interview officials of relevant organizations, 

including local organizations, such as the Associated General Contractors, regarding C&D 

generation.  Data from non-City sources will also be collected to assess differences in generation 

rates between the City and other communities. 

 

4.1.6 Projections of Commercial Waste for 2004 through 2024 

 

The Consultant Team will use the data derived from Subtasks 4.1.1 through 4.1.5 as a base for 

the projections.  Changes in total quantities generated and waste composition will be projected 

through 2024, based on best judgment, reasonable extrapolations of observed trends, and an 

assumed level of success in policies, such as waste reduction. 

 

Forecasts of population and employment by Census Tract from 2000-2025 (in five year 

intervals) based on the 2000 Census are available from NYMTC, the Metropolitan Planning 

Organization (MPO) for the New York Region.  The data have been adjusted by NYMTC to 

account for the shift in employment resulting from the disaster on September 11, 2001 and will 

be aggregated to Community Districts for use in projections of commercial waste.  Note that 

work on NYMTC’s expanded 2025 forecast (of age cohorts, labor rates, household size, and 

employment based on the North American Industrial Classification Standard code) will begin in 

mid-2003, but the forecast results will not be available for this Study. C&D debris and other inert 
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wastes will be projected separately over the 20-year horizon based on economic projections, 

incorporating expected variances resulting from, for example, reconstruction of the World Trade 

Center site, economic cycles, and expected regional growth.   

 

Task 4.2 Assessments of Commercial Transfer Station Capacity  

 

4.2.1 Siting Investigations in Lower and Midtown Manhattan for Additional 
Commercial Waste Transfer Capacity 

 
 

To address public comments on the scope of the Study, an investigation will be conducted to 

identify and evaluate potential sites in lower and midtown Manhattan where commercial waste 

transfer facilities could be sited.  Criteria for siting such facilities will be defined based on 

zoning, design and operational criteria, DSNY’s Siting Rules (taking into account the potential 

for revision of these rules), consideration of potential environmental impacts and other 

applicable requirements.  The Consultant Team will identify the minimum site size and related 

throughput capacity required for efficient waste containerization and transfer by barge or rail to 

out-of-City disposal facilities. Proximity and accessibility to intermodal yards will be considered. 

The Consultant Team will identify sites below 80th Street in Manhattan that meet these minimum 

criteria and will prepare conceptual designs to determine the additional transfer capacity 

potentially available at these sites. If no fatal flaws (that would prohibit such siting) are 

identified, an analysis of the advantages/disadvantages of potential sites will be performed.  

 

4.2.2 Assessment of Containerizing Commercial Waste at the City’s MTSs 

 

As designs are developed to convert the City’s eight MTSs (South Bronx, West 59th Street, East 

91st Street, West 135th Street, Hamilton Avenue, Greenpoint, Southwest Brooklyn and North 

Shore) to containerization and container barge transfer facilities, the design capacity and site-

specific conditions of the planned conversions will be evaluated for the potential to also process 

commercial waste.  The Consultant Team will evaluate the potential quantity of commercial 

waste that could be accepted at each of the converted MTSs, in addition to DSNY-managed 

Waste, without causing unmitigatable adverse environmental impacts.  The waste quantity data 
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developed in the Study (see Task 4.1) and the information developed for the Study Area Analysis 

(see Task 4.5) will be used to perform this analysis.  Using updated methodologies and 

information from the 2000 Final Environmental Impact Statement (2000 FEIS) for the 2001 

Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan Modification (2001 Plan), site-specific 

environmental reviews (traffic, on-site and off-site air quality and noise, on-site odor public 

health and neighborhood character) consistent with current SEQRA/CEQR requirements will be 

conducted at the eight MTS locations to identify the capacity of each MTS to accept an 

increment of commercial waste, without causing unmitigatable adverse environmental impacts. 

This environmental evaluation will have the following elements: 

 
Engineering Capacity Analysis: 

 
The capacity of each MTS to accept an assumed increment of commercial putrescible waste will 

be evaluated. An engineering analysis that is focused on design and operating constraints and site 

limitations will be performed for each of the eight MTSs to determine whether processing waste 

in excess of the quantities that are anticipated to be delivered by DSNY would be feasible.  

Based on DSNY’s historical waste delivery patterns to the MTSs and assumptions on the 

delivery patterns of commercial waste and equipment throughput, the analysis will assess the 

hours of MTS operation during which the increment of commercial waste could be processed to 

avoid off-site queuing of waste delivery vehicles.  Sufficient time will be allowed to containerize 

and load all waste received each day, considering available container storage capacity and barge 

shift time.   

 

Site-specific environmental reviews (traffic, on-site and off-site air quality and noise and on-site 

odor) will be conducted at the MTSs to determine whether this increment of commercial waste 

would cause unmitigatable adverse environmental impacts.  Existing conditions will be defined 

for 2003 (the year in which data is collected).  Future no-build conditions will be characterized, 

including deliveries of DSNY-managed Waste to the MTSs under the long-term export program. 

Future build year conditions will be characterized by deliveries of commercial waste to the 

MTSs (in addition to DSNY-managed Waste).  
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Traffic: 

 
The Consultant Team will perform a traffic analysis at key intersections to establish the impact 

of shifting private waste disposal to the MTSs.  The traffic analysis will be performed as follows: 

 

� Establish baseline conditions; 

� Project numbers of commercial vehicles that would deliver waste to each MTS (based 
on available excess capacity); 

� Assign trucks to the street network (commercial waste vehicles will be assigned to 
existing truck routes providing access to the MTSs – these commercial waste vehicle 
trucks will be added to the baseline traffic volumes at the Study intersections identified 
for each MTS); and 

� Analyze the impact of the additional commercial waste vehicles. (The impact of 
sending commercial waste to the MTS will be quantitatively evaluated by performing a 
Highway Capacity Manual Software (HCMS) analysis at each of the study 
intersections, per CEQR criteria.  Shift variability will be included in a qualitative 
discussion of potential reduction of private transfer station numbers and capacity.) 

 

Air Quality (On-Site and Off-Site): 

 

The on-site air quality impacts of the converted MTSs will be evaluated to address the additional 

equipment and modified facility operations required to accept commercial waste using the 

methodologies employed in the 2000 FEIS.  On-site air quality sources will include: wheel 

loaders and forklifts from waste handling operations; tugboats delivering barges to and from the 

MTS; DSNY and commercial waste delivery vehicles queuing on-site; and waste delivery 

vehicles unloading in the MTS.  Off-site air quality sources will be waste delivery vehicles 

(including both DSNY and commercial collection vehicles) that exceed screening criteria 

identified in the City CEQR Manual. 

 

Odor (On-Site): 

 

On-site odor sources will be limited to emissions from the addition of commercial waste 

handling operations in the MTS. Off-site odor sources will not be evaluated; vehicles will not 

idle at off-site locations for extended periods of time. 
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Water Quality: 

 

For each proposed site, pollutant loadings for selected water quality parameters will be 

calculated for the addition of commercial waste. Runoff pollutant concentrations of pollutants 

will be determined through a review of available literature concerning solid waste management 

facilities or other industrial facilities and/or stormwater quality databases (e.g., USEPA’s 

National Urban Runoff Program (NURP) database, etc.). 

 
Noise (On-Site and Off-Site): 

 
On-site noise sources will include: wheel loaders and forklifts from waste handling operations; 

tugboats delivering container barges to and from the MTS; compactors, gantry cranes, car 

pullers; and commercial waste delivery vehicles queuing on-site and operating in the MTS 

during unloading operations. Off-site noise sources will be waste delivery vehicles (including 

DSNY and commercial vehicles) that exceed screening criteria identified in the City CEQR 

Manual. 

 

Public Health:  

 
The Consultant Team will compare the potential public health impacts of MTS operations under 

no-build (i.e. without commercial waste) and build scenarios, preparing a non-site-specific 

analysis based on available published data and literature to describe the MTSs.  The public health 

assessment will be performed in the same manner as the Study Area analyses. (See 

Section 4.5.1.) 

 

Neighborhood Character: 

 
Using available data from the current MTS EIS, neighborhood character will be described based 

on the area’s characteristics, including: Land Use, Population Characteristics, Urban Design and 

Visual Quality, Parks and other Community Facilities and Cultural Resources.  Neighborhood 

character will be further defined based on data and findings collected in the previous subtasks.     
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The overall effect on surrounding neighborhoods of commercial waste deliveries at the MTSs on 

the surrounding neighborhoods will be assessed based on the impact findings of the traffic, air 

quality, odor, water quality and public health studies.  Consequences predicted as the result of 

work performed in Task 4.5 for Study Areas where the re-assigned commercial waste had been 

previously handled, will be discussed qualitatively, drawing on the conclusions identified during 

the traffic, air quality, odor, water quality and public health evaluations.  These conditions will 

be compared to predicted conditions with only DSNY-managed waste handling at the MTSs.  

 

Economic Factors: 

 
The qualitative and, to the extent practical based on available data, quantitative economic 

impacts of the proposed regulatory and/or economic incentive mechanisms to encourage or 

require commercial carters to deliver waste to the MTS facilities will be assessed.  Such 

mechanisms would include, under Section 16-201 of the New York Administrative Code, 

consideration of regulatory changes, such as transfer station permit sunset provisions or permit 

renewal/modification provisions that entail the concept of offsets; new legislation, such as “flow 

control;” a text amendment to the Zoning Resolution and application of the principle of 

“termination upon amortization,” as embodied in the Zoning Resolution.  The assessment will 

also consider the possible effects of processing commercial waste at the converted MTSs on the 

commercial carting industry and its customers. 

 

These findings will be reported in the Study. 

 

Task 4.3 Evaluation of Waste Disposal Capacity Potentially Available to the City 

 

At present, approximately two-thirds of DSNY-managed Waste that is exported from the City is 

disposed of in Pennsylvania.  Using available data from state regulatory agencies, along with 

information from prior DSNY surveys, the Consultant Team will survey current trends in 

utilization rates, newly proposed facilities and permit renewal policies, in Pennsylvania and other 

states, to assess the potential volume and location of disposal capacity that could be available for 
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disposal of both DSNY-managed and commercial waste generated in the City, during the 20-year 

New Plan period. The assessment will also consider competing demands for this capacity.  

For the purpose of this assessment, the availability of landfill and waste to energy capacity is 

defined as the volume of out-of-City waste disposal capacity that is economically accessible by 

export from the City. Estimates of the available disposal capacity, supply, demand and prevailing 

market prices within a defined service area will be made.  This analysis will be used to project 

the waste disposal capacity available to the City over the planning period and to estimate the cost 

of transporting and disposing of commercial waste generated within the City. 

 

The service area to be studied will be defined to limit the assessment to states that can be 

reasonably accessed from the City by truck transfer, ocean-going vessel transport and rail.  The 

results of prior DSNY surveys will initially define a “preliminary” Study Area.  Potential 

redefinition of the service area will be evaluated throughout the Study and will be based upon 

reasonable truck, rail and shipping routes and expected economic breakpoints. 

 

Disposal capacity available to the market area may increase over time as demand increases.  The 

trend in the industry has been for the major waste companies to develop mega-regional landfills. 

These landfills are usually located in remote areas.  The assessment will evaluate, within the 

service area, the balance of the supply and demand for disposal capacity. 

 

Estimates of the cost of exporting commercial waste will be developed, if sufficient data is 

available, using the following three methods: (i) reviewing historical market price survey data; 

(ii) estimating the “willingness to pay” of competing users for this disposal capacity; and (iii) 

conducting an econometric model study of supply and demand relationships in the service area.    

 

Available data on historic market prices in the survey area will be reviewed.  Although historical 

market prices may not reflect future prices, the data obtained may reveal some simple trends and 

will form a basis for the more detailed analyses.  This information will be used to estimate the 

amount each major demand center would be “willing to pay” for disposal capacity.  
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Econometric analyses (e.g., multi-linear regression) are routinely used to project future market 

prices as supply, demand or other exogenous variables change.  To obtain statistically significant 

results, this approach requires a relatively large and reliable database.  An econometric model 

approach will be formulated and an assessment made of whether the reasonably available data 

can be used to obtain meaningful results.  If so, the econometric model will be used to project 

future market conditions. 

 

The findings from this investigation will be reported in the Study. Based on these findings, the 

Consultant Team will also assess the need and related timing for development of additional 

intermodal waste transfer capacity in or readily accessible to the City to achieve more favorable 

waste transport economics to remote disposal capacity. 

 

Task 4.4  Assessment of the Potential Impacts of the Relative Concentrations of 

Commercial Waste Transfer Capacity 

 

In up to four locations in the City (two in the Bronx and one each in Brooklyn and Queens) 

where commercial waste transfer stations are currently most concentrated, a “Study Area” 

Analysis will be performed.  A “top down” evaluation methodology will be use to determine 

existing conditions for: (i) traffic, mobile air quality and mobile noise at key intersections along 

major corridors leading to and from Study Area locations; and (ii) odor and noise from transfer 

stations located within each Study Area at nearby sensitive receptors. 

 

Existing conditions will be defined through data collection during 2003.  Reference may also be 

made to criteria based upon CEQR thresholds for traffic, noise, air quality and odor as a possible 

means of assessing whether potentially adverse impacts can be attributed to the concentrations of 

transfer stations in the Study Areas. As background information, the Study will provide an 

inventory of as-of-right land uses in manufacturing zones (M-zones). 

 

This assessment will evaluate the impacts of the transfer stations on the Study Area as compared 

to impacts from alternative industrial uses on the transfer station sites.  Existing conditions will 

be evaluated in the Study Area (with the transfer stations in place) in terms of traffic, air quality 
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and the other applicable Study Area criteria.  A hypothetical existing condition would then be 

defined by "backing out" the transfer station’s impacts from the Study Area, assuming that the 

existing transfer station sites would be occupied by other M-zone land uses typical of existing 

conditions in the Study Area.  The traffic, air quality and other analyses would then be 

recalculated.  The comparative effects on Study Areas with existing transfer stations and with 

alternative, as-of-right, M-zoned land uses would be determined by comparing the two analyses.  

 

4.4.1 Study Area Evaluations 

 

The Consultant Team has identified those areas where transfer stations are currently most 

concentrated; Hunts Point and Port Morris in the Bronx, Greenpoint/Williamsburg in Brooklyn 

and Jamaica in Queens.  These will constitute the Study Areas.  The Consultant Team will also 

identify the locations of commercial waste hauling vehicle storage yards and garages through 

information provided by the Business Integrity Commission.  

 

Traffic Evaluations: 

 
A traffic analysis will be performed at key intersections in each of the Study Areas to establish 

the impact of transfer station concentrations on the Levels of Service (LOS) on major roadways. 

A traffic analysis methodology will be developed for the following areas:  

 

� Agreement on operational standards:  CEQR traffic assessments typically measure an 
individual’s incremental impact on average driver delay.  However, when evaluating 
the combined effect that transfer stations have, criteria designed around the 
incremental impacts of a single event are inappropriate.  The development of an 
absolute standard will thus be attempted to assess the traffic impact on acceptable LOS 
for an intersection approach and individual movements that have a significant adverse 
impact. 

� Select study locations:  Analysis intersections will be selected on major truck routes 
accessing the Study Area locations. 

� Classifications for counts:  Turning movement counts will be performed at each 
analysis intersection.  At 16 of the 20 intersections, vehicle classifications will consist 
of auto, non-waste truck and two categories of waste-related trucks (packer and long 
distance).  Six of each set of 20 intersections are assumed to be air quality study 
locations.  At these intersections, the traditional seven-way classification will be 
supplemented by the two categories of waste-related trucks. 
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� Hours for counts:  The counts will be performed for one weekday with Automatic 
Traffic Recorder (ATR) counts or three weekdays (Tuesday through Thursday) with 
one two- to three-hour period in the morning and one two- to three-hour period midday 
or evening/night. 

� Analysis of existing conditions:  Existing conditions will be analyzed using the 
Highway Capacity Manual Software (HCMS).  This condition will represent the 
“impacted” condition for the transfer station Study Areas.  

� Analysis of effects of commercial waste vehicles:  Based on the detailed classification 
counts performed, the effects of adding back the commercial waste vehicles (net of the 
vehicles resulting from the replacement of the assumed land uses) will be analyzed. 

 
Air Quality Evaluations: 

 
Off-Site Operations – The modeling procedures used in the 2000 FEIS will be used for this 

analysis. Critical intersections will be selected in the four Study Areas for air quality analysis 

based on traffic volumes, LOS, and locations of sensitive land uses. Air quality levels, based on 

regulatory standards, will be estimated near each of the critical intersections using actual traffic 

data and roadway configurations. 

 

Pollutant concentrations estimated at selected intersections within each geographic area will be 

compared with applicable ambient air quality standards. 

 

On-Site Operations – Analyses will be conducted for facilities located within a specified distance 

of other transfer stations at four Study Area locations.  Up to three facilities per Study Area will 

be evaluated.  Site-specific emission-related data (i.e., stack emission rates and parameters, truck 

operations, etc.) will be developed from a combination of available information (e.g., owner or 

vendor information, and NYSDEC or New York City Department of Environmental Protection 

records for permitted facilities, etc.) and assumptions based on each facility’s size and 

operations. Assumptions will be made regarding the simultaneous operation of all applicable 

emission sources.  Air quality levels at receptor sites (i.e., site boundary locations and sensitive 

receptor locations identified from land use maps and field observations) potentially affected by 

the combined emissions of adjacent facilities will be calculated. Following CEQR guidelines, 

emissions from other major commercial or industrial sources (i.e., other than transfer stations) 

located within 400 feet of these Study Areas will be considered in these analyses.  
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Odor Evaluations: 

 
Emission factors for the major odor sources will be developed using the same procedures that 

were used in the 2000 FEIS (i.e., sampling at source locations representative of emissions from 

each type of transfer station [putrescible, non-putrescible, fill material], as appropriate, 

dispersion modeling based on data developed through odor assessment methodologies. 

Assumptions will be made as to the simultaneous operation of emission sources from more than 

one facility, and these sources will be considered in the same modeling runs.  Odor levels at 

receptor sites (i.e., site boundary locations and sensitive receptor locations identified from land 

use maps and field observations) that may be affected by the combined emissions of adjacent 

facilities will be estimated.  The distance between facilities within a Study Area will be the same 

as that established for the on-site air quality analysis.  

 

Water Quality Evaluations: 

 
Cumulative impacts to water quality due to the grouping of commercial waste transfer stations 

will be evaluated.  Individual transfer stations within a Study Area will be evaluated using 

readily available information from DSNY or the facilities (if directed by DSNY), to determine 

the disposition of wastewater and stormwater at these sites.  A conservative analysis will then be 

conducted to evaluate the potential impact of transfer station operations in these Study Areas 

upon surface water quality.  For each facility evaluated within a Study Area: (i) The volume of 

stormwater runoff and the associated pollutant loading from the facility will be calculated using 

precipitation data and available databases on stormwater pollution concentration; and (ii) the 

estimated pollutant loading for each site within a Study Area will be developed by calculating 

the runoff flow and assigning an average stormwater concentration for each water quality 

parameter of concern.  For each site evaluated, pollutant loadings for selected water quality 

parameters will be calculated by assigning a pollutant concentration to the runoff flow, as 

determined through a review of available literature concerning solid waste management facilities 

or other industrial facilities and/or stormwater quality databases (e.g., NURP database, etc.).  The 

estimated pollutant loading for each site within a Study Area will be developed by calculating 

the runoff flow and assigning an average stormwater concentration for each water quality 

parameter of concern.  Runoff flow will be calculated from the facility footprint, the average 
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rainfall intensity (inches/hour) and an applicable runoff coefficient.  Estimates of the footprints 

of the individual transfer stations within each Study Area will be prepared from available 

drawings, permit applications submitted to the DSNY or aerial photographs. 

 

The impacts to water quality associated with the transfer stations within these Study Areas will 

then be determined through an evaluation of the total pollutant loading associated with all of the 

facilities within a Study Area and their discharge to surface waters.  Potential cumulative impacts 

due to the operation of multiple facilities within a given Study Area will be estimated by 

combining the incremental difference in water quality calculated by the model with existing 

water quality data, comparing these with NYSDEC water quality standards and discussing 

whether the pollutant loading is significant. 

 

Noise Evaluations: 

 
Off-Site Operations – Off-site operations are principally related to noise generated from 

transportation of waste material by heavy trucks to and from the facilities.  The potential noise 

sensitivity of receptors located along Study Area-related routes will determine the magnitude and 

extent of the noise impacts from heavy truck operations.  The noise analysis approach will 

include performing noise monitoring at selected sites and making detailed noise predictions at a 

number of other sensitive sites to establish baseline conditions.  The noise predictions will utilize 

the latest Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) TNM 2.0 model.  The results from 

monitoring and modeling will be used in the noise impact assessment, which will follow CEQR 

and FHWA procedures and regulations. Noise monitoring will be performed at the selected 

sensitive sites during the peak truck traffic hour using calibrated noise measuring equipment. 

Noise readings will be taken at the free flowing sections of roadways under low wind speed and 

dry road surface conditions.  

 

Standard procedures will be followed during noise monitoring.  Following standard practice, 

traffic noise impacts will be assessed when the vehicle/roadway noise emission levels are at their 

maximum and the roadway noise includes noise contribution from Study Area-related trucks. 

Major truck routes leading to the Study Areas will be identified and traffic counts near sensitive 
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land uses where monitoring and modeling were performed will be utilized.  The traffic counts 

will include total vehicle counts and specific data on DSNY and commercial waste transfer 

trucks, speeds, and classification of the type of vehicle (i.e., cars, medium trucks with two axles 

and six wheels, and heavy trucks with more than two axles).  The noise contribution from Study 

Area-related trucks will be calculated based on monitored and modeled data and from existing 

truck traffic volume data.  

 

On-Site Operations – On-site noise is generated largely from stationary equipment operations 

within each facility.  The potential impact of transfer stations within a Study Area depends on the 

types and number of stationary sources operating within the Study Area.  As there are no 

screening procedures available to evaluate noise from the transfer stations within a Study Area, 

the noise model previously developed by the Consultant Team, and utilized to predict stationary 

source noise levels from containerization facilities in the 2000 FEIS, will also be employed here. 

An inventory of equipment from each facility in the Study Area will be obtained or assumed. 

Noise emission levels of each equipment type within each facility will be obtained either from 

on-site measurement or from manufacturer’s data.  The noise model will be used to plot 55 dBA 

noise contours around each facility, taking into account existing screening, the contours from all 

of the facilities in a Study Area will be combined to obtain cumulative noise from the entire 

Study Area.  Impact determination will be based on the size of the composite contour, the Noise 

Code and the Zoning Code Standards and the sensitivity of encompassed land uses.  

 

Public Health Evaluation:  

 
Health impacts of data collected during earlier phases of this Subtask and other publicly 

available data for the Study Areas and in the published literature will be synthesized and 

assessed.  Specifically, the analysis will on a non-site specific basis will address the dilution of 

odors with distance from transfer stations at the nearest sensitive receptor, the modeled 

incremental contributions of vehicle emissions to ambient carbon monoxide and particulate 

matter concentrations in air along major thoroughfares near and/or in each Study Area, and the 

modeled incremental noise levels along routes and at the nearest sensitive receptor.  Impacts of 

on-site operations on air quality, modeled by each facility, will also be collected.  
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Measured and modeled impacts of transfer station operations will be evaluated in light of: (i) 

local, state, or federal standards (where available); and (ii) scientific literature pertaining to the 

health effects associated with ambient carbon monoxide and particulate matter, obnoxious odors, 

noise and MSW.   

 

Neighborhood Character Evaluations: 

 
Using available sources (including the SWMP FEIS) generalized data will be gathered for each 

Community District where the concentrations are located.  Contributing factors include: Land 

Use, Population Characteristics, Urban Design and Visual Quality, Parks and other Community 

Facilities and Cultural Resources.  Neighborhood character will further be defined based on 

existing traffic, air quality, odor, water quality and public health findings defined in the previous 

subtasks.  The distance of each transfer station from the nearest residential district will be 

presented. 

 

Potential changes to neighborhood character will then be qualitatively evaluated under various 

conditions (as described in the Traffic Evaluation Scope above) such as: with operational 

adjustments made to existing transfer stations; with commercial waste trucks removed and 

replaced with other hypothetical trucks generated by non-waste uses that could be potentially 

developed under current zoning; and with some of the commercial waste trucks and operations 

removed, as may be required to ensure Study Areas operate within CEQR impact thresholds and 

performance standards).  Given these conditions, the neighborhood character will be described as 

to whether it would likely change or improve, or remain the same as with existing conditions and 

how these conditions compare to CEQR standards. 

 

4.4.2 DSNY Siting Rules Assessment 
 

The results of the Study Area Analysis will be further evaluated to determine what, if any, 

revisions should be considered in DSNY’s 1998 Transfer Station Siting Rules and permitting 

requirements.  This assessment will focus on ascertaining the potential effects of modifying the 

Siting Rules or permit requirements to mitigate potential adverse impacts associated with the 

future siting of new transfer stations.  This assessment will consider the findings of the Study 

Commercial Waste Study Scope 33 of 39 July 2003 



 

Area Evaluations Tasks in formulating and testing the applicability of siting policies that would: 

(i) mitigate the potential for an undue concentration of facilities in a given community; and 

(ii) achieve a more equitable distribution of facilities in manufacturing zones consistent with 

zoning and other applicable regulatory standards, taking into account the purpose of the zoning 

resolution to site industrial uses in defined districts.  

 

The evaluation for the potential siting of new commercial waste transfer stations in the City will 

require the generation and incorporation of numerous data layers into the GIS database.  These 

layers include, but are not limited to, zoning, parks and sensitive receptors.  The Consultant 

Team will use numerous public and private data sources and, as necessary, verify data through 

field investigations as appropriate for applicability of siting rule restrictions.  The Siting Rules 

will be used as the basis to develop specific criteria to buffer, edit, analyze and query the GIS 

database.  This analysis will allow a visual representation of how the Siting Rules affect the 

existing transfer stations and what potential areas would accept development of new commercial 

waste stations without violating existing Siting Rule restrictions and will note factors that 

typically drive siting decisions, such as access to rail and highways. 

 

4.4.3 Mitigation Summary 

 

The Consultant Team will summarize the results of the Study Area analyses to determine the 

need for new mitigation policies.  The Consultant Team will summarize findings from air, odor, 

noise, water quality, traffic, economic impact, public health, and neighborhood character 

evaluations in the Study Area analyses.  Possible mitigation strategies will be outlined and 

evaluated to develop measures that can be instituted by modifying existing policies, practices and 

regulations. 

 

Mitigation strategies that might be considered for re-permitting of existing or siting of new 

commercial waste transfer station permits or expansions may include: (i) requiring new transfer 

station owners to make or fund certain improvements (i.e., intersection improvements, such as 

lane striping, signals and signs) in the immediate vicinity of the proposed facility or within the 

Study Area prior to development of a new transfer station; (ii) obtaining air quality offsets by 
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closing other existing commercial waste transfer stations under the same ownership or by other 

offsets resulting in an overall zero net air quality impact; (iii) limiting the number of waste 

hauling vehicles along specific roadways during certain periods of time; and (iv) designating 

specific intersections or routes  to be avoided.  

 
Task 4.5 Assessment of the Design and Operation of Existing Commercial Transfer 

Stations  

 

A field survey will be conducted to assess the design and operation and compliance with 

applicable zoning standards of a select sample of existing putrescible, C&D and fill material 

commercial waste transfer stations. The purpose of the field survey is to identify potential 

changes to facility designs (i.e., perimeter fencing, on-site queuing space, exhaust controls, etc.) 

and/or operational practices (waste storage and handling, locations of equipment, hours of 

operation, etc.) that would mitigate the potential for impacts to nearby communities. The 

recommended design and/or operational changes may be proposed for consideration as 

recommended policy measures that would modify the regulatory requirements for permitting 

existing, modified or new transfer stations in the City.  

 

A survey checklist will be prepared to identify design and operational parameters to be reviewed 

during each visit.  The survey checklist will include parameters that are required by City and 

State regulations governing solid waste and C&D transfer stations, including zoning standards, 

and additional parameters that, if implemented, would improve the conditions of the facility and 

its potential impact on the surrounding community.  During the field survey, information 

reported on the Department’s Quarterly Reports will be compared to observed conditions (e.g., 

use of scales) and scale records maintained by the facility to assess the relative accuracy of 

reported information. Up to 20 transfer stations will be visited with DSNY Permit Inspection 

Unit personnel.  Once checklists are completed for each location, the data will be summarized 

and assessed to identify common design or operational parameters that are present at each type 

of facility, and those that are not present, that could result in an improvement to the community. 

Unit pricing and a range of comparative costs for improvements will be prepared. 
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Task 4.6 Evaluation of Permitting and Enforcement Effectiveness in Regulating 

Commercial Waste Collection and Transfer Operations 

 
This Subtask focuses on the detailed analysis of existing State, City and DSNY controls on 

commercial carting and transfer station development and evaluation of the enforcement of 

current policies.  The Consultant Team will research current policies governing the issuance of 

permits and the existing practices regarding the evaluation of their impacts.  This work will 

initially inventory the responsible agencies and the respective authority they exercise over the 

commercial carting industry, waste set-out, and the siting, design, construction and operation of 

transfer stations.  The key regulatory mechanisms are: (i) DSNY Siting Rule requirements and 

NYSDEC’s Part 360 Solid Waste Facility Permits for new and expanded or modified transfer 

stations; (ii) Zoning Performance Standard requirements; (iii) DSNY Permitting Regulations; 

and (iv) City DOT Traffic Regulations.  

 
Studies of the effectiveness of enforcement of applicable regulations will be performed to 

identify gaps in enforcement coverage.  The Consultant Team will describe the existing 

enforcement structure, including: (i) lines of responsibility for enforcement activity within an 

agency and among several agencies within similar enforcement responsibilities (including 

DSNY, the City Departments of Buildings, Transportation, and Health, the Business Integrity 

Commission, and the Police Department – the areas of responsibility and the extent of 

coordination with other agencies will be noted); (ii) offenses for which summonses may be 

issued (for each agency, the specific regulations enforced will be listed along with the types of 

penalties that are associated with particular violations); (iii) analysis of DSNY summons history; 

and (iv) complaints received from the public. (A limited research effort of DSNY and 

Environmental Control Board records will be undertaken.  The purpose will be to determine the 

most common types of summonses issued to commercial waste generators, carters and transfer 

stations, the frequency of violations averaged at transfer stations, and the number of violations 

typically issued during a single inspection by DSNY personnel.) 

 
The Consultant Team will evaluate enforcement practices, for deficiencies, which may include: 

(i) gaps in line of responsibility or offenses not addressed; (ii) the need for in-the-field 

monitoring and measurement technology (i.e., noise meters) to document violations; and (iii) the 
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lack of deterrence resulting in repeat offenders.  The Consultant Team will test the extent of 

impacts due to the limitations of the enforcement program (e.g., agent training in use of noise 

meters and dust sampling equipment) and a lack of enforcement in the field at select locations. 

The testing program will be structured as follows: 

 

� Select Test Criteria:  In consultation with DSNY, the Consultant Team will select 
criteria (grouped according to regulatory agency) to be finalized in consultation with 
DSNY. The recommended criteria should include: (i) conformance to limits on hours 
and operating requirements; (ii) compliance with enclosure restrictions; (iii) noise 
levels; (iv) adherence to truck routes; and (iv) compliance with restrictions on off-site 
queuing, idling and parking. 

� Select Test Locations:  Test locations will be based on a review of the violation data 
compiled as a result of this Task. 

� Sample Transfer Station-Related Violations:  Visits will be made on two separate days 
to each of the sample transfer stations.  Notes will be made if previously cited 
violations still exist. 

� Sample Truck Route Violations: Along major roads leading from the Study Area into 
or through a residentially zoned area, but which are not designated truck routes, 
classification counts will be performed to determine the presence of commercial waste-
related trucks and other industry trucks.  One day of traffic counts will be performed at 
five intersections per Study Area.  The counts will be performed at the two major 
approaches of each intersection. 

 

An Enforcement Effectiveness Report will be prepared with findings regarding any perceived 

gaps in enforcement procedures and the extent and nature of any other enforcement deficiencies. 

Potential modifications to enforcement procedures will be identified, including procedures that 

may be directed at facility owners/operators who have carter customers with a significant history 

of repeated violations by, for example, restricting the receipt of waste from these carters.  

 

Task 4.7 Evaluation of Alternative Collection Vehicles  
 
Under almost any scenario for the future, the movement of solid waste in the City will remain 

heavily dependent upon diesel-powered trucks.  The ideal and most effective measure to reduce 

air pollution would be to reduce the emissions by these trucks.  The main objective of this Task 

is to determine if particulate traps, alternate fuels or truck types might be feasible and lawful 
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means of reducing truck emissions. In consultation with DSNY, which has extensive experience 

in testing alternative fuels and emissions control equipment on its collection fleet, the Consultant 

Team will provide an overview of the different options for alternative fuels and vehicle 

types/retrofits.  The focus will be on proven technologies and vehicle types.  If regulations are to 

be imposed or incentives provided, they must represent realistic emission reduction technology 

and options that would not create undue hardship for truck fleet operators.  The two initial 

review components are as follows:  

 
� Alternative Fuel Options:  At the present time, all of the vehicles transporting private 

waste in the City are powered by either gasoline or diesel fuel produced from 
petroleum. In recent years, several alternate fuels have been explored; none, however, 
have been found to be acceptable replacements for gasoline and diesel-fueled vehicles. 
The options with the most potential for efficient and cost effective emission reductions 
will be evaluated.  The Consultant Team will review the: (i) ability of existing vehicles 
to be retrofitted with devices that reduce emissions; (ii) safety; (iii) ease of use; (iv) 
power output of alternative fuels, such as natural gas, methanol, ethanol; (v) the impact 
of USEPA-proposed and promulgated regulations mandating cleaner burning diesel 
engines and the use of certain fuels in vehicles; and (vi) the availability of alternative 
fuel stations.  The Consultant Team will also address the use of biodiesel fuels, 
including the potential generation of biodiesel from putrescible waste.  

 
� Vehicle Size Alternatives:  Currently, vehicles hauling private waste in the City vary in 

size from small, two-axle, six-wheel vehicles to large, articulated 18-wheelers.  This 
alternative will seek to evaluate if one or a variety of sizes of trucks could better serve 
communities by balancing air quality, noise, and congestion issues with economic 
feasibility.  The analysis will focus on whether regulation of carter vehicle fleets, much 
like the regulation of City taxi fleets, would yield any environmental or economic 
benefits over the present system.  If standard fleets are used, they may facilitate 
regulation and streamline inspection of vehicles, which may, in turn, yield a cost 
savings to the City. 

 
� Noise Suppression Technology:  The availability of equipment designed into vehicles 

and add-on devices that reduce vehicle noise in collection and transfer operations will 
be investigated.  The effectiveness and cost of using this equipment in waste collection 
and transfer operations will also be assessed.   
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An evaluation will be performed to determine if a particular type or types of vehicle would be 

more economically and environmentally feasible.  To assess whether alternatives can be 

implemented, the following will be examined: 

 

� Regulatory Options:  The regulatory framework presently in place to license and 
inspect vehicles and operators hauling trade waste in the City will be analyzed to 
determine where regulations on fuel type could best be introduced and the procedures 
for the introduction of those changes. 

 
� Institutional Barriers:  The Consultant Team will explore institutional barriers that may 

pose problems with introducing new legislation or rules. 

 

Task 4.8 Findings and Recommendations 

 

Findings from each of the Tasks completed in the Study will be summarized in a detailed Report. 

This Report will also identify recommendations for policy strategies that may be implemented by 

DSNY or proposed for adoption in the New Plan.  Results of the Study and recommended policy 

strategies will be included in the Study Report. 

 

Commercial Waste Study Scope 39 of 39 July 2003 



 

 
 

COMMERCIAL WASTE MANAGEMENT STUDY 
 
 

VOLUME I 
 

PRIVATE TRANSFER STATION EVALUATIONS: 
� Four Study Areas with Transfer Stations in Geographical 

Proximity 
� Engineering and Operations Survey of Selected Transfer 

Stations 
� Effectiveness of Enforcement   

 
 

March 2004 
 

Prepared for: 
 

New York City Department of Sanitation 
for submission to the New York City Council 

 
 

Prepared by: 
 

Henningson, Durham & Richardson 
Architecture and Engineering, P.C. 

 
and its  

Subconsultants 
 

 
 

 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This report was prepared by  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Henningson, Durham & Richardson 
Architecture and Engineering, P.C. 

 
 

and its  
Subconsultants  

 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 



  

PREFACE 

 

Local Law 74 of 2000 (LL74) mandated a comprehensive study of commercial waste 

management (Commercial Waste Management Study or Study) in New York City (City) by a 

Consultant funded by the City Department of Sanitation (DSNY).  This Study undertaken to 

comply with LL74 will assist the City in managing the commercial waste stream in the most 

efficient and environmentally sound manner, and assist in the development of the City’s Solid 

Waste Management Plan (New SWMP) for the New SWMP Planning Period. 

 

Volume I addresses the following topics, as specified in LL74: 

 

1. “the effectiveness of procedures employed and the criteria applied by the department for 
the issuance and renewal of permits for the operation of putrescible and non-putrescible 
solid waste transfer stations in minimizing potential adverse environmental, economic 
and public health impacts on the communities in which such transfer stations are located 
by examining such issues as (i) the effectiveness of the criteria applied by the department 
to the siting of putrescible and non-putrescible solid waste transfer stations, including the 
aggregate effect of the geographic proximity of solid waste transfer stations to each other 
and (ii) the scope and effectiveness of the operational restrictions imposed upon 
putrescible and non-putrescible solid waste transfer stations, including the hours of 
operation and any performance standards established in the zoning resolution of the city 
of New York; 

2. the manner in which all applicable laws, rules and regulations relating to the operation 
of putrescible and non-putrescible solid waste transfer stations, private carters and long 
haul transport vehicles are enforced, including who should be responsible for such 
enforcement, and the effectiveness of such enforcement in obtaining compliance with 
such laws, rules and regulations and in minimizing potential environmental, economic 
and public health impacts and an analysis of rules relating to routes for transporting 
material to or from such transfer stations; . . . and 
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3. potential environmental, economic and public health impacts on communities in which 

large numbers of privately-owned putrescible and non-putrescible solid waste transfer 

stations are located such as, but not limited to, potential impacts related to air quality, 

water quality, odors, traffic congestion and noise.” 

 

In addition to this Volume I, the Study consists of five other volumes: 

� Volume II: Commercial Waste Generation and Projections; 

� Volume III: Converted Marine Transfer Stations – Commercial Waste Processing and 
Analysis of Potential Impacts; 

� Volume IV: Evaluation of Waste Disposal Capacity Potentially Available to New 
York City; 

� Volume V: Manhattan Transfer Station Siting Study; and 

� Volume VI: Waste Vehicle Technology Assessment. 
 

This volume, Volume I: Private Transfer Station Evaluations, reports the results of three inter-

related evaluations focused on privately owned and operated Transfer Stations:  

� Four Study Areas with Transfer Stations in Geographical Proximity – which 
examines potential areas of overlapping effects from Transfer Stations in 
geographical proximity to each other within four Study Areas. 

 
� Engineering and Operations Survey of Selected Transfer Stations – which 

surveyed selected Transfer Stations to identify means and measures to improve their 
environmental performance. 

 
� Effectiveness of Enforcement – which evaluates the existing enforcement activities 

that govern Transfer Stations under City and state rules and regulations. 
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The reports and appendices that provide the analyses and data in support of this Executive 
Summary are: 
 
“Summary Report on Four Study Areas with Transfer Stations in Geographical 
Proximity,” and its Appendices and Attachments: 

Appendix A: Neighborhood Character Summary  

Appendix B: On-Site Prototype Designs  

Appendix C: On- and Off-Site Air Quality Protocol  

Appendix D: Odor Sampling  

Appendix E: Odor Modeling Methodology  

Appendix F: On- and Off -Site Noise Protocol  

Appendix G: Water Quality Assessment Summary  

Appendix H: Traffic Protocol 

Appendix I: Public Health Evaluation of Multi-Facility Effects 

Appendix J: Engineering and Operations Survey of Selected Transfer Stations 

Appendix K: Effectiveness of Enforcement 

 Attachment: Technical Backup Data (Available on Request from DSNY Bureau of Long 
Term Export, Assistant Commissioner, Harry Szarpanski, P.E., (917) 237-5501) 
 

DSNY regulates1 the privately owned putrescible, non-putrescible and fill material Transfer 

Stations that are authorized to receive and process these categories of waste materials.  The New 

York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) also regulates2 the design, 

construction and operation of Transfer Stations.  These Transfer Stations process three types of 

waste, as defined in DSNY rules: 

 
1. “Putrescible waste” is solid waste containing organic matter having the tendency to 

decompose with the formation of malodorous by-products.  Putrescible waste generated 

by the City’s businesses is principally office and retail waste with small quantities of 

putrescible material, but also includes restaurant and other waste.  Significant amounts 

                                                 
1 DSNY’s regulatory authorities derive from Titles 16, 17 and 25 of the New York City Administrative Code 

(NYCAC), Title 16 of the Rules of the City of New York (RCNY) and the City Environmental Quality Review 
(CEQR) Procedures. 

2 NYSDEC’s regulatory authority derives from Title 6 of New York Codes, Rules and Regulations (NYCRR), Part 
360 and Title 6 NYCRR Part 617 under the state’s Environmental Conservation Law (ECL). 
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of office waste are recycled directly at the source by carters that primarily collect 

recyclable office paper from commercial buildings and deliver it to recyclers, exporters 

or paper manufacturers.  Consistent with DSNY rules, putrescible waste referred to in 

this report includes the portions of commercial putrescible waste that are both disposed 

and recycled (such as office paper).  

2. “Non-putrescible” waste is waste that does not contain organic matter having the 

tendency to decompose with the formation of malodorous by-products, including but not 

limited to dirt, earth, plaster, concrete, rock, rubble, slag, ashes, waste timber, lumber, 

Plexiglas, fiberglass, ceramic tiles, asphalt, sheetrock, tar paper, tree stumps, wood, 

window frames, metal, steel, glass, plastic pipes and tubes, rubber hoses and tubes, 

electric wires and cables, paper and cardboard. 

3. “Fill material” is a subset of non-putrescible waste and, as defined in DSNY rules, is 

clean material consisting of earth, ashes, dirt, concrete, rock, gravel, asphalt millings, 

stone or sand. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Privately owned and operated commercial waste Transfer Stations play a vital role in the City’s 
solid waste management system.  Putrescible Transfer Stations currently transfer approximately 
6,200 tons per day (tpd)3 of commercial waste and 7,250 tpd of DSNY-managed Waste disposed 
by City residents, agencies and not-for-profit institutions to disposal facilities outside the City.  
Non-putrescible and fill material Transfer Stations play a similarly important role in the 
recycling and disposal of C&D debris and excavation material, with approximately 8,630 tpd and 
19,070 tpd handled at these facilities in 2003, respectively.  While critical to the City’s waste 
infrastructure, these facilities must operate and be maintained in an environmentally sound 
manner, and in accordance with City and state rules and regulations.  This volume consists of 
three independent but inter-related studies on Transfer Stations located throughout the City that 
examine the effects of geographical proximity in four Study Areas, assess whether the 
enforcement of existing regulations and the permitting procedures and criteria are effective, and 
recommend practical means to improve the operation of these facilities which may impact upon 
the quality of life in the surrounding communities.  
 
It is important to note in this Study that DSNY’s Marine Transfer Station (MTS) Conversion 
Program relies on shipping DSNY-managed Waste by barge and rail, and so is expected to 
reduce the numbers of trucks currently hauling DSNY-managed Waste from private Transfer 
Stations for disposal.  Moreover, DSNY has taken the initiative to issue three Requests for 
Proposals (RFPs) solicitations to private vendors that may result in the award of a contract that 
would have the effect of reducing transfer trailer truck traffic associated with the transport of 
commercial waste in the Study Areas.  Specifically, DSNY long-term export RFPs seek vendor 
proposals to containerize DSNY-managed Waste at private transfer facilities and transport it out 
of the City by barge or rail.  These RFPs seek alternatives to the rebuilding of the Greenpoint and 
Bronx MTSs, and a contract entered into by the City would specify that all waste (not just 
DSNY-managed Waste) accepted at Transfer Stations on which proposals are based be 
containerized and transported out of the City by barge or rail.  This would have the potential 
effect of significantly reducing the volume of outbound traffic from Transfer Stations in portions 
of Brooklyn, Queens and the Bronx.   
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The approach taken and findings for each of these studies is summarized below. 

  

Four Study Areas with Transfer Stations in Geographical Proximity 

 

Scope of Analysis/Approach 

 

The objective of the Study Area analysis was to evaluate whether areas with a number of 

Transfer Stations in geographical proximity have the potential of producing overlapping 

environmental effects on air quality, odor, noise, neighborhood character and water quality.  In 

addition, the off-site effects of these facilities on traffic, air quality and noise from mobile 

sources (Waste Hauling Vehicles) were analyzed.  The potential public health effects of the 

findings of these evaluations were also considered.  

 

The Study Areas were selected based upon a review of the location and geographical proximity 

of the 69 operating private Transfer Station in the five boroughs.  Four Study Areas 

encompassing 43 of the facilities were identified for analysis: Port Morris, Bronx Community 

District (CD) #1; Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9; Jamaica, Queens CD #12; and Brooklyn 

CD #1 (primarily East Williamsburg, but including three facilities with four permits in Queens).  

Table ES-1 shows the names, locations and types of Transfer Stations in each Study Area.  

 

 

                                                                                                                                                             
3 Tons per day are calculated on the basis of a six-day week, 312-day year. 
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Table ES-1 
Permitted Commercial Waste Transfer Stations within Study Areas 

 

Name Address 
Type Of 

Transfer Station
Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 
Bronx County Recycling 475 Exterior Street Fill 
Felix Equities 290 East 132nd Street Fill 
Tilcon NY 980 East 149th Street Fill 
USA Waste Services of NY (Waste 
Management) 98 Lincoln Avenue Putrescible 
USA Waste Services of NY (Waste 
Management) (1) 

132nd Street & Saint Ann’s 
Avenue 

Putrescible 
(Intermodal) 

Waste Services of NY 920 East 132nd Street Putrescible 
Total Number in Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area 6 
Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 
A.J. Recycling 325 Faile Street Non-Putrescible
Bronx City Recycling 1390 Viele Avenue Fill 
G. M. Transfer 216-222 Manida Avenue Non-Putrescible
Kids Waterfront Corp. 1264 Viele Avenue Non-Putrescible
IESI NY Corp 325 Casanova Street Putrescible 
John Danna and Sons 318 Bryant Avenue Non-Putrescible
Metropolitan Transfer Station 287 Halleck Street Putrescible 
Paper Fibers Corp. 960 Bronx River Avenue Putrescible 

Waste Management of NY (1) Oak Point & Barry Avenue 
Putrescible 

(Intermodal) 
Waste Management of NY 620 Truxton Street Non-Putrescible
Waste Management of NY 315 Baretto Street Non-Putrescible
Total Number in Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area 11 
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Table ES-1 (Continued) 

Permitted Commercial Waste Transfer Stations within Study Areas 
 

Name Address 
Type Of 

Transfer Station
Brooklyn CD #1  
Point Recycling Ltd 686 Morgan Avenue Non-Putrescible
Waste Management of NY (2) 75 Thomas Avenue Non-Putrescible
Waste Management of NY(2) 485 Scott Avenue Putrescible  
Waste Management of NY 215 Varick Avenue Putrescible 
Waste Management of NY 123 Varick Avenue Non-Putrescible
Waste Management of NY  232 Gardner Avenue Non-Putrescible 
Maspeth Recycling (3) 58-08 48th Street Fill 
IESI NY Corp 548 Varick Avenue Non-Putrescible
Astoria Carting Company (3) 538-545 Stewart Avenue Non-Putrescible
City Recycling Corp 151 Anthony Street Non-Putrescible
Cooper Tank and Welding 222 Maspeth Avenue Non-Putrescible
Pebble Lane Associates (3) 57-00 47th Street Fill 
Keyspan Energy 287 Maspeth Avenue Fill 
New Style Recycling Corp  (2)(3) 49-10 Grand Avenue Putrescible 
New Style Recycling Corp  (2)(3) 49-10 Grand Avenue Non-Putrescible
BFI Waste Systems of NJ (4) 598-636 Scholes Street Putrescible 
BFI Waste Systems of NJ (4) 594 Scholes Street Non-Putrescible
BFI Waste Systems of NJ (4) 575 Scholes Street Non-Putrescible
BFI Waste Systems of NJ 115 Thames Street Putrescible 
Hi-Tech Resource Recovery 130 Varick Avenue Putrescible 
Total Number in Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area 20 
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Table ES-1 (Continued) 
Permitted Commercial Waste Transfer Stations within Study Areas 

 

Name Address 
Type Of 

Transfer Station
Jamaica, Queens CD #12 
American Recycling Management (2) 172-33 Douglas Avenue Putrescible 
American Recycling Management (2) 172-33 Douglas Avenue Non-Putrescible
Regal Recycling (2) (5) 172-06 Douglas Avenue Putrescible 
Regal Recycling (2) (5) 172-06 Douglas Avenue Non-Putrescible
T. Novelli (2) 94-07 Merrick Avenue Fill 
T. Novelli (2) 94-20 Merrick Avenue Non-Putrescible
Total Number in Jamaica, Queens CD #12 Study Area 6 
Total Number of Transfer Stations Evaluated  43 
Notes:   
(1) These two facilities are permitted as intermodal terminals that ship containerized waste by rail.  No waste 

processing is conducted at these sites.   
(2) Denotes one facility with two permits.  
(3) Four Transfer Stations on the Brooklyn CD #1 list are actually in Queens near the border of Brooklyn but 

were evaluated as part of the Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area. 
(4) These three locations constitute one facility with three DSNY permits under state regulations. 
(5) Regal Recycling is enclosing the non-putrescible waste processing operations; therefore, this facility was 

modeled as an enclosed non-putrescible Transfer Station.  
 
 
First, current conditions (including the presence of the Transfer Stations) in each of the Study 

Areas were evaluated.  Second, the conditions without the Transfer Stations were evaluated to 

determine the net contribution of the Transfer Stations.  Third, the conditions without the 

Transfer Stations, but with assumed other industrial uses occupying the same sites, were 

evaluated assuming the Transfer Stations were replaced by as-of-right general light industrial 

land uses (e.g., printing plants, laboratories) in the Study Area.  This land use replacement 

scenario assumed that the Transfer Station land uses would be occupied by other M-zone land 

uses typical of current conditions in the Study Area.  The off-site effects of these replacement 

land uses were calculated using trip generation rates published by the Institute of Transportation 

Engineers (ITE). 

 
Analyses were conducted for: (1) air quality, odor, noise, neighborhood character, public health 
and water quality from Transfer Stations located within each Study Area; and (2) traffic, off-site 
air quality and off-site noise at key intersections/locations along major corridors leading to and 
from the Study Areas.  Although this evaluation is not an environmental review, it uses City 

Commercial Waste Management Study ES-9  March 2004 
Volume I – Private Transfer Station Evaluations: Executive Summary 



  

Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) and other planning and engineering review criteria as 
the best available measure of the environmental effects of Transfer Stations on the surrounding 
community.  Standard models for air quality (United States Environmental Protection Agency 
[USEPA]-approved Industrial Source Complex Short Term [ISCST3], CAL3QHCR, MOBILE5b 
and Part 5), noise (Federal Highway Administration’s [FHWA’s] Traffic Noise Model [TNM] 
2.1) and traffic (Highway Capacity Software [HCS] version 4.1c) were used to predict combined 
effects of the Transfer Stations.   
 
Criteria were identified for each environmental parameter, as described in the “Summary Report 
on Four Study Areas with Transfer Stations in Geographical Proximity.”  If the criteria were not 
exceeded, the Study Area analysis concludes that the overlapping effects of the Transfer Stations 
were not considered to be adverse.  If these criteria were exceeded, means of reducing 
environmental effects through operational measures or design modifications were identified and 
then evaluated.  If the current conditions for traffic and its attendant effects still exceeded the 
applicable criteria, further analysis was undertaken, as more fully described in the Summary 
Report.  
 
Findings and Recommendations  

 

Air quality, odor, noise, traffic, neighborhood character and water quality analyses were 

conducted to evaluate the potential effects from the geographic proximity of the Transfer 

Stations within the Study Areas.  The analyses modeled areas where the potential effects of 

Transfer Stations in proximity to each other overlapped (combined effects) and evaluated 

whether these effects were potentially adverse.  It considered combined effects at sensitive 

receptors in these areas of overlap in manufacturing zones -- for example non-conforming 

residences, not just contiguous residential zones -- but did not consider new siting actions.  The 

overall results of the Study Area analyses show that the geographical proximity of the existing 

Transfer Stations in these Study Areas do not cause adverse combined or cumulative effects 

using reasonable criteria adapted from the CEQR and planning and engineering criteria.  There 

are no findings in the Study Area analyses that indicate there are combined adverse effects to the 

environment from existing Transfer Stations that would warrant a reduction in the number and 

capacity of Transfer Stations in the Study Area.   
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The Study makes certain recommendations for, among other things, better odor control systems 
at putrescible Transfer Stations to improve the operations and to limit the effects of Transfer 
Stations.  As described in the Volume I, Summary Report, the regulatory regime for siting of 
new Transfer Stations in the City consists of zoning, operating requirements, siting restrictions, 
environmental review, the state’s detailed Part 360 regulations, the City’s Noise and Air Codes, 
and Vehicle and Traffic Laws.  Together the application of these current requirements would 
tend to mitigate the potential for adverse impacts from a future siting action.  
 

1. On-site Air Quality: The maximum predicted combined contribution of existing Transfer 
Stations in the Study Area combined with background levels from the closest air quality 
monitor showed results all below National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for 
criteria pollutants (carbon monoxide [CO], sulfur dioxide [SO2], nitrogen dioxide [NO2] 
and particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter [PM10]).  For particulate matter 
less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5), the maximum predicted annual neighborhood 
average from combined on-site and off-site sources ranges from 1% to 6% of 
contribution to the latest monitored concentration from the nearest monitoring station 
within each Study Area. 

 
2. On-site Odor: Sampling of odors was undertaken in the summer when odor generation 

from waste decomposition would be at its highest.  A review of the controlled and 
uncontrolled odor emissions from the same facilities revealed that the controlled Transfer 
Station emissions were no more than 38% lower than the uncontrolled facilities, and in 
some cases the controlled emissions were deemed higher than the uncontrolled emissions, 
which is most likely due to the use of scented masking agents instead of more effective 
neutralizing agents to control odors.  The highest frequency of conservatively predicted 
odor levels exceeding the criteria, assuming no odor controls, was for a receptor in the 
Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area, where the model predicted an exceedance just under 
0.82% of the time (72 non-consecutive hours per year).  If more effective (90% efficient) 
odor controls were implemented at all commercial putrescible waste facilities, the odor 
levels would be reduced substantially (by 90%), and there would be no overlapping 
contributions from multiple Transfer Stations in the Study Areas.  

 

Commercial Waste Management Study ES-11  March 2004 
Volume I – Private Transfer Station Evaluations: Executive Summary 



  

3. On-site Noise: Transfer Stations in the Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area do not have 

overlapping noise effects because they are not located in close proximity to each other.  

However, there were areas of potential overlapping effects from multiple Transfer 

Stations in Brooklyn CD #1; Jamaica, Queens CD #12; and Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 

and #9 Study Areas, but the analyses did not predict effects at sensitive receptors located 

within these Study Area overlap areas.  Waste Hauling Vehicles queuing on and off site 

make the greatest contributions to noise levels.  The removal of off-site queuing of Waste 

Hauling Vehicles reduces noise levels attributable to overlapping effects.   

 

4. Traffic: Fifty-eight (58) intersections were analyzed in the Study Areas for the traffic 

analysis.  Results indicate that many of the intersections operate at an overall level of 

service (LOS) C or better under current conditions (six in Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 

Study Area; seven in Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area; 16 in Jamaica, 

Queens CD #12 Study Area and 23 in Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area).  The current 

conditions at six of the intersections in the Study Areas operate at an overall LOS D, E 

or F.4  The percentage of Waste Hauling Vehicles analyzed ranged from 0% to 7% of the 

total number of vehicles traveling through the intersections during the hours analyzed.  

Subtracting the Waste Hauling Vehicles from the analysis did not significantly improve 

the LOS at any intersection analyzed.  And when replacement industry trips (that is, 

traffic that would be generated by other light industrial uses for the Transfer Station sites 

if the Transfer Stations were absent) were substituted for Waste Hauling Vehicles in the 

analysis, the LOS remained the same or deteriorated.  

 

5. Off-site Air Analysis: For the mobile air quality analyses, current conditions were 
analyzed at two “worst case” links each in the Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 and the Hunts 
Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Areas and at four links each in Brooklyn CD #1 and 
Jamaica, Queens CD #12.  In all instances, results are below NAAQS for all the criteria 
pollutants.  For PM2.5, the 24-hour maximum contribution from off-site emission sources 

                                                 
4 Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area: (1) Meeker Avenue and Union Avenue, and (2) Flushing Avenue/Melrose Street and 
Varick Avenue/Irving Avenue; Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area: (1) Bruckner Boulevard and Alexander 
Street; Hunt’s Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area: (1) Hunt’s Point Avenue and Bruckner Boulevard, (2) 
Longwood Avenue and Bruckner Boulevard, and (3) Leggett Avenue and Bruckner Boulevard. 
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ranged from 0.03 to 1 µg/m3 (or 0.08% to 2.4% of the latest monitored concentration).  
The annual neighborhood maximum contribution from off-site emission sources ranges 
from 0.01 to 0.17 µg/m3 (or 0.08% to 0.9% of the latest monitored concentration). 
 

7. Off-site Noise: Two levels of screening were conducted on 23 locations where sensitive 
receptors exist near convergence points along truck routes to and from the Study Areas -- 
eight in Port Morris, Bronx CD #1; four in Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9; six in 
Brooklyn CD #1; and five in Jamaica, Queens, CD #12.  The first level of screening used 
total traffic volumes and axle factors from the New York State Department of 
Transportation (NYSDOT) to conservatively estimate the existing traffic volumes, and 
whether the addition of Waste Hauling Vehicles would have the potential to double 
passenger car equivalent (PCE) noise levels, requiring a further evaluation of potential 
effects (first-level screening).5  Based on this first-level screening, 17 locations (five in 
Port Morris, Bronx CD #1; four in Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9; three in Brooklyn 
CD #1; and five in Jamaica, Queens, CD #12) were identified for further screening 
(second-level screening) using actual field traffic classification counts at these locations 
to determine the potential for doubling PCEs.  Based on this second-level screening, five 
locations (two locations in Brooklyn CD #1 and three locations in Jamaica, Queens, 
CD #12) were identified for modeling using Federal Highway Administration’s 
(FHWA’s) Traffic Noise Model (TNM) version 2.1.  Predicted results from TNM 
modeling at these five locations were compared to the Study noise threshold (an increase 
in 3dBA or greater attributable to the Waste Hauling Vehicles).  The modeled mobile 
noise from the Waste Hauling Vehicles at the intersections analyzed did not exceed the 
threshold.  Therefore, there are no predicted noise effects from these Waste Hauling 
Vehicles. 

 
8. Water Quality: Twenty-nine of the 43 Transfer Stations within the Study Areas are not 

near or adjacent to surface water.  The remaining 14 Transfer Stations that are adjacent to 
or near surface water do not have adverse individual or combined effects on water quality 
in the Study Areas. 
 

                                                 
5See Volume I Summary Report for intersection locations. 
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9. Neighborhood Character: The neighborhood character analyses in all four Study Areas 

determined that overlapping effects of Transfer Stations, where such effects exist, do not 

contribute adversely to the typically industrial neighborhood character of the four Study 

Areas.  Moreover, where the technical analyses compared existing conditions to the 

replacement scenario, in which reasonably anticipated development were assumed to 

occur in place of the Transfer Stations, it was found that the conditions studied would not 

necessarily be better than existing conditions.  In certain cases, larger volumes of traffic 

predicted under the replacement scenario could potentially result in diminished 

neighborhood character quality, compared to existing conditions with the Transfer 

Stations.  The assumption used in creating the replacement industry scenario is that all 

components of neighborhood character conditions (zoning, socioeconomics, etc.) remain 

fundamentally the same as existing conditions.  

 

10. Public Health: Using the conservative assumption that commercial waste Transfer 

Stations do not control odors at all, receptors in two Study Areas were found likely to 

experience potentially unacceptable odors at times from overlapping effects.  These 

effects were predicted to be infrequent, occurring less than 1% of the time for all 

receptors (i.e., less than 72 non-consecutive hours per year), and are not likely to generate 

sustained annoyance or symptoms.  With regard to regulated pollutants, cumulative 

effects on air quality were predicted to be minimal (for PM2.5, 1% to 6% of contribution 

to the latest monitored background values).  The Transfer Stations, in aggregate, do not 

appear to be important determinants of air quality for any of the pollutants regulated by 

the USEPA on the basis of human health effects. 
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Engineering and Operations Survey of Selected Transfer Stations 

 

Scope of Analysis/Approach 

 

This report supplemented the work undertaken as part of the Study Area evaluations through 

on-site surveys of 24 of the 43 Transfer Stations located in the Study Areas, including 

putrescible, non-putrescible and fill material facilities.  These surveys involved a review of 

existing information made available by DSNY from its permit records and environmental review 

documents, and site visits to observe facility operations and collect data on facility designs and 

operating performance.  The data collection activities included odor (at existing transfer stations) 

and noise sampling (at nearby receptors) and analysis.  These data were evaluated to determine if 

various design or operational measures could improve the environmental performance of existing 

Transfer Stations in terms of a reduction in pollutant and odor emissions and noise attenuation.  

Details are provided in Appendix J of Volume I. 

 

Findings and Recommendations  

 

The following recommendations, pertaining to the design and operation of Transfer Stations, are 

the result of this evaluation. 

 

1. Ventilation and Odor Control – The ventilation systems of putrescible Transfer 

Stations should be upgraded with the addition of state-of-the-art odor control technology 

to “neutralize” odors in exhaust air, and ventilation capacity should be increased to 

prevent the escape of odors when facilities are operating with doors open, by maintaining 

sufficient negative air pressure.  The combination of an odor neutralizing system treating 

exhaust air in conjunction with increased fan capacity, operated correctly, would have 

synergistic effects to substantially reduce potential odors. 

 

A number of the putrescible Transfer Stations inspected used rudimentary odor control 

systems that could be more effective.  An example of a state-of-the-art odor control 

system option is a hard-piped system, suspended above the processing floor, which would 
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introduce an odor-neutralizing agent into exhaust air, as it is ventilated from the building.  

Implementing this recommendation could include a provision for an equivalent system 

acceptable to the DSNY Commissioner that is sufficient to meet Zoning Code and Air 

Code standards. 

 

The fan capacity recommendation would surpass current Building Code standards.  It 

would require increasing fan capacity from 6 air changes per hour (ach) to 8 to 12 ach 

and treating the exhaust air.  Fans would automatically operate at 8 ach with doors closed 

and at 12 ach with doors open.  The additional fan capacity addresses the practical reality 

that Transfer Station doors are generally open during operating hours when inbound and 

outbound traffic is heavy and consequently odors can be more readily released from the 

building. 

 

2. Odor Prevention – DSNY’s Permit and Inspection Unit (PIU) staff should continue 

focusing their enforcement efforts on operating conditions that contribute to odor 

formation during waste processing operations.  Inspectors should take particular care to 

continue to identify and take enforcement action to correct the following conditions, 

when observed:  

 

� Floor-wear conditions that contribute to pooling of leachate on the floor.  These 
conditions may be indicated by exposed rebar. 

� Excessive dust accumulation on facility walls that can become a source of odor 
formation. 

� Clogged trench drains in the floor drain system or grit and grease traps that are 
not routinely maintained. 

 
In addition, inspectors should continue to monitor and focus on compliance with a daily 

½-hour “clean time” during which the floor is cleared of waste to allow housekeeping 

functions, such as floor and wall wash-down, cleaning of drains, and maintaining 

ventilation and odor control systems.  
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3. Dust Control – Both DSNY and NYSDEC regulations require measures to control dust 

from waste processing operations.  Of the three types of Transfer Stations, non-

putrescible and fill material facilities generally operate outdoors, while all waste 

processing activity at putrescible Transfer Stations must occur in an enclosed building.  

Dust control should continue to be a focus of PIU’s enforcement action, particularly 

when dust from operations is observed crossing property lines at non-putrescible and fill 

material Transfer Stations or exiting from the exhaust vents of putrescible Transfer 

Stations.  Persistent enforcement will induce facility operators to use relatively simple 

and effective dust control measures. 

 

Different means of controlling dust are applicable to each type of facility: 

 

� Non-putrescible and fill material facilities – Installation of a sprinkler-type system 
that sprays water on the working pile will substantially reduce the transport of dust 
from processing operations more effectively than hand-held hoses currently used at 
many facilities. 

� Putrescible – Installation of a water-misting system for dust suppression within the 
enclosed processing building is an effective method of minimizing dust in the exhaust 
air.  The system commonly used in the solid waste industry involves pumping water 
through ¼” to ¾” steel pipe to high-pressure mist nozzles that atomize water, creating 
a fine mist that reduces dust generation.  The atomization process does not cause 
water to pool on the processing floor.  These systems, when operated properly, are 
effective at reducing as much as 90% of the dust generated at putrescible Transfer 
Stations.  

 

4. Stormwater Control – This issue is specific to non-putrescible and fill material facilities 

that do not have concrete paved surfaces with appropriate drainage where material is 

processed.  This absence of pavement with appropriately installed stormwater drainage 

creates two potential problems: (i) runoff into surface water or storm sewers; and 

(ii) tracking of mud and debris during wet weather onto neighboring streets. 

 

The first issue is being addressed by NYSDEC under the authority established by Article 
27 of the Environmental Conservation Law (ECL) and more specifically by Article 17, 
Titles 7 and 8 of the ECL.  Implementing regulations for Article 17, Titles 7 and 8 are 
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provided under 6 New York Codes, Rules and Regulations (NYCRR) Part 750.  These 
regulations are the basis of the State Pollution Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) 
program that requires permits for management of stormwater that discharges to surface 
water or separate storm sewers.  Obtaining coverage under the statewide general permit 
for stormwater associated with industrial activities (GP-98-03) or an individual 
stormwater permit requires the preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
that would typically entail installation of a paved surface with controlled drainage 
directed through grit and grease traps or other pretreatment systems prior to discharge to 
surface waters or storm sewers.  Discharge of stormwater containing “leachate” to the 
sanitary or combined sewer system requires permits from the City Department of 
Environmental Protection (NYCDEP).  NYSDEC is in the process of requiring Transfer 
Stations in the City to obtain SPDES permits.  

 

The second issue (tracking of mud and debris during wet weather onto neighboring 
streets) can be effectively addressed by washing the tires of vehicles as they exit the 
Transfer Station.  This can be accomplished through the installation of an automated tire 
washing system or using manually operated hoses.  

 

5. Noise Control – Noise emissions are regulated under the City’s Noise Code §24-243, the 
Zoning Resolution and Transfer Station Operating Rules.  Noise effects may arise at the 
property boundary where equipment operates outdoors, as is the case with 
non-putrescible and fill material Transfer Stations (waste processing operations at 
putrescible Transfer Stations are in an enclosed building), or from Waste Hauling 
Vehicles queuing in the street in front of these facilities (which was found to be the 
principal source of noise at Transfer Stations.)  However, the Noise Code and Zoning 
Code do not prohibit the levels of vehicular noise associated with queuing trucks at 
Transfer Stations.  Also, space limitations at many existing facilities limit the options for 
mitigating this problem.  DSNY’s operating rules prohibit non-putrescible Transfer 
Stations from operating between 7:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m., to limit noise from such 
facilities.  NYSDEC, during its permit renewal process, is focusing on design measures 
and permit conditions to limit off-site queuing.  These combined approaches can mitigate 
noise problems in areas where they are most likely to affect residential dwellings. 
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6. Air Quality – The primary sources of air pollution from Transfer Stations are the 

non-road engines, such as front end loaders, used in waste processing operations, not 

diesel Waste Hauling Vehicles.  This issue is discussed more fully in the evaluation 

reports of the four Study Areas.  It is important to note here that: (i) these engines will be 

subject to increasingly stringent emission standards promulgated by the USEPA that over 

time will significantly reduce emissions as older equipment is replaced; and (ii) federal 

law appears to preempt the City from establishing more stringent standards for these non-

road engines.  The New York Air Code (NYAC) §24-143, contains a prohibition on 

“visible air contaminants from an internal combustion engine of (a) a motor vehicle 

while the vehicle is stationary for longer than 10 consecutive seconds; or (b) a motor 

vehicle after the vehicle has moved more than 90 yards from a place where the vehicle 

was stationary.”  This regulation provides a basis for enforcement actions by DSNY’s 

PIU inspectors where old or poorly maintained mobile equipment, such as front end 

loaders or bulldozers, is emitting visible smoke.  Air Code §24-109 and §24-142 provide 

authority to regulate stationary equipment such as crushers.  DSNY should institute a 

training program for its inspectors in the application of USEPA’s (40 CFR 60, 

Appendix A) Method 9 procedures for opacity testing.  (The threshold for human 

recognition of visible emissions is generally considered to be around 5% opacity.)  

Certified inspectors issuing citations for opacity violations would induce Transfer Station 

operators to better maintain or upgrade their equipment. 

 

Effectiveness of Enforcement 

 

Scope of Analysis/Approach 

 

Both the City and New York State regulate the privately owned Transfer Stations.  DSNY is the 

primary local agency responsible for permitting, regulating and inspecting Transfer Stations and 

NYCDEP’s Environmental Control Board (ECB) adjudicates notices of violation that DSNY 

officers write.  DSNY derives its powers to control waste Transfer Station operation from the 
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City Charter, Title 16, of the New York City Administrative Code (NYCAC) and Title 16 of the 

Rules of the City of New York (RCNY).  The NYSDEC’s regulatory authority derives from the 

Environmental Conservation Law (ECL) and Title 6 of NYCRR, Part 360.  The Business 

Integrity Commission (BIC) does background investigations into character and fitness to operate 

a Transfer Station and also licenses the vehicles operated by private carters in the City. 

 

As the primary inspector of the City’s Transfer Stations, DSNY’s PIU conducts most of the 

on-site inspections.  The unit is comprised of twenty-two (22) officers -- 17 Environmental 

Police Officers and five Environmental Lieutenants.  The PIU force conducts a full inspection of 

each putrescible and non-putrescible Transfer Station at least once per week, and conducts 

additional, frequent, limited drive-by inspections of such facilities.  

 

During the course of this Study, current management policies governing the City’s Transfer 

Stations were reviewed and evaluated based on infraction statistics gathered from the inspection 

records at DSNY and NYSDEC to determine the effectiveness of enforcement procedures on the 

City’s Transfer Stations.  In addition, other City and state agencies involved with various aspects 

of enforcement were contacted and the rules and regulations defining their authority reviewed.  

Details of these analyses can be found in Volume I, Appendix K, Effectiveness of Enforcement. 

 

In addition, a review of historical violation records from 1991 to 2002 was completed as well as 
an in-depth study of inspection reports for Fiscal Year 2003.  The pattern of violation issuance 
and the type of infraction that led to such summonses were evaluated to gain a better 
understanding of current enforcement measures and to address potential improvements to the 
system. 
 
Various fine structures exist depending on the type, severity and frequency of a violation.  

Certain Transfer Station-type violations, such as operating a Transfer Station without a valid 

permit or being in violation of operational rules, are termed “major ECB violations” for the 

purpose of this Study and warrant a fine ranging from $2,500 for a first offense, $5,000 for a 

second offense and up to $10,000 for third and subsequent offenses.  Violations that this Study 

terms “minor ECB violations” relate to sidewalk and street infractions and have lower liability 

amounts that warrant fines between $100 and $300, while the Study category of “minor action 
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violations,” such as illegal dumping or the presence of noxious liquids, has a maximum fine of 

up to $450.  (The “minor” classification used here is not meant to suggest that such violations are 

less important, merely that the monetary penalties are less than those for “major” Transfer 

Station violations.)   

 
City enforcement of regulatory standards on Transfer Station operation is guided by the 
applicable performance standard for the facility under the Zoning Resolution, as supplemented 
by the Air and Noise Code and DSNY’s regulations.  The City has established three kinds of 
industrial districts, each with specific performance standards: Light Manufacturing (M1 - High 
Performance), Medium Manufacturing (M2 - Medium Performance) and Heavy Manufacturing 
(M3 - Low Performance).  Transfer Stations are considered a Use Group 18 use.  Use Group 18 
uses are appropriate in M3 districts subject to low performance standards, and are allowed in M1 
and M2 districts provided they meet the more stringent performance standards applicable to 
those zones with respect to odor, noise, vibration, dust and smoke.  Additional noise and 
vibration restrictions apply to a manufacturing district located adjacent to a residential district.  
M1 districts often serve to buffer residential and commercial districts from heavier industrial M2 
or M3 zones.  M2 districts occupy the middle ground between light and heavy industrial areas.  
Performance standards in this district are less stringent than in M1 areas, as more noise, vibration 
and smoke are permitted.  M3 districts are designated for heavy industries (such as foundries, 
cement plants, salvage yards, chemical manufacturing, asphalt plants) that generate more 
objectionable influences and hazards, including noise, dust, smoke and odors, as well as heavy 
traffic.  New residences and community facilities may not locate in M3 districts.  These districts 
are usually situated near the waterfront and are buffered -- for example by M1 districts -- from 
residential areas.  With their low performance standards, M3 zones are particularly well-suited 
for the siting of Transfer Stations 
 
A field observation was conducted to sample the level of compliance with truck route restrictions 
around Transfer Stations.  Trucks must travel on designated routes, except where they deviate to 
reach their final destination.  Truck route violations are important to monitor as they directly 
affect the quality of life on residential streets in the surrounding community.  (The City 
Department of Transportation [NYCDOT] is currently conducting a citywide study of truck 
traffic.)  The survey counted Waste Hauling Vehicles using non-truck routes at key intersections 
in the vicinity of Transfer Stations and compared their number to the number of other trucks and 
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automobile traffic.  Intersections with a high potential to be used illegally by Waste Hauling 
Vehicles -- either key local non-truck route intersections or crossings of local arteries and truck 
routes -- were selected as observation sites. 
 
Findings 

 
1. Only approximately 0.3% to 6% of total traffic at a non-truck route intersection can be 

attributed to Waste Hauling Vehicles.  

2. There has been a 100% increase in DSNY inspection frequency over the last four years 

following a doubling in inspection staff and an increase in the closure of negligent 

facilities.  In general, the number of Transfer Stations has declined.  In 1990, 153 

Transfer Stations were in operation, compared to 96 in 1996 and only 69 in 2004. 

3. According to DSNY historical summons data, over the past 12 years (1991 to 2002), 

roughly 15% of putrescible Transfer Stations, 12% of non-putrescible Transfer Stations 

and 8% of fill material Transfer Stations accrued more than 20 violations each in the 

12-year span.  

4. The majority of the City’s Transfer Stations are sited in M3 zones (68%), thus reducing 
their potential effect on the residential community. 

5. In 1998, DSNY promulgated new Transfer Station Siting Rules (implemented as a new 
subsection of the existing rules governing Transfer Stations found in 4 RCNY 16) that 
included restrictions on the locations in which new Transfer Stations could be sited and 
limitations on their hours of operation.  They included the following general provisions: 

� No siting of new putrescible and non-putrescible Transfer Stations in M1 zones;  

� No siting within 400 feet of residential districts and sensitive receptors such as public 
parks and schools;  

� No siting of a new non-putrescible Transfer Station within 400 feet of an existing 
non-putrescible Transfer Station; and 

� No operating of non-putrescible Transfer Stations in an M1 zone between 7:00 p.m. 
and 6:00 a.m. 
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Additionally, the rules required Transfer Stations to submit engineering reports and 

transportation plans with all permit applications.  These requirements mean that new 

facilities would be less likely to be in a location that impacts local residents.  The rules 

apply to applications filed after October 1998, and so did not apply to certain pending 

applications.  Additionally, DSNY promulgated temporary siting restrictions in 2003 that 

expire later this year and will promulgate new permanent Siting Rules this year. 

6. On average, seven “major” DSNY violations were issued at Transfer Stations each month 
between July of 2002 and June of 2003, and roughly 30 major violations were issued to 
each type of Transfer Station.  Despite the fact that fill material inspections occur much 
less frequently, fill material violations accounted for roughly 29% of the violations issued 
by DSNY to Transfer Station operators between July 2002 and June 2003.  Putrescible 
Transfer Stations had the most violations, accounting for 45% of those issued; 
non-putrescible Transfer Stations accounted for only 26%. 

 
7. According to DSNY violation statistics, on average, 50 “minor” Environmental Control 

Board (ECB) violations, 351 parking violations and 51 traffic violations were issued per 
month between July 2002 and June 2003.  With an annual count of 5,505 summonses, 
DSNY issues approximately 460 violation summonses of varying severity each month.   

8. According to DSNY statistics for Fiscal Year 2003, pile height/volume over the limit was 

the most common violation at non-putrescible Transfer Stations; and operating without a 

permit was the second most common violation.  The most common violation reported at 

putrescible Transfer Stations was an unclean tipping floor. 

9.  Ten violations were issued by DSNY in Fiscal Year 2003 to persons unlawfully 

operating a fill material Transfer Station without a permit.  This violation results in 

closing an illegal operation.  

10. Spillage from trucks and/or receptacles is a relatively frequent violation.  Illegal dumping 

by both the owner and operator are also relatively common violations issued by DSNY.  

Causing a street obstruction and the presence of noxious liquids were also reported 

frequently.   
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11. The majority of parking violations issued by DSNY are in response to trucks standing or 

parking without proper equipment, or having a detached trailer.  Parking for over three 

hours in a commercial zone or parking in the wrong direction are also relatively common 

violations.  The transportation of loose cargo without a cover is the most commonly 

violated traffic rule, with 300 summonses issued by DSNY within Fiscal Year 2003.   

 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

 
In summary, Transfer Station enforcement quality has shown major improvements over the last 
decade due to the increased frequency of inspections.  However, further improvements can be 
made to improve the level of coordination within and between the City agencies responsible for 
enforcement, by creating a fully computerized system of inspection forms at the agency level.  
The improvements in productivity over manual collection and input of inspection data, as well as 
the overall benefit of a multi-agency coordinated enforcement structure, greatly justifies the 
investment of resources to create this system.  An accessible digital database that will heighten 
inter-agency cooperation and improve information management is the critical path to improving 
enforcement practices.  
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1.0 OBJECTIVE 
 
As defined in Local Law 74 (LL74) and in the Final Scope of Work for the Commercial Waste 
Management Study (Study), dated July 31, 2003, the objective of the Study Area Evaluations is 
to identify:  
 

Potential areas of overlapping effects from multiple Transfer Stations in the Study Areas 
for: (1) air quality, odor, noise, neighborhood character, public health and water quality 
from Transfer Stations located within each Study Area; and (2) traffic, off-site air quality 
and off-site noise at key intersections along major corridors leading to and from Study 
Areas; and the potential public health effects from the analyses conducted. 

 
The Study Areas were selected based upon a review of the location and geographical proximity 
of the 69 operating private Transfer Stations in each of the five boroughs.  Attachment A lists 
these facilities by address, type, community district (CD) location, applicable zoning and 
permitted capacity.  Study Areas were not identified in Manhattan or Staten Island -- there is 
only one fill material Transfer Station in Manhattan that services Con Edison, and there are six 
Transfer Stations in Staten Island that are not located in close geographical proximity to each 
other.  The following four Study Areas with concentrations of Transfer Stations were identified 
for analysis: the Port Morris area, in CD #1, and the Hunts Point area, including portions of CDs 
#2 and #9 in the Bronx; Brooklyn CD #1; and the Jamaica area, in Queens, CD #12.  Forty-three 
(43) of the 69 operating Transfer Stations are located in these Study Areas.  Table 1-1 shows the 
name, location and type of Transfer Station in each Study Area.  
 
As noted in Table 1-1, there are: 
 
� Six (6) Transfer Stations in the Port Morris, Bronx CD # 1 Study Area: three putrescible 

waste and three fill material;  
� Eleven (11) Transfer Stations in the Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area: four 

putrescible waste, six non-putrescible waste and one fill material;  
� Twenty (20) Transfer Stations in the Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area: six putrescible waste, 

11 non-putrescible waste and three fill material; and  
� Six (6) Transfer Stations in the Jamaica, Queens CD #12 Study Area: two putrescible 

waste, three non-putrescible waste and one fill material.   
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Figures 1-1 through 1-4 show the location of the Transfer Stations, the major transportation 

routes to and from the facilities, and the CDs in which the four Study Areas are located. 

 

Table 1-1 
Permitted Commercial Waste Transfer Stations within Study Areas 

 

Name Address 
Type of Transfer 

Station 

Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 

Bronx County Recycling 475 Exterior Street Fill 
Felix Equities 290 East 132nd Street Fill 
Tilcon NY 980 East 149th Street Fill 
USA Waste Services of NY (Waste 
Management) 98 Lincoln Avenue Putrescible 
USA Waste Services of NY (Waste
Management) 

 132
(1) 

nd St & Saint Ann’s 
Avenue 

Putrescible 
(Intermodal) 

Waste Services of NY 920 East 132nd Street Putrescible 

Total Number in Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area 6 

Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 
A.J. Recycling 325 Faile Street Non-Putrescible
Bronx City Recycling 1390 Viele Avenue Fill 
G. M. Transfer 216-222 Manida Avenue Non-Putrescible
Kids Waterfront Corp. 1264 Viele Avenue Non-Putrescible
IESI NY Corp 325 Casanova Street Putrescible 
John Danna and Sons 318 Bryant Avenue Non-Putrescible
Metropolitan Transfer Station 287 Halleck Street Putrescible 
Paper Fibers Corp. 960 Bronx River Avenue Putrescible 

Waste Management of NY (1) Oak Point & Barry Avenue 
Putrescible 

(Intermodal) 
Waste Management of NY 620 Truxton Street Non-Putrescible
Waste Management of NY 315 Baretto Street Non-Putrescible

Total Number in Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area 11 
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Table 1-1 (Continued) 
Permitted Commercial Waste Transfer Stations within Study Areas 

 

Name Address 
Type of Transfer 

Station 

Brooklyn CD#1  
Point Recycling Ltd 686 Morgan Avenue Non-Putrescible
Waste Management of NY (2) 75 Thomas Avenue Non-Putrescible
Waste Management of NY 232 Gardner Avenue Non-Putrescible
Waste Management of NY 215 Varick Avenue Putrescible 
Waste Management of NY 123 Varick Avenue Non-Putrescible
Waste Management of NY (2) 485 Scott Avenue Putrescible 
Maspeth Recycling (3) 58-08 48th Street Fill 
IESI NY Corp 548 Varick Avenue Non-Putrescible
Astoria Carting Company (3) 538-545 Stewart Avenue Non-Putrescible
City Recycling Corp 151 Anthony Street Non-Putrescible
Cooper Tank and Welding 222 Maspeth Avenue Non-Putrescible
Pebble Lane Associates (3) 57-00 47th Street Fill 
Keyspan Energy 287 Maspeth Avenue Fill 
New Style Recycling Corp  (2) (3) 49-10 Grand Avenue Putrescible 
New Style Recycling Corp  (2) (3) 49-10 Grand Avenue Non-Putrescible
BFI Waste Systems of NJ (4) 598-636 Scholes Street Putrescible 
BFI Waste Systems of NJ (4) 594 Scholes Street Non-Putrescible
BFI Waste Systems of NJ (4) 575 Scholes Street Non-Putrescible
BFI Waste Systems of NJ 115 Thames Street Putrescible 
Hi-Tech Resource Recovery 130 Varick Avenue Putrescible 

Total Number in Brooklyn CD#1 Study Area 20 
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Table 1-1 (Continued) 
Permitted Commercial Waste Transfer Stations within Study Areas 

 

Name Address 
Type of 

Transfer Station
Jamaica, Queens CD #12 
American Recycling Management (2) 172-33 Douglas Avenue Putrescible 
American Recycling Management (2) 172-33 Douglas Avenue Non-Putrescible
Regal Recycling (2) (5) 172-06 Douglas Avenue Putrescible 
Regal Recycling (2) (5) 172-06 Douglas Avenue Non-Putrescible
T. Novelli (2) 94-07 Merrick Avenue Fill 
T. Novelli (2) 94-20 Merrick Avenue Non-Putrescible

Total Number in Jamaica, Queens CD #12 Study Area 6 
Total Number of Transfer Stations Evaluated 43 

Notes:   
(1) These two facilities are permitted as intermodal terminals that ship containerized waste by rail.  No waste 

processing is conducted at these sites.   
(2) Denotes one facility with two permits.  
(3) Four Transfer Stations on the Brooklyn CD #1 list are actually in Queens near the border of Brooklyn but 

were evaluated as part of the Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area. 
(4) These three locations constitute one facility with three New York City (City) Department of Sanitation 

(DSNY) permits under state regulations.    
(5) Regal Recycling is enclosing the non-putrescible waste processing operations; therefore, this facility was 

modeled as an enclosed non-putrescible waste Transfer Station.  
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2.0 HISTORICAL/LEGISLATIVE OVERVIEW OF TRANSFER STATION 

REGULATION 

 

One of the objectives of LL74 is to assess the effectiveness of the permitting procedures and 

current criteria applied by the New York City (City) Department of Sanitation (DSNY) to the 

siting of Transfer Stations in minimizing potential adverse impacts on the communities in which 

such Transfer Stations are located, including any aggregate impact of the geographic proximity 

of Transfer Stations to each other.  This section provides background on Transfer Station 

regulations, explains how applications undergo environmental review and discusses DSNY’s 

current siting rules and permitting procedures.  

 

2.1 Background on DSNY and New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation (NYSDEC) Transfer Station Permitting  

 

There have always been Transfer Stations in the City.  Transfer Stations locate where suitable 

zoning, transportation access, proximity to wastesheds and economics are favorable.  The 

regulation of private Transfer Stations has evolved over time and become increasingly stringent.  

In addition to ensuring that Transfer Stations are sited in industrial districts established by law, 

the City’s criteria for siting Transfer Stations include certain restrictions promulgated in 1998 

(discussed below), and the completion of an environmental review.   

 

Prior to 1990, putrescible waste Transfer Stations were regulated locally by the City Department 

of Health, while non-putrescible waste Transfer Stations required permits from DSNY.  Such 

facilities were (and are) required to meet certain performance standards required by the Zoning 

Resolution with respect to odor, noise, dust, smoke and enclosure, and comply with the City’s 

Noise Code and Air Code.  Both types of facilities also required permits from the NYSDEC, 

which promulgated additional detailed regulations (Title 6 of the New York Codes, Rules and 

Regulations [NYCRR], Part 360) under the State’s Solid Waste Management Act in 1988. 
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2.1.1 City Regulation of Transfer Stations 

 

DSNY was given additional authority to promulgate regulations to control and supervise 

non-putrescible waste Transfer Stations pursuant to Local Law 49 of 1989.  In 1990, the City had 

153 Transfer Stations (159 permits): six dual putrescible and non-putrescible waste, 

39 putrescible waste, 70 non-putrescible waste and 38 fill material.  Local Law 40 of 1990 

transferred to DSNY the responsibility for regulating putrescible waste Transfer Stations and 

required DSNY to promulgate more detailed rules for the transfer station industry.  DSNY 

adopted rules for putrescible waste Transfer Stations in 1990 and additional rules in 1991, 

requiring facilities previously permitted by the City Department of Health to apply for new 

DSNY permits.  A substantial number of operating Transfer Stations were initially unable to 

obtain a new DSNY permit, due to one or more problems: inability to obtain a Certificate of 

Occupancy indicating a Use Group 18 use; inability to operate with the doors closed (many 

facilities lacked doors); or failure to operate within a fully enclosed structure.  To force such 

facilities to come into compliance, DSNY issued notices of violation of $10,000 or more for such 

facilities, and entered into a series of compliance agreements giving the operators a limited 

amount of time to come into compliance or cease operating. 

 

The NYSDEC revised its 6 NYCRR Part 360 Transfer Station regulations in 1993.  DSNY 

adopted additional rules for non-putrescible waste Transfer Stations and fill material Transfer 

Stations in 1994.  Among other things, these rules provided new limits on pile heights and new 

fence requirements for unenclosed non-putrescible waste and fill material Transfer Station 

operations in proximity to residential districts.  Within 300 feet of a residential zone, an 

unenclosed construction and demolition (C&D) debris pile cannot exceed eight feet in height.  If 

an unenclosed non-putrescible waste Transfer Station is more than 300 feet from a residential 

zone, the maximum pile height is 40 feet for separated concrete, rock, gravel, asphalt, brick, dirt 

or metal; 30 feet for separated, chipped wood; and eight feet for all other non-putrescible waste.  

Similarly, the maximum pile height at unenclosed fill material Transfer Stations is eight feet 

within 300 feet of a residential zone, and 40 feet if more than 300 feet from a residential zone.  In 

addition, for both no-putrescible waste and fill material Transfer Stations, unenclosed operations 
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conducted within 300 feet of a residential zone require an opaque perimeter fence at least 15 feet 

high, while such facilities operating more than 300 feet from a residential zone require a 

minimum fence height of 10 feet high.  

 

In 1996, the City Council enacted Local Law 42, which created a Trade Waste Commission 

(TWC) (now named the Business Integrity Commission [BIC]) to regulate the commercial 

carting industry in the City.  This law also required Transfer Station applicants to undergo review 

by the TWC.  During the period from 1990 to 1996, the combination of increased regulatory 

requirements, enforcement and consolidation in the industry led to a decline in the number of 

Transfer Stations in the City from 153 (including six dual facilities) to 96. 

 

2.1.2 NYSDEC Permitting Criteria 

 

A Transfer Station permit issued by NYSDEC must assure, to the maximum extent practicable, 

that the permitted activity will pose no significant adverse impact on public health, safety or 

welfare or environmental or natural resources, and that the activity will comply with the 

provisions of Part 360 and with other applicable laws and regulations.  State regulations require 

an environmental review for NYSDEC putrescible and non-putrescible waste Transfer Station 

permits, but not for fill material Transfer Stations.  NYSDEC is empowered to impose conditions 

on Transfer Station permits, including but not limited to inspection, financial assurance, 

technical data gathering and reporting, data analysis, quality control, quality assurance, sampling, 

monitoring (including the imposition of on-site environmental monitors), reporting and 

verification.  

 

2.2 Environmental Review of Transfer Station Applications 

 

DSNY requires an environmental review for all new Transfer Stations (including fill material 

Transfer Stations), and for Transfer Stations seeking an increase in permitted capacity.  DSNY’s 

environmental review is guided by the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical 

Manual, which was revised in 2001, in addition to supplemental technical guidance employed by 

City agencies such as the City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) (e.g., for 
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fine particulate air emissions).  DSNY’s environmental review for new Transfer Stations and for 

Transfer Station increases in capacity includes, as appropriate, a consideration of the standard 

CEQR categories, namely: land use, zoning and public policy; socioeconomic conditions; 

community facilities and services; open space; shadows; historic resources; urban design/visual 

resources; neighborhood character; natural resources; hazardous materials; waterfront 

revitalization program; infrastructure; solid waste and sanitation services; energy; traffic and 

parking; transit and pedestrians; air quality; noise; construction impacts; and public health.  Since 

2001, the analysis of air impacts must include a consideration of fine particulate matter 

2.5 microns and smaller in diameter (PM2.5), using methodology approved by the NYCDEP.  

 

In particular, the study area for neighborhood character is typically 400 feet from the facility 

boundary, pursuant to the 2001 CEQR Technical Manual.  Preliminary thresholds used to 

determine if a detailed assessment is appropriate include any of the following conditions: a 

conflict with surrounding land uses or land use policy; a substantial change in urban design, 

building bulk or streetscape; impact upon visual features or views, historic resources or 

socioeconomic conditions (direct or indirect displacement of population or businesses or 

substantial change in character in businesses); a substantial worsening of traffic together with a 

change in the local type of vehicles (where the amount of traffic and type of vehicle contributes 

to neighborhood character); and significant adverse noise impacts together with a change in the 

noise acceptability category.  

 

DSNY files and circulates its environmental review documents and determination of significance 

with community boards, appropriate elected officials and interested parties.  In addition, 

beginning in March 2003, the NYSDEC adopted an Environmental Justice policy, which 

potentially affects applicants for NYSDEC Transfer Station permits and permit modifications.  

NYSDEC now reviews such applications to determine whether they are subject to this policy, 

and, if they are, the applicant may be required to take additional procedural steps to ensure 

compliance with the Environmental Justice policy in the application.  
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DSNY’s review of Transfer Station applications includes a consideration of detailed documents, 

including an engineering report, site plan, odor control plan, drainage details, traffic quantity and 

routes, and other matters.  An Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) must be submitted 

that discusses each of the environmental impact categories, and whether the proposed action 

would reasonably be expected to result in a significant adverse environmental impact based on 

established thresholds and criteria in the 2001 CEQR Technical Manual.  DSNY staff review the 

majority of the required impact categories, while the NYCDEP reviews air quality, noise and 

odor studies, and the City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) reviews any required traffic 

studies.  In addition to a complete environmental assessment form and any related studies, 

DSNY requires certain other information from applicants, as detailed in a DSNY memorandum 

to applicants (see Attachment B).  In particular, applicants must provide to DSNY copies of their 

Part 360 NYSDEC application.  DSNY issues permits to operate, while NYSDEC typically 

requires both a permit to construct and a permit to operate a facility.  Therefore, DSNY generally 

issues its permit only after NYSDEC issues its permit. 

 

2.2.1 Coordination With NYSDEC on Environmental Reviews 

 

The joint environmental review responsibilities for Transfer Station permits involving both 

DSNY and the NYSDEC were set forth in a consent order in City of New York v. New York 

State Department of Environmental Conservation, Supreme Court, Albany County, Index No. 

7218/91 (Consent Order).  Pursuant to this Consent Order, since 1992 DSNY and NYSDEC have 

served as co-lead agencies in conducting the necessary environmental review for new putrescible 

and non-putrescible waste Transfer Stations, and for certain operating Transfer Stations that had 

never received a NYSDEC permit.  For permit modifications, DSNY and NYSDEC determine 

on a case-by-case basis which agency is appropriate to serve as lead agency, or whether a co-lead 

agency designation is appropriate.  For fill material Transfer Station permits, DSNY requires an 

environmental review, but NYSDEC does not.  DSNY permit renewals are not subject to an 

environmental review, unless significant modifications are proposed. 
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In addition to compliance with environmental review and other NYSDEC and DSNY permitting 

procedures, Transfer Station operators are required to comply with the City’s Zoning Resolution 

performance standards for the relevant zoning classification (M3, M2 or M1), as well as the 

more detailed Air Code (including odor) and Noise Code provisions.  Commercial waste vehicle 

operators must abide by relevant Vehicle and Traffic laws, including restrictions on vehicle 

idling and parking and requirements to use designated truck routes; Waste Hauling Vehicles 

must meet certain operational requirements.   

 

2.3 Closure of Fresh Kills Landfill and Interim Export 

 

In 1996, the state enacted a law that required the City’s Fresh Kills Landfill to close by 

December 31, 2001.  The City then began an intergovernmental process to plan for alternative 

transfer, transport and disposal of the approximately 11,000 tons per day (tpd) of 

DSNY-managed Waste then disposed of at Fresh Kills.  The City moved forward quickly to 

begin to phase out disposal at Fresh Kills through the implementation of Interim Export contracts 

with private Transfer Stations and out-of-City disposal facilities for the transfer and/or disposal 

of DSNY-managed Waste.  Interim Export contracts began with Bronx waste in 1997, resulted in 

the closure of Fresh Kills in March 2001 and are proposed to be replaced with long-term service 

contracts pursuant to the new Solid Waste Management Plan (New SWMP) now being prepared 

for submission to the City Council.  

 

2.4 Evolution of DSNY Siting Rules 

 

The following reports on events leading to changes in DSNY Siting Rules over time. 

 

2.4.1 Neighbors Against Garbage Case 

 

In an lawsuit filed in May, 1996, Neighbors Against Garbage v. Doherty, Index No. 10923/96 

(Supreme Ct. NY County, March 16, 1997), a coalition of community groups brought suit to 

require DSNY to promulgate additional rules governing the siting of Transfer Stations.  The case 

involved an interpretation of the language of Local Law 40 of 1990 requiring DSNY to 
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promulgate rules concerning the siting of Transfer Stations in relation to other such facilities, 

residential premises and/or other premises as may be appropriate.  The suit did not seek to 

establish what the appropriate siting rules should be.  The trial court found, and the Appellate 

Division affirmed, 245 AD2d 81 (1st Dept. 1997), that the City’s 1991 and 1994 rules addressed 

the permitting, design, operation and maintenance of Transfer Stations, but did not sufficiently 

address their proximity to residences, schools and parks and other Transfer Stations, as required 

by Local Law 40. 

 

2.4.2 Zoning and DSNY 1998 Siting Rules  

 

Until 1998, Transfer Stations could be located in M1, M2 and M3 zones (designated for light, 

medium and heavy industry, respectively), provided they met the respective performance 

standards for such zones, notably with respect to odor, noise, dust and enclosure.  As anticipated 

by the Zoning Resolution, the areas of the City with the largest number of Transfer Stations are 

the districts with large areas of industrial zoning, notably including the South Bronx and 

Brooklyn East Williamsburg/Newtown Creek areas.  Brooklyn’s CD #1, which abuts Newtown 

Creek and includes the Brooklyn Study Area, has 38% of its area zoned for industry (M1, M2 

and M3).  In the South Bronx, CD #1, which includes the Port Morris Study Area, and CD#2, 

which includes the Hunts Point Study Area, have approximately 20% of their areas zoned for 

industry.  Queens CD #2, also abutting Newtown Creek and containing several Transfer Stations, 

has 31% of its area zoned for industry.  These are the largest percentages of industrial-zoned land 

in the City’s 59 CDs.  The City has designated certain industrial districts, long reserved for heavy 

industrial use, as Significant Maritime/Industrial Areas and Waterfront Manufacturing Zoning 

Districts.  For example, both designations apply to the South Bronx industrial waterfront, and to 

the Newtown Creek and English Kills industrial area near the Brooklyn-Queens border, at the 

edges of Brooklyn CD #1 and Queens CD #2 and CD #5.   

 

In October 1998, DSNY promulgated additional regulations governing the siting of new Transfer 

Stations and the expansion of existing Transfer Stations.  The 1998 siting rules prohibit new 

non-putrescible waste and fill material Transfer Stations from locating in an M1 district or less 

than 400 feet from a residential district, public park, school or other non-putrescible waste 
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Transfer Station.  The rules also prohibit existing non-putrescible waste Transfer Stations from 

expanding into an M1 district or within 400 feet of a residential district, public park, school or 

other non-putrescible waste Transfer Station.  Further, the rules prohibit existing non-putrescible 

waste Transfer Stations that are lawfully operating within 400 feet of a residential district, public 

park, school or other non-putrescible waste Transfer Station from expanding closer to such 

residential district, park, school or other non-putrescible waste Transfer Station.  A 

non-putrescible waste Transfer Station that receives and removes all solid waste by rail or barge 

would be prohibited from locating in an M1 district but would be exempt from the 

400-foot-buffer requirement, provided all solid waste processing is enclosed.  The rules measure 

the distance to the residential district, public park, school or other non-putrescible waste Transfer 

Station from the site boundary of the non-putrescible waste Transfer Station. 

 

For putrescible waste Transfer Stations, the 1998 rules contain restrictions that are identical to 

those for non-putrescible waste Transfer Stations, except that they do not require a buffer 

distance between a putrescible waste and any other Transfer Station, and the distance between 

the Transfer Station and residential district, public park or school is measured from the structure 

enclosing waste handling operations, rather than from the Transfer Station site boundary.  (These 

differences in rules are due to the fact that putrescible waste Transfer Stations are fully enclosed, 

unlike the non-putrescible waste Transfer Stations.)  Under the 1998 rules, non-putrescible waste 

Transfer Stations located in an M1 zone may not operate between 7:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m.  

Putrescible waste Transfer Stations may not receive solid waste on Sunday mornings between 

4:00 a.m. and noon.  

 

The 1998 rules also require all Transfer Station operators to submit an annual engineering report 

certifying that the facility complies with all applicable performance standards of the Zoning 

Resolution and the applicable provisions of the City Health Code.  In addition, all applicants for 

Transfer Station permits must submit a truck transportation plan that specifies the route that 

trucks will take when transporting solid waste or other material out of the facility for final 

disposal, reuse or recycling.  DSNY may require as a condition for issuing a permit that the 

Transfer Station operator establish a system to require such trucks exiting the facility to use 

specific transport routes.  The rules require a Transfer Station operating under an interim 
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authority in an M1 district to obtain a full permit within five years.  The rules provide for the 

possibility of a variance from the buffer distance and other requirements, upon a showing that the 

granting of a variance would not produce a significant adverse environmental impact.  Notably, 

the 1998 rules exempted from the new siting requirements existing operations and applications 

for new facilities for which environmental assessments had been submitted to DSNY prior to 

October 1998.  As a result of public comments received on the draft rules, the final 1998 rules 

were modified in several respects, including increasing the proposed buffer from 300 feet to 

400 feet. 

 

The 1998 rules were the subject of an environmental assessment.  DSNY found that the rules 

would not cause a significant adverse impact on the environment and would not lead to Transfer 

Stations located within geographical proximity that would result in transportation, air quality or 

noise impacts.  DSNY found that the 1998 rules would offer greater environmental protection to 

the surrounding community than did then-existing requirements.  By prohibiting new Transfer 

Stations in M1 zones, the 1998 rules were estimated to reduce by half the geographic area in 

which Transfer Stations could potentially be sited, while continuing to allow any new Transfer 

Stations in M2 and M3 zones with substantial buffers to residences, schools and parks.   

 

2.4.3 Challenge to 1998 Siting Rules 

 

A coalition of community organizations and others filed suit challenging the 1998 siting rules as 

insufficiently restrictive, in Organization of Waterfront Neighborhoods (OWN) v. Carpinello, 

Supreme Court, New York County, Index 103661/99).  In a ruling, the Court noted that it had 

certain concerns about the 1998 rules.  Following a lengthy attempt to resolve the dispute 

through mediation, DSNY committed to promulgate revised siting rules, while the Court retained 

jurisdiction of the lawsuit.  The 1998 siting rules remain in effect pending the promulgation of 

revised siting rules.  Meanwhile, DSNY was directed to provide the plaintiffs with 40 days 

notice prior to any substantive DSNY Transfer Station permit approval.  
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2.4.4 The 2003 Interim Siting Rules 

 

In 2003, DSNY adopted interim siting rules designed to remain in place pending completion of 

the Study.  These interim siting rules prohibit new non-putrescible waste and fill material 

Transfer Stations or expansions, prohibit new putrescible waste Transfer Stations to be 

permitted, and allow expansions of putrescible waste Transfer Stations in Brooklyn CD #1 and 

Bronx CD #2 only upon a showing that the requested capacity would be offset by closing 

permitted capacity at another Transfer Station within the same CD.  DSNY identified these two 

CDs as appropriate for an offset requirement under the interim siting restrictions as they 

currently have the highest number of Transfer Stations in the City.  In addition, pursuant to the 

interim rules, DSNY could authorize the operation of an intermodal facility at which waste 

arrives and remains in sealed containers and is transloaded onto a rail car or vessel for further 

transport.  DSNY expects to replace the Interim Siting Rules with permanent rules in 2004.  

DSNY’s Interim Siting Rules have been challenged by a Transfer Station applicant in a pending 

lawsuit.  

 

In early 2004, DSNY published additional proposed rules, currently pending before the City 

Council for comment, concerning sites used for the transloading of sealed intermodal containers 

of solid waste from one type of transportation mode to another, such as from truck to rail, or 

from truck to barge. 
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3.0 EVOLUTION OF STUDY AREA LAND USE 

 

A review of land uses over the past 100 years in the Study Areas indicates that:  

 
� The Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area has primarily developed as an industrial 

area; 

� The Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 and Brooklyn CD #1 Study Areas have 
developed with industry and residential uses simultaneously; and  

� The Jamaica, Queens CD #12 Study Area appears to have developed as a residential 
area that was eventually replaced with industrial uses, though some residential use 
continues today. 

 

Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area 

 

The southern and eastern sections of Port Morris that host commercial waste Transfer Stations 

are today largely non-residential.  Four apartment buildings are marked on 1996 maps for these 

areas.  The map record indicates that the southwestern area where these buildings are located 

experienced industrial and residential growth together.  However, residential uses declined in the 

1960s, as occurred through much of the South Bronx, particularly with the construction of the 

Cross Bronx Expressway.  The other commercial waste portions of the Study Area either never 

experienced residential uses after 1896 or experienced a brief period at the turn of the century, 

which was rapidly replaced with power and light manufacturing uses. 

 

Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area 

 

A review of the Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area sections that currently host 

commercial waste Transfer Stations indicates that the majority of the area is non-residential; 

industrial and waste-related uses seem to have developed simultaneously with some pre-existing 

residential uses.  The northeastern section does host two large apartment complexes that were 

constructed subsequent to Transfer Stations and other industrial uses in the area. 
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Brooklyn CD#1 Study Area 
 
A review of the Transfer Stations in the Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area indicates that since the 
early 1900s this area has been primarily industrial with significant noxious uses.  Where 
domiciles are historically evident, they appear to have co-existed alongside industrial uses, and it 
is likely that they were built to service those manufacturing industries. 
 
Jamaica, Queens CD #12 Study Area 

 
A 1951 map indicates that the neighborhood was largely residential, with some industrial 

elements present.  By 1981 the area had developed substantial industrial uses.  Maps from 

1901 demonstrate that the neighborhood around Douglas Avenue and Benton Avenue was 

largely residential in character.  The residences were typically four-story, fully-detached 

buildings occupying a small portion of each lot.  However, abutting the rail tracks to the north of 

Douglas Avenue, a row of multi-story tenements existed to the rear of a Baptist church that is no 

longer standing.  These apartments and the church sat on what is now a DSNY garage and Long 

Island Rail Road (LIRR) substation.  The lot, block and street structure of the neighborhood to 

the north of the LIRR lines (the Jamaica, Queens CD #12 Study Area) has changed significantly 

over the past 100 years. 
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4.0 STUDY AREA ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES 

 

4.1 Introduction  

 

An evaluation methodology first determined current conditions inclusive of the existing Transfer 

Stations in each of the Study Areas.  Second, the conditions without the Transfer Stations were 

evaluated to determine the net contribution of the Transfer Stations.  Third, the conditions 

without the Transfer Stations, but with assumed other industrial uses occupying the same sites, 

were evaluated assuming the Transfer Stations were replaced by as-of-right general light 

industrial land uses in the Study Area.  This land use replacement scenario assumed that the 

Transfer Station land uses would be occupied by other M-zone land uses typical of current 

conditions in the Study Area. 

 

Analyses were conducted for: (1) air quality, odor, noise, neighborhood character, public health 

and water quality from Transfer Stations located within each Study Area; and (2) traffic, off-site 

air quality and off-site noise at key intersections along major corridors/locations leading to and 

from the Study Areas.  Although this evaluation is not an environmental review, CEQR and 

other planning and engineering review criteria were used as the best available measure of the 

environmental effects of Transfer Stations on the surrounding community.  

 

Available information was compiled for the Transfer Stations in the Study Areas and field data 

(Transfer Station operational data, aerial photographs, traffic counts, intersection geometries, 

etc.) were collected and analyzed through March 2004 to conduct the traffic, air quality, odor, 

noise, neighborhood character, public health and water quality analyses presented in this Study.  

These data were used to prepare analyses of current conditions and estimate the potential effects 

on current conditions if no Transfer Stations were located in these areas, as summarized below.  

A more detailed discussion of the methodologies followed for the Study Area Environmental 

Analyses is included in Volume I, Appendices A through I to this Study.   
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If the evaluation of current conditions, inclusive of the combined effects of multiple Transfer 

Stations in the Study Areas (areas of potential overlapping effects) met the following criteria, the 

potential effects of Transfer Stations on the surrounding community were not further evaluated: 

 

On-Site Air quality, Odor and Noise 

 
� The maximum predicted combined effects for criteria air pollutants (carbon monoxide 

[CO], sulfur dioxide [SO2], nitrogen dioxide [NO2] and particulate matter less than 
10 microns in diameter [PM10]) from the Transfer Stations plus background levels 
from the closest monitor in the City are below National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS); 

� There were no maximum predicted combined odor effects at sensitive receptors 
within overlapping 5 odor unit (OU) contours around the Transfer Stations within the 
Study Area; and 

� The maximum predicted combined noise effects (attributable to the Transfer Stations) 
at sensitive receptors within overlapping noise contours or resulted in an increase of 
less than 3dBA. 

 

Traffic, Off-Site Air Quality and Off-Site Noise  

 
� The predicted approach traffic level of service (LOS) at selected intersections was 

mid-level LOS D (which equates to 45 seconds of delay -- the marginally acceptable 
LOS required for mitigation purposes under CEQR) or better under current 
conditions;  

� The maximum predicted combined effects for off-site criteria air pollutants (CO and 
PM10) from the Transfer Stations plus background levels from the closest monitor in 
the City are below NAAQS; and 

� The predicted noise level from Waste Hauling Vehicles at sensitive receptors near 
selected intersections (identified with the potential for commercial Waste Hauling 
Vehicles to double passenger car equivalents [PCEs]) results in an increase less than 
3 dBA during the hour with the maximum potential noise effects.  

 

If the evaluated current conditions exceeded these criteria, measures to reduce air quality, odor 

and noise effects were evaluated to determine whether these existing levels could be reduced 

through design or operational measures at the Transfer Stations.  If current conditions for traffic, 
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off-site air quality and off-site noise levels still exceeded the applicable criteria after evaluating 

the effects of these reduction measures, a replacement trip generation (RTG) analysis was 

performed, assuming the Transfer Stations were replaced by as-of-right general light industrial 

land uses (e.g., printing plants, laboratories) in the Study Area.  The effects of these replacement 

land uses were calculated using trip generation rates published by the Institute of Transportation 

Engineers (ITE).  This land use replacement scenario assumed that the Transfer Station land uses 

would be occupied by other M-zone land uses typical of current conditions in the Study Area.  

Evaluating the effects of reduction measures and the RTG scenario involved the following: 

 

On-Site Air Quality, Odor and Noise 

 
� The reduction measures that were applied to predicted air quality effects from the 

Transfer Stations included different types and sizes of equipment and enclosing waste 
processing operations; 

� Maximum predicted combined odor effects were evaluated assuming a 90% odor 
removal efficiency from installation of a hard-piped odor control system at the 
putrescible waste Transfer Stations within the Study Area; and 

� To determine if overlapping noise effects were reduced or removed, noise contours 
were prepared for Transfer Stations with predicted overlapping effects at sensitive 
receptors within each Study Area assuming application of noise reduction measures 
such as: (1) a building enclosure around processing operations at non-putrescible 
waste Transfer Stations; (2) removal of off-site queuing; and (3) 15’ high concrete 
perimeter walls around all types of Transfer Stations. 

 

Traffic, Off-Site Air Quality and Off-Site Noise  

 
The analyses evaluated the effects of an RTG scenario on reducing the predicted effects of 

off-site Transfer Station operations.  DSNY uses several Transfer Stations in the Study Areas for 

interim export.  The effects of DSNY collection vehicles, traveling through analyzed 

intersections, were recorded.  For traffic, off-site air quality and off-site noise analyses, 

collection vehicles (both DSNY and private carter Waste Hauling Vehicles) were removed from 

the analysis since it was assumed that commercial Waste Hauling Vehicles would be delivering 

waste to the Transfer Stations in the Study Areas if the DSNY were not using that capacity at the 

Transfer Stations.  
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� For traffic analyses, the predicted approach LOS and delay (1) without Waste 
Hauling Vehicles; and (2) with the replacement trips (based on the RTG analysis), 
were compared to the initially evaluated LOS with Waste Hauling Vehicles to 
determine whether there were significant differences; 

� For off-site air quality analyses, (1) the maximum predicted combined CO and PM10 
effects; and (2) the maximum predicted incremental PM2.5 contributions from the 
replacement trips, were compared to those with Waste Hauling Vehicles; and 

� For off-site noise analyses, the RTG analysis was not conducted since noise effects 
were not predicted at noise sensitive receptors. 

 

Water Quality Evaluation 

 

A screening process was performed to determine if Transfer Stations were located near or 

adjacent to surface waters and would, therefore, have the potential to impact water quality.  As a 

result, 29 of the 43 Transfer Stations were identified as not being near or adjacent to surface 

water and were dropped from further evaluation.  The remaining 14 Transfer Stations listed in 

Table 4.1-1 were evaluated for their potential impact to surface water.  (None of these 14 are 

located within the Jamaica, Queens CD #12 Study Area.) 

 

Cumulative effects on water quality from the Transfer Stations in the Study Areas were predicted 

using a mathematical model of New York Harbor, the New York Harbor Seasonal Steady State 

Water Quality Model (208 Model) and the conservative assumption that the entire site for each 

Transfer Station was impervious (i.e., paved).  For each Transfer Station evaluated within the 

Study Areas, the volume of stormwater runoff and the associated pollutant loading was 

calculated using precipitation data and available databases on stormwater pollution 

concentration, and by calculating the runoff flow and assigning an average stormwater 

concentration for the following water quality parameters of concern: fecal coliform, biochemical 

oxygen demand (BOD), copper, lead and zinc. 
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Table 4.1-1 
Transfer Stations Evaluated for Water Quality Effects 

 

Name Address 

Type of 
Transfer 
Station 

Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area 
Bronx County Recycling 475 Exterior Street Fill 
Felix Equities 290 East 132nd Street Fill 
Tilcon NY 980 East 149th Street Fill 
USA Waste Services of 
NY/Waste Management  98 Lincoln Avenue Putrescible 

Waste Management of NY 132nd Street & Saint Ann’s Avenue 
Putrescible 

(Intermodal) 
Waste Services of NY 920 East 132nd Street Putrescible 
Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 
Waste Management of NY Oak Point & Barry Avenue Putrescible 
Brooklyn CD#1 Study Area 
Waste Management of NY 75 Thomas Avenue Non-Putrescible
Waste Management of NY 232 Gardner Avenue Non-Putrescible
Waste Management of NY 215 Varick Avenue Putrescible 
Waste Management of NY 123 Varick Avenue Non-Putrescible
Waste Management of NY 485 Scott Avenue Putrescible 
Maspeth Recycling 58-08 48th Street Fill 
Pebble Lane Associates 57-00 47th Street Fill 

Total Number of Transfer Stations Evaluated 14 
 
 
Potential overlapping effects due to the operation of multiple Transfer Stations within a given 

Study Area were estimated by combining the incremental difference in water quality calculated 

by the model with existing water quality data and comparing these with NYSDEC water quality 

standards to determine whether the pollutant loading exceeds standards. 
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Public Health Evaluation 

 
The effects on public health in the areas where overlapping effects of air quality, noise and odors 

from Transfer Stations were predicted at the nearest sensitive receptor considered the following 

criteria: 

 

� Criteria air pollutants and PM2.5 at the areas of maximum effect. 

� The predicted contributions of Waste Hauling Vehicle emissions to ambient CO, 
PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations in air, and the incremental noise levels at the nearest 
sensitive receptors along routes were evaluated in light of: (1) local, state or federal 
standards (where available); and (2) scientific literature pertaining to the health 
effects associated with ambient CO and particulate matter (PM), obnoxious odors, 
noise and municipal solid waste (MSW).   

 

Neighborhood Character Evaluations 

 
Data on existing land use, population characteristics, urban design and visual quality, parks and 

other community facilities, and cultural resources, as well as predicted traffic, air quality, odor, 

noise, water quality and public health were compiled for each of the Study Areas.  Potential 

changes to neighborhood character were qualitatively evaluated with: (1) reduction measures, as 

applicable, identified in the air quality, odor and noise analyses; and (2) replacement trips from 

light manufacturing uses, to determine whether the neighborhood character would likely change 

or improve, or remain the same as under current conditions.  The assumption used in creating the 

replacement industry scenario is that all components of neighborhood character conditions 

(zoning, socioeconomics, etc.) remain fundamentally the same as existing conditions. 
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5.0 STUDY AREA ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES FINDINGS 

 

The following summarizes the overall approach to and results of the Study Area Environmental 

Analyses.  A more detailed summary of the approach and results, and copies of supporting 

documentation (e.g., methodologies, model input parameters, intersection diagrams, summary 

results tables, etc.) are included in Volume I, Appendices A through I to this Study. 

 

5.1 Neighborhood Character 

 

Land use, population characteristics, urban design and visual quality, parks and other community 

facilities, and cultural resources data were compiled for the CDs within the Study Areas.  This 

information, in conjunction with a summary of potential traffic, air quality, odor, water quality 

and public health findings of the Environmental Analyses, was used to determine the existing 

neighborhood character of each Study Area.  Potential changes to neighborhood character 

(whether it would likely change or improve, or remain the same as under current conditions and 

how these conditions compare to CEQR standards) were qualitatively evaluated in light of the 

RTG analysis used for the traffic and off-site air quality analyses and under the potential 

reduction measures identified for the air quality, odor and noise analyses.  The overall 

neighborhood character of each of the Study Areas is described below. 

 

Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area  

 
The portions of Port Morris in the eastern extent of the area studied and Mott Haven in the 

western extent and north of Bruckner Boulevard include the waterfront and are predominantly 

industrial areas, with scattered residential, community facility and commercial uses located 

further inland.  Bruckner Expressway forms a physical east-west barrier that divides the area 

south of East 134th Street from areas further to the north.  Neighborhood character south of 

Bruckner Boulevard is diminished by industrial uses and the presence of vacant, rubble-strewn 

lots and deteriorated sidewalk and building conditions.  High volumes of truck traffic serving 

industrial uses and through-traffic accessing Manhattan via the Major Deegan Expressway also 

detract from the area's character.   
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Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area 

 
The character of the Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area and peninsula is defined by 

low-scale, low-density heavy commercial and industrial uses.  The Hunts Point Food Market, a 

wholesale food distribution facility, is the largest property within the vicinity of the Transfer 

Stations and largely defines the character of the Study Area.  It generates considerable amounts 

of truck traffic, especially to and from its large warehouse buildings oriented around Food Center 

Drive.   

 

Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area 
 
The character of the Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area is defined by predominantly industrial land use 

and visual quality.  Newtown Creek, which runs through the area studied, has been historically 

home to heavy industry and remains a working waterfront characterized by large-scale municipal 

facilities and water-dependent industrial uses on large lots.  It is among these manufacturing uses 

that the Transfer Stations are located.  Consistent with the heavily industrial area, there are no 

sensitive visual resources or unique features, and many of the streets are ill-suited for pedestrian 

activity.  Within the southwestern portion of the area studied, however, lies the residential 

community of Greenpoint.  Though adjacent to manufacturing uses at its eastern edge, the 

character of this residential area is generally not intruded upon by its industrial surroundings. 

 

Jamaica, Queens CD #12 Study Area 

 
The character of the Jamaica, Queens CD #12 Study Area is mixed.  The LIRR corridor bisects 

the area, creating northern and southern halves.  Heavily industrial uses are present along the 

eastern portion of the corridor and along its southern side, where the Transfer Stations are 

located.  Residential areas are also located in the southern portion, adjacent to and south of the 

industrial uses.  The northern portion features the vibrant commercial area along Jamaica 

Avenue, just north of the rail corridor.  North of the commercial uses are more residential areas.   
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The technical studies support the conclusion that the groups of Transfer Stations do not attribute 

negatively to the character of the neighborhoods overall or are contributors to adverse conditions 

that may exist.  The public health assessment has concluded that air quality and odor conditions 

are not of a public health concern.   

 

5.2 Air Quality, Odor, Noise and Water Quality Analyses 

 

Air quality, odor, noise and water quality analyses were conducted to evaluate the potential 

effects from the close proximity of the Transfer Stations within the Study Areas to each other. 

 

5.2.1 Prototypical Designs 

 

Air quality, odor, noise and water quality analyses were prepared based on review of available 

information in engineering reports, drawings, permit applications and environmental review 

documents for the Transfer Stations in the Study Areas.  The available data on the 43 Transfer 

Stations in the Study Areas was sufficient to evaluate the effects of facility design and operations 

in the analyses.  Data was compiled to determine average building size, lot size and space 

available for queuing and processing equipment for the “prototypical” categories of Transfer 

Stations (refer to Volume I, Appendix B for facility design specifics). 

 

Field surveys were conducted at each of the 43 Transfer Stations to identify the average and peak 

number of Waste Hauling Vehicles queuing on site and on roads at the entrance/exit to each 

facility for inclusion in the analysis.  Field surveys were also conducted to identify Transfer 

Station parameters (e.g., building heights, numbers and types of equipment in operation, etc.) to 

refine the prototypical designs. 
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A general discussion of the environmental analytical approach using the prototypical designs 
follows.  Tests of actual Transfer Station designs and operational parameters, where available, 
were conducted to determine the relative accuracy of the results.  Study Area results with 
prototypical facilities were compared to the test scenarios using design and operational 
information from one of the Transfer Stations in each of the eight categories listed in 
Table 5.2.1-1.  In general, air quality, noise and odor analyses presented in this Study are similar 
on an order-of-magnitude level to those that would result from using site-specific Transfer 
Station information, if that were available.  
 

Table 5.2.1-1  
Categories of Prototypical Transfer Stations 

 
Category Type of Transfer Station 

Small 
Medium with Baler 
Large with Baler 

Putrescible Waste 

Large with Locomotive 
C&D Processing 

Non-Putrescible Waste C&D Processing with 
Crushing Equipment 
Small/Medium Fill Material Large 

 

5.2.2 Air Quality 

 

Air quality analyses were conducted for all operating Transfer Stations located in each of the 

four Study Areas.  Prototypical Transfer Station emission-related data for various sources (e.g., 

processing building, equipment, storage pile, Waste Hauling Vehicles, etc.) were developed from 

a combination of available information (e.g., owner or vendor information, field tests, published 

sources) and assumptions based on each Transfer Station’s size and operations (including the 

simultaneous operation of all applicable emission sources).  A field survey conducted in each 

Study Area determined that no other major commercial or industrial sources were located within 

400 feet of these Study Areas.  Air quality levels at receptor sites (i.e., site boundary locations 

and sensitive-receptor locations identified from land use maps and field observations) potentially 

affected by the combined emissions of the Transfer Stations were predicted using the United 
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States Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) Industrial Source Complex Short-Term 

(ISCST3) (version 97363) dispersion model, and the 1997 through 2001 LaGuardia Airport 

meteorological data set. 

 
The maximum predicted combined contribution of existing Transfer Stations in the Study Area 

was added to background levels from the closest air quality monitor in the area to estimate 

current conditions for criteria air pollutants (CO, SO2, NO2 and PM10).  For PM2.5, for which the 

area is currently being evaluated by USEPA with respect to existing concentrations and 

attainment/non-attainment status, the analysis provides only the contribution by Study Area 

facilities, in comparison to existing concentrations of PM2.5.  

 

As shown in Tables 5.2.2-1 through 5.2.2-4, all results are below NAAQS for all criteria 

pollutants. 

 

As shown in Table 5.2.2-5, for PM2.5, the maximum predicted annual neighborhood average 

contribution ranges from 1% to 6% of the latest monitored concentration from the nearest 

monitoring station within each Study Area. 

 

The modeled 24-hour PM2.5 contributions (on a 98th percentile basis) from the commercial waste 

facilities are shown in Table 5.2.2-6 for each Study Area.  These contributions are a significant 

portion of the existing PM2.5 concentrations measured by monitors located nearest each Study 

Area.  However, the model results are quite conservative in that they represent all facilities 

operating simultaneously at their maximum allowed capacities.  In addition, the modeling is 

based on emission rates that were calculated using the weighted average of the actual engines at 

non-putrescible and fill facilities.  It is likely that the emission rates used are higher than the 

actual emissions, especially as newer equipment enters the fleet of non-road diesel engines.  To 

the extent that facilities use newer equipment and operate less than 24 hours per day, actual 

contributions will be substantially lower.  
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In general, the air quality modeling results show that the locations of the receptors with the 

maximum concentration of pollutants are located between several Transfer Stations and are close 

to larger Transfer Stations in the Study Area with greater than 90% of the effects attributable to 

those Transfer Stations.  

 

Figures 5.2.2-1 through 5.2.2-4 show the locations of the highest short-term and annual 
averaging concentrations for the criteria pollutants from multiple Transfer Stations in the Study 
Areas.  
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Table 5.2.2-1 
Summary of Air Quality Analysis 

Criteria Pollutants 
Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area 

 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Time Period 

Background 
Pollutant 

Concentration (1) 

(µg/m3) 

Maximum 
Contributions from 
On-Site Emission 

Sources 
(µg/m3) 

Highest 
Estimated 
Pollutant 

Concentration (4) 

(µg/m3) 
NAAQS
(µg/m3) 

1-hr 3,321    1,857 5,178 40,000
Carbon Monoxide (CO)(1) 

8-hr 2,634    877 3,511 10,000

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)(2)      Annual 56 16 72 100

24-hr(3) 57    68 125 150
Particulate Matter (PM10) 

Annual 23    5 28 50

3-hr 189    57 246 1,300

24-hr 87    10 97 365Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 

Annual 21    1 22 80

Notes: 
NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
(1) Background concentrations for NO2, SO2 and PM10 are from the Greenpoint monitoring station.  The 8-hr CO background concentration was 

provided by NYCDEP.   
(2) 

(3) 
(4) 

A conversion factor of 0.59 was used to convert estimated nitrogen oxide (NOx) contributions to NO2 contributions.  Source: Newtown Creek 
FEIS. 
The 1st highest high values are used to report 24-hr PM10 results for comparison with NAAQS.   
Highest on-site pollutant concentration is the total of the result plus background. 
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Table 5.2.2-2 
Summary of Air Quality Analysis 

Criteria Pollutants 
Jamaica, Queens CD #12 Study Area 

 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Time Period 

Background 
Pollutant 

Concentration (1) 

(µg/m3) 

Maximum 
Contributions 
from On-Site 

Emission Sources 
(µg/m3) 

Highest 
Estimated 
Pollutant 

Concentration (4) 

(µg/m3) 
NAAQS
(µg/m3) 

1-hr 3,321    1,140 4,461 40,000
Carbon Monoxide (CO)(1) 

8-hr 2,634    454 3,088 10,000

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)(2)      Annual 51 12 63 100

24-hr(3) 57    35 92 150
Particulate Matter (PM10) 

Annual 23    3 26 50

3-hr 186    41 227 1,300

24-hr 107    5 112 365Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 

Annual 18    0.4 18 80

Notes: 
NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
(1) Background concentrations for NO2, SO2 and PM10 are from the Queensboro Community College monitoring station.  Background concentrations 

for PM10 are from the Greenpoint monitoring station.  The 8-hr CO background concentration was provided by the NYCDEP.   
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

A conversion factor of 0.59 was used to convert estimated NOx contributions to NO2 contributions.  Source: Newtown Creek FEIS. 
The 1st highest high values are used to report 24-hr PM10 results for comparison with NAAQS. 
Highest on-site pollutant concentration is the total of the result plus background. 
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Table 5.2.2-3 
Summary of Air Quality Analysis 

Criteria Pollutants 
Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area 

 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Time Period 

Background 
Pollutant 

Concentration (1) 

(µg/m3) 

Maximum 
Contributions 
from On-Site 

Emission Sources 
(µg/m3) 

Highest 
Estimated 
Pollutant 

Concentration (4) 

(µg/m3) 
NAAQS 
(µg/m3) 

1-hr 3,779    1,279 5,058 40,000
Carbon Monoxide (CO)(1) 

8-hr 2,634    675 3,309 10,000

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)(2)      Annual 68 18 86 100

24-hr(3) 75    66 141 150
Particulate Matter (PM10) 

Annual 24    7 31 50

3-hr 215    52 267 1,300

24-hr 113    9 122 365Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 

Annual 26    1 27 80
 
Notes: 
NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
(1) Background concentrations for NO2, SO2 and PM10 are from the IS 155 and Morrisania monitoring stations.  The 8-hr CO background 

concentration was provided by the NYCDEP.   
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

A conversion factor of 0.59 was used to convert estimated NOx contributions to NO2 contributions.  Source: Newtown Creek FEIS. 
The 1st highest high values are used to report 24-hr PM10 results for comparison with NAAQS. 
Highest on-site pollutant concentration is the total of the result plus background. 
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Table 5.2.2-4 
Summary of Air Quality Analysis 

Criteria Pollutants 
Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area 

 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Time Period 

Background 
Pollutant 

Concentration (1) 

(µg/m3) 

Maximum 
Contributions 
from On-Site 

Emission Sources 
(µg/m3) 

Highest 
Estimated 
Pollutant 

Concentration (4) 

(µg/m3) 
NAAQS 
(µg/m3) 

1-hr 3,779    581 4,360 40,000
Carbon Monoxide (CO)(1) 

8-hr 2,634    191 2,825 10,000

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)(2)      Annual 68 9 77 100

24-hr(3) 75    20 95 150
Particulate Matter (PM10) 

Annual 24    2 26 50

3-hr 215    17 232 1,300

24-hr 113    3 116 365Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 

Annual 26    0.3 26 80

Notes: 
NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
(1) Background concentrations for NO2, SO2 and PM10 are from the IS 155 and Morrisania monitoring stations.  The 8-hr CO background 

concentration was provided by the NYCDEP.   
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

A conversion factor of 0.59 was used to convert estimated NOx contributions to NO2 contributions.  Source: Newtown Creek FEIS. 
The 1st highest high values are used to report 24-hr PM10 results for comparison with NAAQS. 
Highest on-site pollutant concentration is the total of the result plus background. 
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Table 5.2.2-5 

Summary of Air Quality Analysis 
PM2.5 Annual Neighborhood Average 

 

 
 
Study Area 

 
Annual Neighborhood 

Concentration 
(µg/m3) 

Annual Average 
Monitored 

Concentration(1) 
(µg/m3) 

Percent of Transfer Station 
Contribution to 

Monitored Concentration 
(µg/m3) 

Brooklyn Study Area 0.88 16.3 5% 

Jamaica Study Area 0.29 13.1 2% 

Hunts Point Study Area 1.05 18.0 6% 

Port Morris Study Area 0.22 18.0 1% 

Note: 
(1)  Monitored concentrations are based on one-year annual average of Greenpoint Monitoring Station in Brooklyn (2000) for Brooklyn CD #1 

Study Area; PS 219 Monitoring Station in Queens (2002) for Jamaica, Queens CD #12 Study Area; IS 52 Monitoring Station in the Bronx 
(2002) for Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area; and JHS 45 in Manhattan (2002) for Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area. 
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Table 5.2.2-6 
Summary of Air Quality Analysis 

PM2.5 24-Hour Average 
 

 
 
 

Study Area 

 
 

24-hour 
Concentration 

(µg/m3) 

98th Percentile 
24-hour 

Monitored 
Concentration(1) 

(µg/m3) 

 
Percent of Transfer Station 

Contribution to 
Monitored Concentration 

(µg/m3) 
Greenpoint Study Area 11.2 41.7 27% 

Jamaica Study Area 5.7 38.6 15% 

Hunts Point Study Area 12.0 41.1 29% 

Port Morris Study Area 4.8 41.1 12% 

Note: 
(1)  Monitored concentrations are based on a 98th percentile of one year of data from the Greenpoint Monitoring Station in 

Brooklyn (2000) for Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area; PS 219 Monitoring Station in Queens (2002) for Jamaica, Queens CD #12 
Study Area; IS 52 Monitoring Station in the Bronx (2002) for Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area; and JHS 45 in 
Manhattan (2002) for Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area.   
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5.2.3 Odor Sampling 

 
Sampling of odors from four Transfer Stations within the Study Areas was performed in July and 

August of 2003, when odor generation from waste decomposition would be expected to be at its 

peak.  A total of 45 vent samples and 15 Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) samples 

were collected.  Of the 60 samples collected, 21 uncontrolled samples were used to calculate the 

eight facility-specific Transfer Station odor emission factors that were used to establish odor 

emission rates for the three prototypical Transfer Stations.  

 

In accordance with guidance documents published by the USEPA and the Air and Waste 

Management Association (AWMA), whole air odor samples were collected from the exhaust vents 

on the roof of the processing buildings at the Transfer Stations using a vacuum chamber sampling 

system that consists of a rigid, airtight container with an inlet port connected to an internal Tedlar 

bag and an outlet port connected to a portable pump (see Volume I, Appendix D for a more detailed 

description of the sampling methodology).   

 

The analytical technique used on the odor samples is referred to as an odor panel evaluation in 

which a group of people, the “odor panel,” quantifies the following: 

 

� Detection and recognition thresholds (“odor concentration”); 

� Odor intensity; and 

� Odor persistence (dose response). 

 

The odor panel members were selected, and odor analysis conducted, by the laboratory in 

accordance with the following established protocols and standards set by the American Society 

of Testing Materials (ASTM): 

 

� Selection and Training of Sensory Panel Members (Standard Practice 758);  

� Determination of Odor and Taste Thresholds by a Forced-Choice Ascending 
Concentration Series Method of Limits (Standard Practice E679-91); and 

� Referencing Suprathreshold Odor Intensity (Standard Practice E544-99). 
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A review of the controlled and uncontrolled odor emissions from the same facilities revealed that 

the controlled Transfer Station emissions were no more than 38% lower than the uncontrolled 

facilities, and in some cases the controlled emissions were deemed higher than the uncontrolled 

emissions.  This is likely due to the use of scented masking agents as odor control measures in 

the Transfer Stations, rather than more effective neutralizing agents.  Masking agents tend to 

have their own odors (e.g., cherry, pine, etc.) that can be considered a nuisance, while 

neutralizing agents consist of compounds that react with the odors from the waste and 

“neutralize” the effect.   

 

Based on the results of the sampling study, emission factors were conservatively estimated for 

the Transfer Stations by: (1) using the detection threshold (DT) value provided by the laboratory 

(the DT value is that recorded when the odor is first detected); (2) using only the maximum 

emission rate for the three prototypical facility sizes; and (3) applying a 2.5 peak-to-mean factor 

to the maximum emission rate and associated effects.  A summary of the emission factors and 

odor emission rates calculated for use in odor modeling are presented in Tables 5.2.3-1 and 

5.2.3-2, respectively.  

 

A more detailed summary of the approach and results, and copies of supporting documentation 

(i.e., sampling protocol, results, etc.) are included in Volume I, Appendices D and E to this 

Study. 

 

Table 5.2.3-1 
ISCST3 Model Input Emission Rates(1) 

 

Prototype Facility Size 

Emission Basis Small Medium Large 
Maximum Emission Rate (OU/sec) 0.0128 0.0253 0.1721 

Average Emission Rate (OU/sec) 0.0057 0.0114 0.0774 

Notes: 
(1) Emission rates input as grams/second, in order to obtain output odor concentrations in multiples of 

detection threshold (DT). 
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Table 5.2.3-2 
Estimated Maximum and Average Odor Emission Rates for Each Facility Prototype 

 
Prototype Facility Size and Type 

Parameter Small Medium Large 

Stockpiled Waste Capacity (tons) 119 236 1605 

Maximum Emission Rate (OU/sec)(1) 5,105 10,124 68,855 

Average Emission Rate (OU/sec)(2) 2,297 4,555 30,977 

Notes: 
(1) Maximum Emission Factor  = 42.9 ([OU/sec]/ton stored). 
(2) Average Emission Factor = 19.3 ([OU/sec]/ton stored). 

 

 

5.2.4 Odor Modeling 

 

Odor emission rates described in Section 5.2.3 were used to conduct the odor dispersion 

modeling.  Because of the variation in odor control efficiency measured during sampling, the 

uncontrolled emission factors were used to model odors from the processing building from 

putrescible waste Transfer Stations within the Study Areas.  Odor levels at sensitive-receptor 

locations identified from land use maps and field observations that may be affected by the 

combined emissions of adjacent Transfer Stations were estimated using USEPA’s ISCST3 model 

and the most recent five years of historic meteorological data. 

 

Odor contours were developed to identify areas where odors from several putrescible waste 

Transfer Stations in a Study Area overlapped, which were also near sensitive-receptor locations.  

This type of analysis is conservative in that it assumes prevailing winds occur in opposite 

directions simultaneously to result in overlapping effects.  The odor contour maps express results 

of odors in OU, where one OU is defined as the amount or mass of odor needed to generate a 

concentration at the DT in a volume of one cubic meter of air.  In other words, an average person 

in a laboratory setting could just barely detect that there was something different about a sample 

that contained a concentration of 1 OU, in comparison to clean, filtered background air.  An odor 

concentration effect at 1 OU would not likely be detected in outdoor air within the City, which, 

based on background measurements taken during this Study, had on the order of 5 OU.  Adding 
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a concentration of 1 OU to such air would probably not make a detectable difference to an 

observer.  It is assumed that an added effect of 5 OU from a waste Transfer Station would be a 

more likely level of odor effect that would begin to be detected by an observer.  

 

Table 5.2.4-1 provides a summary of modeled odor levels for identified sensitive receptors in 

each of the Study Areas.  These results are presented in terms of the frequency of modeled values 

with respect to specified thresholds of 5 OU (five odor units, meaning five times the laboratory 

determined detection threshold) and 1 OU.  A level of 5 OU is considered to be a level at which 

the public may start to notice odors, since the background odor levels, based on laboratory 

analysis of samples taken upwind of commercial putrescible waste facilities, were typically in 

the 5 to 6 OU range.  Also, these results focus only on receptors where there may be overlapping 

effects from multiple facilities, which may tend to increase the frequency of hours with predicted 

odor levels above the 5 OU threshold. 

 

These odor modeling results are based on a conservative assumption that there is no odor control 

at the facilities, unless otherwise noted.  In reality, the existing odor controls at commercial 

waste facilities handling putrescible waste vary widely, with some facilities having little or no 

effective control, and others having relatively good odor control.  These conservative results 

indicate that the frequency of predicted odor levels above 5 OU is relatively small at all sensitive 

receptors for all Study Areas.  The highest frequency of conservatively predicted odor levels 

exceeding the criteria, assuming no odor controls, was for a receptor in the 

Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area, where the model predicted an exceedance just under 0.82% of the 

time (72 non-consecutive hours per year).  If more effective (90% efficient) odor controls were 

implemented at all commercial putrescible waste facilities, the odor levels would be reduced 

substantially (by 90%), and there would be no overlapping contributions greater than 5 OU from 

multiple Transfer Stations in the Study Areas.  

 

Figures 5.2.4-1 through 5.2.4-4 show the predicted odor contours and location of sensitive 

receptors within the overlapping areas for each of the Study Areas.   
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Table 5.2.4-1 
Predicted Odor Effects 

 

Receptor 

Percent of Time 
Greater Than or 
Equal to 5 OU (1) 

Percent of Time 
Less Than or equal 

to 1 OU (2) 
Percent of Time 

Between 1 and 5 OU 
Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area 
Receptor #2 (R2) 0.23% 85.4% 14.4% 

Receptor #3 (R3) 0.82% 86.0% 13.2% 

Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area 
Receptor #15 (R15) 0.07% 98.6% 1.3% 

Receptor #16 (R16) 0.06% 98.6% 1.3% 

Receptor #17 (R17) 0.10% 98.6% 1.3% 

Notes:  
(1) Summary of 1-hour episodes of 5 OU and greater at the receptor within overlapped contours. 
(2) Summary of 1-hour episodes of less than 1 OU at the receptor within overlapped contours. 
OU = Odor Unit. 
No modeled odor levels above 5 OU were found within the Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area or 
Jamaica, Queens CD #12 Study Area. 
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5.2.5 Noise 
 
The potential noise effects of Transfer Stations within a Study Area depend on the types and 
number of noise sources in use.  The noise spreadsheet model previously developed by the 
DSNY for the 2000 Solid Waste Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
was used to predict the potential for combined effects from Transfer Stations within the Study 
Areas.  Noise emission levels from equipment in the prototypical facilities were obtained from 
field measurements, or manufacturer’s data, when field measurements were unavailable.  A noise 
model was used to predict 55 dBA noise contours around each Transfer Station, taking into 
account existing shielding and conservatively assuming that all equipment at putrescible waste 
and non-putrescible waste Transfer Stations operated 24 hours per day, since they were permitted 
to do so. 
 
The predicted 55 dBA noise contours from all of the Transfer Stations in each Study Area were 
combined to determine areas of overlapping noise levels where sensitive receptors exist, and 
field measurements were conducted to measure the existing noise levels at the sensitive receptors 
within the overlapping contour areas.  The predicted noise levels from the Transfer Stations were 
removed from the existing measured noise levels to determine if the incremental effect of the 
combined Transfer Stations resulted in an increase of less than 3dBA (attributable to the Transfer 
Stations).  
 
Transfer Stations in the Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area do not have overlapping noise 
effects because they are not located in proximity to each other.  However, there were areas of 
potential overlapping effects from multiple Transfer Stations in the Brooklyn CD #1; Jamaica, 
Queens CD #12; and Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Areas identified, but further 
analyses did not predict effects at sensitive receptors located within these Study Area overlap 
areas.   
 
Waste Hauling Vehicles queuing on and off site are the highest contributor to noise levels.  The 
removal of off-site queuing of Waste Hauling Vehicles reduces noise levels.  
 
Figures 5.2.5-1 through 5.2.5-4 show the predicted noise contours and location of sensitive 

receptors within the overlapping areas for each of the Study Areas.   
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5.2.6 Water Quality Assessment 

 

The cumulative effects on water quality from the Transfer Stations in the Study Areas were 

predicted using a mathematical model of New York Harbor, the 208 Model and the conservative 

assumption that the entire site for each Transfer Station was impervious (i.e., paved).  As shown 

in Table 5.2.6-1, no individual or combined effects on water quality from Transfer Stations in the 

Study Areas were predicted. 
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Table 5.2.6-1 
Predicted Water Quality Loadings  

 

Facility 
Study 
Area(3) 

Impervious 
Area  

(acres) 

Runoff 
Flow 
(cfs)(4) 

Fecal 
Coliform 
(MF)(4) 

BOD 
(lbs/day(4) 

Copper 
(lbs/day) (4) 

Lead 
(lbs/day)(4) 

Zinc 
(lbs/day)(4

) 
Bronx County Recycling Port Morris 3.79 0.23 41,713 12.3 0.042 0.033 0.19 
Felix Equities Port Morris 1.09 0.066 12,023 3.9 0.012 0.01 0.06 
Tilcon NY Port Morris 10.36 0.62 113,956 36.9 0.117 0.094 0.52 
Waste Management of NY(1) (98 Lincoln 
Avenue, and 132nd Street and Saint Ann’s 
Avenue) 

Port Morris 15.61 0.94 171,629 55.5 0.177 0.141 0.78 

Waste Services of NY Port Morris 11.15 0.67 122,582 39.7 0.126 0.01 0.56 
Waste Management of NY Hunts 

Point 
65.45       3.93 179,653 233 0.74 0.59 3.26

Waste Management of NY(2) 
(75 Thomas Avenue and 485 Scott 
Avenue) 

Brooklyn        0.85 0.051 9,304 3.0 0.010 0.008 0.042

Waste Management of NY 
232 Gardner Avenue 

Brooklyn        1.78 0.11 19,513 6.3 0.020 0.016 0.088

Waste Management of NY 
215 Varick Avenue 

Brooklyn        4.88 0.29 53,638 17.4 0.055 0.044 0.243

Waste Management of NY 
123 Varick Avenue 

Brooklyn        12.24 0.73 134,580 43.5 0.14 0.111 0.61

Maspeth Recycling Brooklyn 5.13 0.31 56,693 18.4 0.058 0.047 0.257 
Pebble Lane Associates Brooklyn 1.12 0.067 12,305 3.98 0.013 0.010 0.056 

Note: 
(1) For the purposes of this analysis, the Waste Management of NY facilities at 98 Lincoln Avenue, and 132nd Street and Saint Ann’s Avenue, were analyzed 

together. 
(2) 
(3) 

For the purposes of this analysis, the Waste Management of NY facilities at 75 Thomas Avenue and 485 Scott Avenue were analyzed together 
Port Morris = Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area. 

 Hunts Point = Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area. 
 Brooklyn = Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area. 
(4) cfs = cubic feet per second. 

MF = membrane filter. 
lbs/day = pounds per day. 
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5.3 Traffic, Off-Site Air Quality and Off-Site Noise Analyses 

 

5.3.1 Traffic 

 
The following number of intersections were analyzed using Highway Capacity Software (HCS) 

version 4.1c for AM, midday and PM peak hours in each of the four Study Areas:  

 
� Six in the Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area; 

� Ten (10) in the Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area (additional 
intersections were identified, but due to the overlap of routes with the Port Morris, 
Bronx CD #1 Study Area only 10 were required further analysis); 

� Twenty-six (26) in the Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area; and  

� Sixteen (16) in the Jamaica, Queens CD #12 Study Area. 

 
A smaller number of intersections were analyzed in the Bronx Study Areas because access is 

limited from the north and west along major truck routes, while there is access from multiple 

directions to the Brooklyn CD #1 and Jamaica, Queens CD #12 Study Areas.  Traffic analyses 

were conducted at each of these intersections for current conditions (identified through a data 

collection and analysis effort in 2003) that include the Waste Hauling Vehicles traveling through 

these intersections.  Current conditions, current conditions without Waste Hauling Vehicles, and 

the RTG scenario were evaluated for those intersections with a mid LOS D or worse by 

approach.  The locations of the intersections analyzed are presented in Figures 5.3.1-1 

through 5.3.1-4.  

 

The number of Waste Hauling Vehicles identified at the intersections analyzed ranged from 0 (at 

various intersections in the Jamaica, Queens CD #12 and Brooklyn CD #1 Study Areas) to 

114 (at the intersection of Bruckner Boulevard and Leggett Avenue in the Hunts Point, 

Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area).  This is a relatively small number of vehicles compared to 

the background number of vehicles traveling through the intersections during the hours analyzed.  

Table 5.3.1-1 presents the percentage of Waste Hauling Vehicles and the percentage of RTG 

scenario vehicles as a percentage of total vehicles under each of these conditions. 
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Table 5.3.1-1 
Average Percent of  

Total Waste Hauling Vehicles at Intersections Analyzed 
 

Study Area 

AM  
Peak 
Hour 

Midday 
Peak 
Hour 

PM  
Peak 
Hour 

Brooklyn CD #1 
Existing Conditions(1) 1.54% 1.88% 0.96% 

Replacement Industry Conditions(2) 11.45% 11.48% 11.62% 

Jamaica, Queens CD #12 
Existing Conditions(1) 0.30% 0.74% 0.15% 

Replacement Industry Conditions(2) 7.83% 7.89% 8.25% 

Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 
Existing Conditions(1) 2.07% 1.68% 1.22% 

Replacement Industry Conditions(2) 14.02% 13.56% 19.67% 

Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 
Existing Conditions(1) 4.99% 1.90% 1.21% 

Replacement Industry Conditions(2) 9.72% 8.63% 11.90% 

Notes: 
(1) Represents the average percentage of total vehicles that are Waste Hauling Vehicles at 

intersections in the Study Area.  
(2) Represents the average percentage of total vehicles that are replacement industry vehicles at 

intersections in the Study Area. 
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A summary of the LOS for current conditions and current conditions without Waste Hauling 

Vehicles and the RTG scenario (if mid-level LOS D or worse by approach) for each of the Study 

Areas is presented in Table 7-2 in Volume I, Appendix H to this Study.   

 
Results indicate that many of the intersections operate at an overall LOS C or better under 

current conditions (six in Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area; seven in Hunts Point, Bronx 

CDs #2 and #9 Study Area; 16 in Jamaica, Queens CD #12 Study Area; and 23 in Brooklyn CD 

#1 Study Area).  The current conditions at six of the intersections in the Study Areas operate at 

an overall LOS D, E or F.  These are: 

 

� Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area: (1) Meeker Avenue and Union Avenue, and (2) 
Flushing Avenue/Melrose Street and Varick Avenue/Irving Avenue;  

� Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area: (1) Bruckner Boulevard and Alexander Street; 
and 

� Hunt’s Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area: (1) Hunt’s Point Avenue and 
Bruckner Boulevard, (2) Longwood Avenue and Bruckner Boulevard, and (3) Leggett 
Avenue and Bruckner Boulevard. 

 

Subtracting the Waste Hauling Vehicles from the analysis did not significantly improve the 

overall LOS at any intersections analyzed, primarily because the number of Waste Hauling 

Vehicles compared to the background traffic is low – ranging between 0% and 7% of the total 

traffic.  For all cases, the LOS with replacement industry trips (that is, traffic that would be 

generated by other light industrial uses for the Transfer Station site if the Transfer Stations were 

absent) remained the same or deteriorated compared to the LOS with Waste Hauling Vehicles. 

 

5.3.2 Off-Site Air Quality 

 

Current conditions were analyzed at two links each in the Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 and the 

Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Areas and at four links each in Brooklyn CD #1 and 

Jamaica, Queens CD #12.  The “worst case” links for each Study Area were identified by 

evaluating convergence points along truck routes to and from the Study Areas, and observing the
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number of Waste Hauling Vehicles at these locations.  As was the case with the traffic analysis, a 

lower number of links were analyzed in the Bronx Study Areas because of limited access 

conditions.  The location of the links analyzed are presented in Figures 5.3.2-1 through 5.3.2-4. 

 

Current conditions for CO were estimated using USEPA's MOBILE5b mobile emission factors 

algorithm and USEPA's CAL3QHC dispersion model.  PM10 and PM2.5 emission factors were 

estimated using the USEPA Publication AP-42 (AP-42), Section 13.2-1 and the USEPA’s 

PART 5 model.   The PM10 and PM2.5 conditions were estimated using USEPA’s CAL3QHCR 

Tier I dispersion model.  Tables 5.3.2-1 through 5.3.2-4 provide a summary of current conditions 

for each of the links analyzed in each Study Area.  For PM2.5, on-site contribution from the 

operations equipment and Waste Hauling Vehicles, at the link analyzed, were estimated and 

combined with the contribution from the on-street off-site sources.   

 

5.3.3 Off-Site Noise 

 

The number of locations initially screened to determine whether the Waste Hauling Vehicles 

under current conditions have the potential to double PCEs during each of the 24 hours is 

indicated below:  

 
� Eight in the Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area; 

� Four in the Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area; 

� Six in the Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area; and  

� Five in the Jamaica, Queens CD #12 Study Area. 
 

These “worst case” locations were identified by evaluating convergence points along truck routes 

to and from the Study Areas, observing number of Waste Hauling Vehicles at these locations, 

and identifying sensitive receptors along these routes.   
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Table 5.3.2-1 
Summary of Air Quality Analysis at 

Selected Intersections within the Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area 
 

CO PM10 PM2.5 

Air Quality Receptor Site 

8-hr CO 
Facility 

(NAAQS: 
9 ppm)  
Conc.(1) 

(ppm) 

24-hr 
PM10  

Facility 
(NAAQS: 

150 
µg/m3) 
Conc.(1) 

(µg/m3) 

Annual 
PM10 

(NAAQS: 
Facility  

50 µg/m3) 
Conc.(1) 

(µg/m3) 

24-hr  
Max. 

Contributions 
from On-Site 

Emission 
Sources  
Conc. (2) 
(µg/m3) 

24-hr  
Max. 

Contributions 
from Off-Site 

Emission 
Sources  
Conc. (3) 
(µg/m3) 

24-hr Total 
Combined 

Contributions 
from On- and 

Off-Site 
Emission 
Sources  
Conc. (5) 
(µg/m3) 

Annual 
Neighborhood 

Max. 
Contributions 
from On-Site 

Emission 
Sources  
Conc. (2) 
(µg/m3) 

Annual 
Neighborhood 
Contributions 
from Off-Site 

Emission 
Sources  
Conc. (4) 
(µg/m3) 

Annual Total 
Combined 

Contributions 
from 

Neighborhood 
On- and Off-
Site Emission 

Sources  
Conc. (5) 
(µg/m3) 

Vandervoort/Meeker/ Lombardy 
Existing Conditions 
Existing Incremental 

 
5.10 

 

 
119 

 
50 

 
 

7.3 

 
 

0.4 

 
 

7.7 

 
 

0.41 

 
 

0.08 

 
 

0.49 

Metropolitan/Vandervoort/ Grand 
Existing Conditions 
Existing Incremental 

 
6.5 

 
111 

 

 
44 

 
 

3.8 

 
 

0.5 

 
 

4.2 

 
 

0.30 

 
 

0.06 

 
 

0.36 
Maspeth/Metro/Kings/ Humboldt 
Existing Conditions 
Existing Incremental 

 
5 

 
112 

 
46 

 
 
1 

 
 

0.3 

 
 

1.3 

 
 

0.1 

 
 

0.03 

 
 

0.1 
Metro/Meeker/Union/Rodney/ 
North 6th  
Existing Conditions 
Existing Incremental 

 
 

5.8 

 
 

122 

 
 

50 

 
 
 

0.81 

 
 
 

0.16 

 
 
 
1 

 
 
 

0.05 

 
 
 

0.05 

 
 
 

0.1 
Notes: 
 (1)

(2) 
(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

CO and PM10 concentrations are the neighborhood concentrations estimated using the AM, Facility AM, and PM peak traffic information plus 
background concentration (8-hr CO = 2.8 ppm; 24-hr PM10 = 57 µg/m3; Annual PM10=23 µg/m3). 
The maximum incremental concentrations of the on-site emissions at the intersection considered. 
The maximum incremental concentrations between existing conditions and without Waste Hauling Vehicles at any receptor 3 meters from the edge of 
the roadways. 
The maximum incremental concentrations between existing conditions and without Waste Hauling Vehicles at any receptor 15 meters from the edge 
of the roadways. 
Numbers may not add due to rounding. 

ppm = Parts per million. 
µg/m3  = Micrograms per cubic meter. 
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Table 5.3.2-2 
Summary of Air Quality Analysis at 

Selected Intersections within the Jamaica, Queens CD #12 Study Area 
 

 
CO PM10 PM2.5 

Air Quality Receptor Site 

8-hr CO 
Facility 

(NAAQS: 
9 ppm)  
Conc.(1) 

(ppm) 

24-hr 
PM10  

Facility 
(NAAQS: 

150 
µg/m3) 
Conc.(1) 

(µg/m3) 

Annual 
PM10 

(NAAQS: 
Facility  

50 µg/m3) 
Conc.(1) 

(µg/m3) 

24-hr 
Neighborhood 
Contributions 
from On-Site 

Emission 
Sources  
Conc. (2) 
(µg/m3) 

24-hr 
Neighborhood 
Contributions 
from Off-Site 

Emission 
Sources  
Conc. (3) 
(µg/m3) 

24-hr Total 
Combined 

Contributions 
from On- and 

Off-Site 
Emission 
Sources  
Conc. (5) 
(µg/m3) 

Annual 
Neighborhood 

Max. 
Contributions 
from On-Site 

Emission 
Sources  
Conc. (2) 
(µg/m3) 

Annual 
Neighborhood 
Contributions 
from Off-Site 

Emission 
Sources  
Conc. (4) 
(µg/m3) 

Annual Total 
Combined 

Contributions 
from 

Neighborhood 
On- and Off-
Site Emission 

Sources   
Conc. (5) 
(µg/m3) 

Hillside/Merrick 166th / 168th  
Existing Conditions 
Existing Incremental 

 
4.5 

 
123 

 
48 

 
 

0.95 

 
 

0.06 

 
 

1.01 

 
 

0.03 

 
 
0 

 
 

0.03 
Jamaica/Merrick / 168th  
Existing Conditions 
Existing Incremental 

 
5.6 

 
109 

 
45 

 
 

3.9 

 
 

0.03 

 
 
4 

 
 

0.17 

 
 

0.02 

 
 

0.19 
Liberty/Merrick 168th  
Existing Conditions 
Existing Incremental 

 
7.1 

 
123 

 
50 

 
 

6.7 

 
 

0.32 

 
 
7 

 
 

0.7 

 
 

0.01 

 
 

0.72 
Liberty Avenue 171st / 173rd  
Existing Conditions 
Existing Incremental 

 
4.1 

 
107 

 
44 

 
 

13.8 

 
 

0.17 

 
 

14.0 

 
 

1.43 

 
 

0.01 

 
 

1.44 
Notes: 
(1) CO and PM10 concentrations are the neighborhood concentrations estimated using the AM, Facility AM, and PM peak traffic information plus 

background concentration (8-hr CO = 2.8 ppm; 24-hr PM10 = 57 µg/m3; Annual PM10=23 µg/m3). 
(2) 
(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

The maximum incremental concentrations of the on-site emissions at the intersection considered. 
The maximum incremental concentrations between existing conditions and without Waste Hauling Vehicles at any receptor 3 meters from the edge of 
the roadways. 
The maximum incremental concentrations between existing conditions and without Waste Hauling Vehicles at any receptor 15 meters from the edge 
of the roadways. 
Numbers may not add due to rounding. 

ppm = Parts per million. 
µg/m3 = Microgram per cubic meter. 
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Table 5.3.2-3 
Summary of Air Quality Analysis at 

Selected Intersections within the Hunts Point, Bronx CDs #2 and #9 Study Area 

Notes: 

CO PM10 PM2.5 

Air Quality Receptor Site 

8-hr CO 
Facility 

(NAAQS:  
9 ppm)  
Conc.(1) 

(ppm) 

24-hr 
PM10  

Facility 

(NAAQS: 
150 

µg/m3) 
Conc.(1) 

(µg/m3) 

Annual PM10 
(NAAQS: 
Facility  

50 µg/m3) 
Conc.(1) 

(µg/m3) 

24-hr 
Neighborhood 
Contributions 
from On-Site 

Emission Sources 
Conc. (2) 
(µg/m3) 

24-hr 
Neighborhood 
Contributions 
from Off-Site 

Emission 
Sources  
Conc. (3) 
(µg/m3) 

24-hr Total 
Combined 

Contributions 
from On- and 

Off-Site 
Emission 
Sources   
Conc. (5) 
(µg/m3) 

Annual 
Neighborhood 

Max. 
Contributions 
from On-Site 

Emission Sources  
Conc. (2) 
(µg/m3) 

Annual 
Neighborhood 
Contributions 
from Off-Site 

Emission 
Sources  
 Conc. (4) 
(µg/m3) 

Annual Total 
Combined 

Contributions 
from 

Neighborhood 
On- and Off-
Site Emission 

Sources   
Conc. (5) 
(µg/m3) 

Bruckner/Leggett/Garrison 
Existing Conditions 
Existing Incremental 

 
6 
 

 
123 

 
42 

 
 

1 

 
 
1 

 
 
2 

 
 
1 

 
 

0.1 

 
 

1 
Bruckner & Longwood 
Existing Conditions 
Existing Incremental 

 
6 
 

 
128 

 
24 

 
 

2 

 
 

0.3 

 
 
2 

 
 
1 

 
 

0.1 

 
 

1 

(1) CO and PM10 concentrations are the neighborhood concentrations estimated using the AM, Facility AM, and PM peak traffic information plus background 
concentration (8-hr CO = 2.8 ppm; 24-hr PM10 = 57 µg/m3; Annual PM10=23 µg/m3). 

(2) 
(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

The maximum incremental concentrations of the on-site emissions at the intersection considered. 
The maximum incremental concentrations between existing conditions and without Waste Hauling Vehicles at any receptor 3 meters from the edge of the 
roadways. 
The maximum incremental concentrations between existing conditions and without Waste Hauling Vehicles at any receptor 15 meters from the edge of the 
roadways. 
Numbers may not add due to rounding. 

ppm = Parts per million. 
µg/m3 = Microgram per cubic meter. 
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Table 5.3.2-4 
Summary of Air Quality Analysis at 

Selected Intersections within the Port Morris, Bronx CD #1 Study Area 
 

CO PM10 PM2.5 

Air Quality Receptor Site 

8-hr CO 
Facility 

(NAAQS: 
9 ppm) 
Conc.(1) 
(ppm) 

24-hr 
PM10 

Facility 
(NAAQS: 

150 
µg/m3) 
Conc.(1) 
(µg/m3) 

Annual PM10 
(NAAQS: 
Facility 

50 µg/m3) 
Conc.(1) 
(µg/m3) 

24-hr 
Neighborhood 
Contributions 
from On-Site 

Emission 
Sources 
Conc. (2) 
(µg/m3) 

24-hr 
Neighborhood 
Contributions 
from Off-Site 

Emission 
Sources 
Conc. (3) 
(µg/m3) 

24-hr Total 
Combined 

Contributions 
from On- and 

Off-Site 
Emission 
Sources 
Conc. (5) 
(µg/m3) 

Annual 
Neighborhood 

Max. 
Contributions 
from On-Site 

Emission 
Sources 
Conc. (2) 
(µg/m3) 

Annual 
Neighborhood 
Contributions 
from Off-Site 

Emission 
Sources 
Conc. (4) 
(µg/m3) 

Annual Total 
Combined 

Contributions 
from 

Neighborhood 
On- and Off-
Site Emission 

Sources 
Conc. (5) 
(µg/m3) 

Lincoln and Bruckner 
Existing Conditions 
Existing Incremental 

 
5 
 

 
114 

 
40 

 
 

6 

 
 

0.9 

 
 

7 

 
 

0.2 

 
 

0.17 

 
 

0.4 
Bruckner & Alexander 
Existing Conditions 
Existing Incremental 

 
5 
 

 
115 

 
40 

 
 

8 

 
 

0.93 

 
 

9 

 
 

0.2 

 
 

0.1 

 
 

0.3 
Notes: 
(1) CO and PM10 concentrations are the Neighborhood concentrations estimated using the AM, Facility AM, and PM peak traffic information plus 

background concentration (8-hr CO = 2.8 ppm; 24-hr PM10 = 57 µg/m3; Annual PM10=23 µg/m3). 
(2) 
(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

The maximum incremental concentrations of the on-site emissions at the intersection considered. 
The maximum incremental concentrations between existing conditions and without Waste Hauling Vehicles at any receptor 3 meters from the edge of 
the roadways. 
The maximum incremental concentrations between existing conditions and without Waste Hauling Vehicles at any receptor 15 meters from the edge of 
the roadways. 
Numbers may not add up due to rounding. 

ppm = Parts per million. 
µg/m3 = Microgram per cubic meter. 
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The first level of screening used total traffic volumes and axle factors from the New York State 

Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) to conservatively estimate the existing traffic 

volumes, and whether the addition of Waste Hauling Vehicles would have the potential to double 

PCE noise levels, requiring a further evaluation of potential effects (first-level screening).  Based 

on this first-level screening, 17 locations (five in Port Morris, Bronx CD #1; four in Hunts Point, 

Bronx CDs #2 and #9; three in Brooklyn CD #1; and five in Jamaica, Queens, CD #12) were 

identified for further screening (second-level screening) using actual field traffic classification 

counts at these locations to determine the potential for doubling PCEs.  (To do this, Waste 

Hauling Vehicles were counted, removed from the analysis to determine “background” 

conditions, and then added back in).  Based on this second-level screening, five locations (two 

locations in Brooklyn CD #1 and three locations in Jamaica, Queens, CD #12) were identified 

for modeling using Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA’s) Traffic Noise Model (TNM) 

version 2.1.  Background noise monitoring was conducted at the nearest sensitive receptor, and 

predicted results from TNM modeling at these five locations were compared to the Study noise 

threshold (an increase in 3dBA or greater attributable to the Waste Hauling Vehicles).   

 

The locations of the analyzed intersections are presented in Figures 5.3.3-1 and 5.3.3-2. 

 

TNM modeling simulated current conditions (with Waste Hauling Vehicles) to predict off-site 

noise effects.  The TNM model is conservative, in that it only assumes background noise levels 

based on traffic volumes that are input into the model.  It does not account for other ambient 

background noise levels that exist in the Study Areas, which were observed during background 

noise monitoring, such as an ambulance passing by or a noisy establishment near the receptor.  

Therefore, the modeled current conditions predicted at the sensitive receptor were compared to 

the measured results at that receptor and the model was calibrated to accurately reflect 

background noise levels under current conditions. 

 

Once calibrated, the predicted results for current conditions were compared to CEQR thresholds.  

The incremental noise level of Waste Hauling Vehicles (when removed from the model) was 

compared to 3 dBA.  A summary of predicted results in each of the Brooklyn CD #1 and 

Jamaica, Queens CD #12 Study Areas is presented in Tables 5.3.3-1 and 5.3.3-2. 
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Table 5.3.3-1 
Summary of TNM Modeling Analysis 

Brooklyn CD #1 Study Area 
 

Location 
Hour of 

Monitoring 

Existing 
Number of 

Waste 
Hauling 
Vehicles 

Existing 
Monitored 

Noise 
Level 
(dBA) 

TNM Model 
Results with 

Waste 
Hauling 
Vehicles 
(dBA) 

Calculated 
Background 
Noise Level 

without 
Waste 

Hauling 
Vehicles  
(dBA) 

TNM Model 
Results 
without 
Waste 

Hauling 
Vehicles 
(dBA) 

TNM Model 
without Waste 

Hauling 
Vehicles with 

Calculated 
Background 
Noise Levels 

(dBA) 

Noise 
Level 

Increase 
due to  
Waste 

Hauling 
Vehicles (1) 

(dBA) 

Effect 
(Yes or 
No) (2) 

Metropolitan Avenue 
between Olive and 
Catherine 

3:00 a.m. 
to  

4:00 a.m. 
43        69.2 64.9 67.2 59.9 67.9 1.3 NO

Vandervoort Avenue 
between Beadel and 
Lombardy 

3:00 a.m. 
 to 

 4:00 a.m. 
51        70.6 65.3 69.1 60.3 69.6 1.0 NO

Notes: 
(1)  Value is calculated by subtracting the TNM Model Results without Waste Hauling Vehicles from the calculated background noise from the Existing 

Monitored Noise Level. 
(2)  Effect is identified if the noise level increase due to Waste Hauling Vehicles is greater than or equal to 3 dBA. 
dBA = A-weighted decibel. 
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Table 5.3.3-2 
Summary of TNM Modeling Analysis 
Jamaica, Queens CD #12 Study Area 

 

Notes: 

Location 
Hour of 

Monitoring 

Existing 
Number of 

Waste 
Hauling 
Vehicles 

Existing 
Monitored 

Noise 
Level 
(dBA) 

TNM Model 
Results with 

Waste 
Hauling 
Vehicles 
(dBA) 

Calculated 
Background 
Noise Level 

without 
Waste 

Hauling 
Vehicles 
(dBA) 

TNM Model 
Results 
without 
Waste 

Hauling 
Vehicles 
(dBA) 

TNM Model without 
Waste Hauling 
Vehicles with 

Calculated 
Background Noise 

Levels 
(dBA) 

Noise Level 
Increase due 

to Waste 
Hauling 

Vehicles (1) 

(dBA) 

Effect 
(Yes or 
No) (2) 

th

2:00 a.m. 
to 

3:00 a.m. 
15 66.4 59.8 65.3 56.2 65.8 0.6 No

Liberty Avenue 
between 169th Street 
and 170th Street 

2:00 a.m. 
to  

3:00 a.m. 
35        69.3 60.3 68.7 55.4 68.9 0.4 No

Liberty Avenue 
between 171st Street 
and 172nd Street2 

2:00 a.m. 
to 

3:00 a.m. 
20        70.7 60.4 70.3 55 70.4 0.3 No

Liberty Avenue 
between Guy Brewers 
and 160  Street 

        

(1) Value is calculated by subtracting the TNM Model Results without Waste Hauling Vehicles from the calculated background noise from the Existing 
Monitored Noise Level. 

(2) Effect is identified if the noise level increase due to Waste Hauling Vehicles is greater than or equal to 3 dBA. 
dBA = A-weighted decibel. 
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As shown in Tables 5.3.3-1 and 5.3.3-2, the modeled off-site noise from the Waste Hauling 

Vehicles at the intersections analyzed did not exceed the threshold.  Therefore, there are no 

predicted noise effects from these Waste Hauling Vehicles. 

 

 

5.4 Public Health Evaluation 

 

In this Study, effects on public health due to odors and contributions to air quality were assessed.  

Using the conservative assumption that commercial waste Transfer Stations do not control odors 

at all, receptors in two Study Areas were found likely to experience potentially unacceptable 

odors.  However, these effects were predicted to be infrequent, occurring less than 1% of the 

time for all receptors, and are not likely to generate sustained annoyance or symptoms.  

Nonetheless, additional odor control would be welcome.  With regard to regulated pollutants, 

effects on air quality were predicted to be minimal.  The Transfer Stations in aggregate do not 

appear to be important determinants of air quality with respect to any of the pollutants regulated 

by the USEPA on the basis of human health effects. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

 

New York City Transfer Stations 

 



Putrescible Transfer Station Permits(1) 

 

Company Address Zone 

Permitted 
Throughput 

(tons per day)(3) 
Community 

Board 
A & L Cesspool Service Corp. 38-40 Review Avenue, LIC, NY  11101 M-3 N/A QN2 
American Recycling Mgt. LLC 172-33 Douglas Avenue, Jamaica, NY  11433 M-1 400 QN12 
BFI Waste Systems of NJ, Inc. 115 Thames Street, Brooklyn, NY  11237 M-1 560 BK1 
BFI Waste Systems of NJ, Inc.  598-636 Scholes Street, Brooklyn, NY  11237 M-3 220 BK1 
Cross County Recycling 122-52 Montauk Street, Springfield Gardens, NY  11413 M-1 500 QN12 
Hi-Tech Resource Recovery 130 Varick Avenue, Brooklyn, NY  11237 M-3 500 BK1 
IESI NY Corporation  325 Casanova Street, Bronx, NY  10474 M-3 225 BX2 
IESI NY Corporation  110-120 50th Street, Brooklyn, NY  11232 M-3 1,000 BK7 
IESI NY Corporation  577 Court Street, Brooklyn, NY  11231 M-3 745 BK6 
Metropolitan Transfer Station 287 Halleck Street, Bronx, NY 10474 M-1 825 BX2 
New Style Recycling  49-10 Grand Avenue, Maspeth, NY  11378 M-3 50 QN5 
Paper Fibres Corporation 960 Bronx River Avenue, Bronx, NY 10454 M-3 74 BX9 
Regal Recycling Co., Inc. 172-06 Douglas Avenue, Jamaica, NY 11433 M-1 178 QN12 
Tully Environmental, Inc. 127-20 34th Avenue, Queens, NY  11368 M-3 900 QN7 
USA Waste Services of NYC, Inc.(2) 132nd Street @ Saint Ann’s Avenue, Bronx, NY 10454 M-3 N/A BX1 
USA Waste Services of NYC, Waste Management Inc. 98 Lincoln Avenue, Bronx, NY  10455 M-2 3,000 BX1 
Waste Management of NY, LLC  215 Varick Avenue, Brooklyn, NY  11231 M-3 4,250 BK1 
Waste Management of NY, LLC  38-50 Review Avenue, LIC, NY 11101 M-3 958 QN2 
Waste Management of NY, LLC  485 Scott Avenue, Brooklyn, NY  11222 M-3 1,400 BK1 
Waste Management of NY, LLC (2) Oakpoint Avenue/Barry Street, Bronx, NY  10474 M-3 N/A BX2 
Waste Services of New York, Inc. 941 Stanley Avenue, Brooklyn, NY 11208 M-1 375 BK5 
Waste Services of New York, Inc. 920 East 132nd Street, Bronx, NY  10454 M-3 2,999 BX1 
Notes: 
(1) Some facilities have dual permits (for example, putrescible/non-putrescible) and appear on both lists of permits. 
(2) Source: DSNY Quarterly Transfer Station Report Summary (third quarter 2003).  Throughput is NYDEC permitted throughput. 
(3) Intermodal facility, no processing. 
N/A = Not Applicable 
 



Non-Putrescible Transfer Station Permits(1)  

 

Company Address Zone 

Permitted 
Throughput 

(tons per day)(2) 
Community 

Board 
A.J. Recycling, Inc. 325 Faile Street, Bronx, NY 10474 M 3 1,200 BX2 
American Recycling, Mgt. LLC 172-33 Douglas Avenue, Queens, NY  11433 M 1 750 QN12 
Astoria Carting Co., Inc. 538-545 Stewart Avenue, Brooklyn, NY  11222 M 3 300 BK1 
Atlas Roll-Off Corp. 889 Essex Street, Brooklyn, NY  11208 M 1 1,125 BK5 
BFI Waste Systems of New Jersey  575 Scholes Street, Brooklyn, NY  11211 M 3 544 BK1 
BFI Waste Systems of New Jersey  594 Scholes Street, Brooklyn, NY  11211 M 3 544 BK1 
City Recycling Corporation 151 Anthony Street, Brooklyn, NY  11222 M 3 1,500 BK1 
Cooper Tank & Welding, Inc. 222 Maspeth Avenue, Brooklyn, NY  11211 M 3 1,875 BK1 
Crown Container Company 126-46 34th Avenue, Flushing, NY  11368 M 3 281 QN7 
Decostole Carting Co. 1481 Troy Avenue, Brooklyn, NY  11203 M 1 300 BK17 
Flag Container Services, Inc. 11 Ferry Street, Staten Island, NY 10302 M 3 2,250 SI1 
G.M. Transfer Inc. 216-222 Manida Street, Bronx, NY 10474 M 3 0 BX2 
IESI NY Corporation  548 Varick Avenue, Brooklyn, NY  11222 M 3 1,350 BK1 
John Danna and Sons, Inc. 318 Bryant Avenue, Bronx, NY 10474 M 3 405 BX2 
Kid's Waterfront Corp. 1264 Viele Avenue, Bronx, NY 10474 M 3 750 BX2 
New Style Recycling Corp. 49-10 Grand Avenue, Maspeth, NY  11378 M 3 225 QN5 
Point Recycling, Ltd. 686 Morgan Avenue, Brooklyn, NY 11222 M 3 300 BK1 
Regal Recycling, Ltd. 172-06 Douglas Avenue, Jamaica, NY 11433 M 1 266 QN12 
Stokes Waste Paper Co., Inc. 17-25 Van Street, Staten Island, NY 10310 M 1 844 SI1 
Thomas Novelli Contract. Corp. 94-20 Merrick Blvd., Jamaica, NY  11433 M 1 375 QN12 
Waste Management of NY, LLC  123 Varick Avenue, Brooklyn, NY 11237 M 3 5,250 BK1 
Waste Management of NY, LLC  232 Gardner Avenue, Brooklyn, NY 11237 M 3 6,480 BK1 
Waste Management of NY, LLC  315 Barretto Street, Bronx, NY  M 3 1,037 BX2 
Waste Management of NY, LLC  620 Truxton Street, Bronx, NY 10474 M 3 1,050 BX2 
Waste Management of NY, LLC  75 Thomas Street, Brooklyn, NY 11222 M 3 1850 BK1 
Notes: 
(1) Some  facilities have dual permits (for example, putrescible/non-putrescible) and appear on both lists of permits. 
(2) Source: DSNY Quarterly Transfer Station Report Summary (third quarter 2003).  Throughput is NYDEC permitted throughput. 



Fill Material Transfer Station Permits(1) 

 

Company Address Zone 

Permitted  
Allowable 

Storage Volume  
(cubic yard)(2) 

Community 
Board 

Allocco 540 Kingsland Avenue, Brooklyn, NY  11222 M-3 10,666 BK 1 
Bronx City Recycling, Inc 1390 Viele Avenue, Bronx, NY  10474 M-3 1,400 BX 2 
Bronx County Recycling, LLC 475 Exterior Street, Bronx, NY 10451 M-2 6,000 BX 1 
Consolidated Edison Co. of New York  276-290 Avenue C, NY, NY 10003 M3 250 MN 6 
Durante Brothers 31-40 123rd Street, Flushing, NY 11354 M3 14,696 QN 7 
Felix Equities 290 East 132nd Street, Bronx, NY 10454 M3 300 BX1 
Evergreen Recycling of Corona The Corona Meadows Yard, Corona, NY  11368 M3 50,000 QN 7 
Grace Associates, Inc. 151-45 Sixth Road, Whitestone, NY  11357 M1 25,000 QN 7 
Interstate Materials Corporation 211 Johnson Street, Staten Island, NY  10309 M-3 75,000 SI 3 
J.A. Bruno 280 Meredith Avenue, Staten Island, NY 10314 M-3 40,000 SI 2 
Justus Recycling 3300 Provost Avenue, Bronx, NY  10475 M1 11,000 BX 10 
Keyspan Energy  287 Maspeth Avenue, Brooklyn, NY 11201 M3 10,000 BK 1 
Maspeth Recycling 58-08 48th Street, Maspeth, NY  11378 M3 30,000 QN 5 
N.Y. Paving 37-18 Railroad Avenue, LIC, NY 11101 M1 500 QN 2 
Pebble Lane Associates, Inc. 57-00 47th Street, Maspeth, NY 11378 M3 7,500 QN 5 
Red Hook Crushers  186 Third Street, Brooklyn, NY 11215 M2 5,000 BK 6 
Russo Recycling 248-12 Brookville Blvd., Rosedale, NY 11422 M1 20,000 QN 13 
T. Novelli 94-07 Merrick Blvd., Jamaica, NY 11433 M-1 1,500 QN 12 
Tilcon New York, Inc. 980 East 149th Street, Bronx, NY 10455 M3 80,000 BX 1 
T.M. Maintenance 451 Spencer Street, Staten Island, NY  10314 M3 25,000 SI 2 
Vanbro  1900 South Avenue, Staten Island, NY 10314 M3 400,000 SI 2 
Waste Management of NY, LLC 73 Place & South Railroad Ave., Woodside, NY 11377 M1 15,000 QN 2 
Notes: 
(1) Some facilities have dual permits (for example, putrescible/non-putrescible) and appear on both lists of permits. 
(2) Source: DSNY Quarterly Transfer Station Report Summary (third quarter 2003).  Throughput is NYDEC permitted throughput. 
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PREFACE 

 

Local Law 74 of 2000 (LL74) mandated a comprehensive study of commercial waste 

management (Commercial Waste Management Study or Study) in New York City (City) by a 

Consultant funded by the City Department of Sanitation (DSNY).  This Study undertaken to 

comply with LL74 will assist the City in managing the commercial waste stream in the most 

efficient and environmentally sound manner, and assist in the development of the City’s Solid 

Waste Management Plan (New SWMP) for the New SWMP Planning Period. 

 

As stated in the Commercial Waste Management Study Final Scope of Work: “In June 2002, 

DSNY published a Preliminary Report in accordance with the requirements of LL74 that 

contained information on commercial waste quantities by type and borough of origin that had 

been collected and analyzed by DSNY and its consultants from sources such as available 

reporting systems and interviews with waste management companies involved in aspects of the 

commercial waste management business.  As noted in the Preliminary Report, there is no single 

comprehensive system for recording data on commercial waste generation in the City.  

Furthermore, the data in the Preliminary Report were for the calendar year 2000, and the events 

of September 11, 2001 and the subsequent decline in business activity in the City since 2000 

have all affected commercial waste generation.  The Study will apply methods to adjust the year 

2000 data to year 2002 to account for these economic effects.  Additionally, the Study will 

evaluate and apply alternative methods to those used in the Preliminary Report to supplement 

existing estimates of commercial waste generation.  The recycled material in the commercial 

waste stream that is not accounted for in the Preliminary Report data will also be quantified.  

The Study will project changes in commercial waste generation over the New Plan period based 

on an employment forecast for the same period.”  
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In addition to this Volume II, the Study consists of five other volumes:  

 

� Volume I: Private Transfer Station Evaluations; 

� Volume III: Converted Marine Transfer Stations – Commercial Waste Processing and 
Analysis of Potential Impacts; 

� Volume IV: Evaluation of Waste Disposal Capacity Potentially Available to New 
York City; 

� Volume V: Manhattan Transfer Station Siting Study, and 

� Volume VI: Waste Vehicle Technology Assessment. 

 

This volume, Volume II: Commercial Waste Generation and Projections, reports the results of 

five different evaluations.  The reports and appendices that provide the analyses and data in 

support of this Executive Summary are: 

 

Summary Report on Commercial Waste Generation and Projections 

Appendices: 

A: Facilities Estimate of Putrescible Waste Generation Year 2002 

B: Employment-Based Estimate of Putrescible Waste Generation Year 2002 

C: Commercial Putrescible Waste Disposed and Recycled: BIC-DSNY Carter Survey 

D: Commercial Putrescible Waste 20-Year Forecast 

E: Non-Putrescible Commercial Waste Quantification and Projections 

 

This volume examines the quantities of waste generated within the City that is collected and 

managed by private carters, i.e., the commercial waste stream.  DSNY regulates1 putrescible, 

non-putrescible and fill material Transfer Stations that are permitted to receive and process these 

categories of waste materials.  The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 

(NYSDEC) also regulates2 the design, construction and operation of Transfer Stations.  

                                                 
1 DSNY’s regulatory authorities derive from Titles 16, 17 and 25 of the New York City Administrative Code 
(NYCAC), Title 16 of the Rules of the City of New York (RCNY) and the City Environmental Quality Review 
(CEQR) Procedures. 
2 NYSDEC’s regulatory authority derives from Title 6 of New York Codes, Rules and Regulations (NYCRR) Part 
360 and Title 6 NYCRR Part 617 under the state’s Environmental Conservation Law (ECL). 
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Commercial Waste, as discussed in this report, is comprised of three types of waste, as defined in 

DSNY rules: 

 

1. Commercial putrescible waste3 is solid waste generated by the City’s businesses, 

containing organic matter having the tendency to decompose with the formation of 

malodorous by-products.  It is principally office and retail waste with small quantities of 

putrescible material, but also includes restaurant and other waste.  Significant amounts of 

office waste are recycled directly at the source by carters that primarily collect recyclable 

office paper from commercial buildings and deliver it to recyclers, exporters or paper 

manufacturers.  Consistent with DSNY’s rules defining three basic types of waste 

generated, the term putrescible waste, as used in this report, includes the portions of 

commercial putrescible waste that are both disposed and recycled (such as office paper). 

2. Non-putrescible waste is waste that does not contain organic matter having the tendency 

to decompose with the formation of malodorous by-products, including but not limited to 

dirt, earth, plaster, concrete, rock, rubble, slag, ashes, waste timber, lumber, Plexiglas, 

fiberglass, ceramic tiles, asphalt, sheetrock, tar paper, tree stumps, wood, window frames, 

metal, steel, glass, plastic pipes and tubes, rubber hoses and tubes, electric wires and 

cables, paper and cardboard. 

3. Fill material is a subset of non-putrescible waste and, as defined in DSNY rules, is clean 

material consisting of earth, ashes, dirt, concrete, rock, gravel, asphalt millings, stone or 

sand. 

 

                                                 
3 As defined in DSNY rules (Subchapter A of 4 RCNY 16).  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Scope of Analysis/Approach 

 

The Study employed three different methodologies to develop independent estimates of 

commercial putrescible waste quantities for the years 2002 and 2003, as described in Appendix 

A (Facilities Estimate of Putrescible Waste Generation Year 2002), Appendix B 

(Employment-Based Estimate of Putrescible Waste Generation Year 2002), and Appendix C 

(Commercial Putrescible Waste Disposed and Recycled: BIC-DSNY Carter Survey).  The 

independent estimates were compared for reasonableness to the data obtained through DSNY’s 

Quarterly Transfer Station Report system (Quarterly Reports).  Quarterly Reports are required to 

be completed by DSNY-regulated Transfer Station operators/owners.  The Quarterly Reports do 

not account for all of the commercial waste generated in the City.  Waste not reflected in the 

Quarterly Reports includes waste that is disposed out-of-City or recycled commercial waste that 

does not pass through the City’s network of private Transfer Stations.  The waste quantity 

estimates developed from the other estimation methodologies corroborated the Quarterly Report 

data for quantities processed at City Transfer Stations. 

 

All these data sources were used to establish a new, year 2003 baseline estimate inclusive of the 

total commercial putrescible waste generated, i.e., disposed in and out of the City, and recycled.  

The new baseline year 2003 estimate accounts for the job loss effects of 9/11 and the subsequent 

economic recession, and therefore provides a sound starting point for projecting waste generation 

for the New SWMP Planning Period. 

 

These data sources were also compared to the year 2000 waste quantity estimates in the 

Preliminary Report (which did not include recycled material) and used as a basis for adjusting 

Preliminary Report estimates of putrescible waste disposed to eliminate inconsistencies in 

waste-type definitions and carter classifications, and to establish a revised year 2000 estimate of 
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8,381 tons per day (tpd)4 disposed.  Comparing the year 2000 estimate of putrescible waste 

disposed with the 2003 total net disposed (based on three quarters of DSNY Quarterly Reports 

and direct export totals estimated from the BIC-DSNY carter survey), shows a decline of 

1,131 tpd, or 13.5%, in putrescible waste disposed over that period of time.  

 

The Facilities Estimate (Appendix A) relies upon DSNY’s Quarterly Reports for data on waste 

quantities delivered to Transfer Stations in the City in 2002.  Through an extensive survey effort, 

new data were collected on waste carted out-of-City for disposal and also on recycled waste from 

commercial sources in the City that was processed in or out of the City or directly exported to 

foreign sources.  Approximately 31% of the City’s putrescible waste was recycled in 2002. 

 

The Employment-Based Estimate (Appendix B) used post-9/11 estimates of City employment 

that reflected the effects of the economic recession on employment, and relied on waste 

generation factors for commercial business sectors developed through a literature search.  These 

data were used to estimate citywide waste generation for the year 2002 as a function of 

employment in the City. 

 

The BIC-DSNY Carter Survey (Appendix C) assembled information from a survey of the City’s 

licensed carting industry conducted in the fall of 2003.  The surveys, collected from all carters 

collecting in the City and followed up in person or via phone interviews, developed data that 

resulted in an estimate of commercial putrescible waste disposed and recycled in 2003 that 

included the quantities processed at in-City and out-of-City locations and quantities collected for 

recycling.  Approximately, 27% of the City’s commercial putrescible waste was recycled in 

2003, a decline of 4% from the prior year.  This decline is consistent with nationally reported 

data on paper markets. 

                                                 
4 Tons per day are calculated on the basis of a six-day collection week, equivalent to a 312-day year. 
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The 2003 baseline waste estimate was allocated among the five boroughs using collection route 

data obtained from the BIC-DSNY carter survey.  Based on this borough allocation, and using 

projected employment over this period, the quantity of commercial waste generated (both 

disposed and recycled) was forecast for the New SWMP Planning Period, for each borough.  The 

relative proportions of waste generated by each borough change as a function of changes in 

projected employment over time.  The forecast assumes that the percentage of materials recycled 

by each borough would remain constant at 2003 levels5 for the New SWMP Planning Period.  

These projections are discussed in Appendix D: Commercial Putrescible Waste 20-Year 

Forecast. 

 

Quantities of non-putrescible waste, which include construction and demolition debris (C&D) 

and fill material, were estimated based upon waste generation rates derived from a literature 

search for three types of residential and commercial construction projects: new construction, 

demolition and renovation.  A regression analysis of data obtained from F.W. Dodge on actual 

and projected construction activity in the City in each of these respective areas over the period of 

2000 to 2007 was used to develop projections of the generation of C&D waste over the New 

SWMP Planning Period.  Non-building-related C&D, which would include clean fill, was 

estimated by obtaining waste generation factors expressed as tons per $1,000 of activity.  These 

factors were applied to the value of this construction in the City obtained from F.W. Dodge.  

Details of these estimates are discussed in Appendix E: Non-Putrescible Commercial Waste 

Quantification and Projections.  

 

The estimates of commercial putrescible and non-putrescible waste are relevant in determining 

the Transfer Station capacity required to serve the City’s businesses over the next 20 years. 

 

                                                 
5 Percentages developed from 2003 BIC-DSNY City carter collection truck and fax-back surveys data plus recycling 
at City Transfer Stations plus estimated recycling through the deposit container redemption system.   
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Findings 

 

� In 2003, approximately 3,085,000 tons, or 9,889 tpd, of putrescible waste and 
approximately 8,641,000 tons, or 27,695 tpd, of non-putrescible waste and clean fill 
material were generated by the commercial sector in the City.  Quantities of waste 
generated include that which is disposed and recycled.  

� In 2003, approximately 6,209 tpd of commercial putrescible waste6 were processed 
for disposal at in-City Transfer Stations and 1,039 tpd were processed at out-of-City 
facilities.  (Although some material is recycled at putrescible Transfer Stations, the 
vast majority is material destined for disposal.)  An estimated 2,641 tpd were recycled 
directly.  The quantities processed out-of-City represent a 21% increase over 2002. 

� Of the total commercial putrescible waste generated, 42% is generated in Manhattan,7 
19% in Brooklyn, 13% in the Bronx, 20% in Queens and 5% in Staten Island.8 

� Overall, approximately 27% of the commercial putrescible waste was recycled in 
2003. 

� Quantities of commercial putrescible waste generated are anticipated to increase to 
3,414,000 tons, or 10,942 tpd in 2024, which represents an annual average rate of 
increase of 0.5%. 

� Quantities of non-putrescible commercial waste and clean fill are more difficult to 
predict in the future due to the variability in generation from year to year, but are 
anticipated to range from approximately 8.0 to 10.9 million tons, (25,640 to 34,810 
tpd) by the end of the New SWMP Planning Period. 

� The City’s commercial putrescible waste (disposed and recycled) is collected by 
approximately 124 licensed carters. 

 

                                                 
6 These quantities do not include DSNY-managed Waste processed at in-City Transfer Stations. 
7 61% of the City’s jobs are located in Manhattan. 
8 Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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City  New York City 
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Henningson, Durham & Richardson Architecture 
and Engineering, P.C.; Parsons Brinckerhoff 
Quade and Douglas, Inc.; Ecodata, Inc.; Franklin 
Associates, Ltd.; Urbitran Associates, Inc.; 
HydroQual, Inc.; and Cambridge Environmental, 
Inc., who prepared the Commercial Waste 
Management Study 

  
DSNY-managed Waste  Solid waste that DSNY collects from all 

residential households in the City and the 
institutional waste of City, state and federal 
agencies that DSNY collects and/or for which 
DSNY arranges disposal 

  
Final Study Scope or Final Scope of Work Commercial Waste Management Study Final 

Scope of Work issued on July 31, 2003 
  
New SWMP The new comprehensive Solid Waste 

Management Plan to be developed in 2004 for 
both DSNY-managed Waste and commercial 
waste for the planning period 2004 through 2024 

  
New SWMP Planning Period The 20-year period from 2004 to 2024 addressed 

by the City's New Solid Waste Management Plan 
  
Preliminary Report  The New York City comprehensive Commercial 

Waste Management Study Preliminary Report 
dated June 2002 

  
Quarterly Reports DSNY’s Quarterly Transfer Station Report 

system 
  
Study  Commercial Waste Management Study 
  
Transfer Station(s)  Privately owned and operated transfer station in 

New York City that accepts, transfers and 
transports some portion of municipal solid waste 
or construction and demolition debris or fill 
material generated in the private sector for out-of-
City disposal 
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1.0 WASTE QUANTIFICATION SUMMARY REPORT 
 

1.1 Introduction and Background 
 

This report provides estimates of the quantity of commercial waste generated in New York City 
(City) and projects estimates of the future quantities that will be generated during the New 
SWMP Planning Period.  It summarizes information that is presented in greater detail in Volume 
II, Appendices A through E, of the Commercial Waste Management Study (Study). 
 
Commercial waste is a category of municipal solid waste (MSW) and is comprised of three types 

of waste, as defined in City Department of Sanitation (DSNY) rules: putrescible, non-putrescible 

and fill material.  Commercial waste is generated by businesses in the City, including 

construction projects, and is collected by private carters, who either: (1) deliver their waste to 

private in-City Transfer Stations, from which the waste is recycled or hauled to out-of-City 

disposal sites; or (2) directly haul the waste to out-of-City transfer stations or disposal sites. 

 
These waste quantity estimates are important in evaluating the current adequacy and the future 

demands on the City’s existing network of private Transfer Stations. 

 
1.1.1 Commercial Waste Types 

 

DSNY rules classify commercial waste into two major categories and one sub-category.  These 

are:  

1. Putrescible waste – Solid waste generated daily by the City’s business establishments that 
is principally office and retail waste with small quantities of putrescible1 material, and 
also includes restaurant and other waste.  Significant amounts of office waste are recycled 
directly at the source by carters that primarily collect recyclable office paper from 
commercial buildings and deliver it to recyclers, exporters or paper manufacturers.  
Consistent with DSNY rules, putrescible waste referred to in this report is inclusive of the 
fractions that are disposed and recycled (such as office paper).  Some additional recycling 
occurs at the City’s putrescible Transfer Stations, where old corrugated containers, 
commonly referred to as cardboard (OCC), and concentrated loads of office paper are 
diverted to recyclers. 
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1 Putrescible solid waste is solid waste containing organic matter having the tendency to decompose with the 
formation of malodorous by-products. 



 

2. Non-putrescible2 waste – Inert waste that does not contain organic matter having the 
tendency to decompose with the formation of malodorous by-products, including but not 
limited to dirt, earth, plaster, concrete, rock, rubble, slag, ashes, waste timber, lumber, 
Plexiglas, fiberglass, ceramic tiles, asphalt, sheetrock, tar paper, tree stumps, wood, 
window frames, metal, steel, glass, plastic pipes and tubes, rubber hoses and tubes, 
electric wires and cables, paper and cardboard.  It is typically generated from commercial 
and residential demolition, new construction and renovation projects.  This waste can 
vary significantly with the volume of construction activity in the City.  It is comprised of 
a range of inert materials, some of which is recycled.  The non-recycled fraction of the 
waste is densified and transferred to the City’s non-putrescible Transfer Stations for 
disposal.  This report also refers to this waste as construction and demolition (C&D) 
debris to distinguish it from fill material, which is also a category of non-putrescible 
waste.   

3. Fill material – A subset of non-putrescible waste, and as defined in DSNY rules, is clean 
material consisting of earth, ashes, dirt, concrete, rock, gravel, asphalt millings, stone or 
sand, provided that such material shall not contain organic matter having the tendency to 
decompose with the formation of malodorous by-products.  Typically these materials are 
stockpiled for reuse at the City’s fill material Transfer Stations.  Almost all fill material is 
reused.  

 

Significant quantities of materials in each of the above categories are recycled.  This report also 

provides information on waste recycled within the putrescible waste category.  The sum of waste 

disposed and waste recycled equals the waste generated in each category. 

 

1.1.2 Types of Commercial Waste Transfer Stations 
 

DSNY permits three different categories of Transfer Stations that receive and process the above-

noted waste materials.  The DSNY rules applicable to each are found in Chapter 4 Title 16, 

Rules of the City of New York (RCNY).  The New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation (NYSDEC) also regulates the design, construction and operation of Transfer 

Stations under Title 6 of the New York Codes, Rules and Regulations (NYCRR), Part 360.  

NYSDEC regulations classify Transfer Stations into three categories: putrescible, 

non-putrescible and clean fill facilities. 
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2 As defined in DSNY rules (Subchapter A of 4 RCNY 16). 



 

1.1.2.1 Putrescible Waste Transfer Stations 
 

Putrescible waste Transfer Stations receive waste delivered in waste collection vehicles (e.g., 

packer trucks or roll-off containers).  They typically process the waste by sorting out bulky 

items, and then generally crushing, baling or compacting the waste.  The processed waste is 

placed into transfer trailers for over-the-road long haul, or into intermodal containers for export 

by rail to out-of-City disposal locations. 

 

All but one of the putrescible Transfer Stations in the City transfer the waste received to disposal 

facilities in trailer trucks that can carry approximately 22 to 25 tons per transfer trailer.  

Typically, one transfer trailer or one intermodal container consolidates the waste delivered by 

approximately two typical collection vehicles.  All putrescible Transfer Stations operate with 

scales, and all waste processing operations must occur in an enclosed building. 

 

1.1.2.2 Non-Putrescible Waste Transfer Stations 
 

C&D debris is typically delivered to non-putrescible Transfer Stations in roll-off containers that 

are picked up from demolition, new construction or renovation sites.  These Transfer Stations 

typically engage in sorting, crushing and processing of the C&D debris material.  Some facilities 

sort the materials to recover recyclables such as metal, wood or aggregate; they recover some 

materials for recycling and reduce the volume of waste disposed. 

 

As of early 2003, there were 28 non-putrescible Transfer Stations in the City, and approximately 

60% of the tonnage was weighed.  The waste processing operations typically occur outdoors.  

Some facilities have paved surfaces for processing; others operate with unpaved sites.  Processed 

waste is loaded into transfer trailers for over-the-road long haul to out-of-City disposal locations.  

Some non-putrescible Transfer Stations operate with scales, but others record materials handled 

based on inbound and outbound truck volumes (cubic yards).   
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1.1.2.3 Fill Material Transfer Stations 
 

Fill material Transfer Stations typically receive loads of excavated dirt, rock, concrete, etc., from 

construction sites, including roadwork and other public works projects.  They typically have 

equipment on site that is used to sort the aggregate into various sizes.  The majority of the 

material received is stored on site and recycled or reused.  Very little size reduction takes place, 

as most of the processed materials are stockpiled on site and reused in other projects.  None of 

the fill material Transfer Stations have scales. 

 

1.1.3 Commercial Waste Collection 
 

The carting (commercial waste collection) industry that collects putrescible and non-putrescible 

waste in the City is regulated by the City’s Business Integrity Commission (BIC).  BIC maintains 

a registry of carters that are licensed to collect putrescible and non-putrescible waste, qualifies 

business entities to provide carting services, and regulates the rate charged for collection. 

 

BIC has cooperated with DSNY in implementing a first-time survey to collect information 

directly from the carter industry.  The survey obtained data on the quantities and origins of 

commercial waste collected within the City.  This report uses these estimates as one source of 

data for developing a year 2003 baseline estimate of putrescible waste generation, inclusive of 

disposed and recycled fractions, for use in forecasting future quantities. 

 

1.1.4 Commercial Waste Data Collection and Reporting 
 

Unlike the reporting system for DSNY-managed Waste, there is no central database that records 

all of the waste generated, recycled and disposed by point of origin, destination and type of 

material received.  DSNY, as a regulator of the City’s Transfer Stations, has, since 1995, 

maintained and refined a reporting system, the Quarterly Transfer Station Report system 

(Quarterly Reports), which collects data on the quantities of waste delivered to in-City Transfer 

Stations.  This reporting system, while providing very useful and reliable information, does not 

account for waste disposed out of the City or waste recycled at the source of generation, e.g., 

recycled office paper. 
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Although all of the City’s putrescible Transfer Stations record inbound and outbound material by 

weight, in early 2003 only 60% of the tonnage was weighed at non-putrescible facilities, and 

none of the incoming fill material was weighed.  Consequently, in early 2003, approximately 

80% of the reported tonnage in the Quarterly Reports for C&D and fill material Transfer Stations 

reflects a conversion of cubic yard volume data to tons, based on assumed factors for converting 

cubic yards to tons. 

 

In accordance with Local Law 74 of 2000 (LL74), DSNY published the Comprehensive 

Commercial Waste Management Study Preliminary Report (Preliminary Report) in June 2002.  

This report presented preliminary data for the year 2000 on the volumes, types, origins and 

destinations of commercial putrescible and non-putrescible waste managed by private carters and 

Transfer Stations in the New York metropolitan area, as well as on DSNY-managed Waste.  The 

data for this report were developed during the period when the Fresh Kills Landfill was still 

receiving waste, and prior to the events of September 11, 2001. 

 

The impact of September 11 and the business recession in the City during the period of 2001 to 

2003 influence developing estimates of commercial waste generation.  The City comptroller has 

estimated that the City suffered a loss of over 200,000 jobs during this period, and commercial 

putrescible waste generation correlates with levels of employment.  Post-2001 estimates of waste 

generated and future projections have to address the impact of these events on waste generation 

between the period of 2002 and 2003. 

 

The estimates of commercial putrescible and non-putrescible waste are relevant to the types and 

amounts of Transfer Station capacity that will be required to serve the City’s businesses over the 

New SWMP Planning Period.  This report updates the estimates contained in the Preliminary 

Report based on new information developed for the years 2002 and 2003, and provides a new 

2003 baseline estimate of commercial putrescible waste generation as the basis for forecasting 

commercial putrescible waste generation over the New SWMP Planning Period.   
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1.2 Objectives 
 

The objectives of this report are to:  

1. Report on current estimates for the years 2002 to 2003 of the quantities of each type of 
commercial putrescible waste generated, recycled and disposed. 

2. Compare these more recent estimates with those provided in the Preliminary Report, 
make adjustments as indicated, and establish a year 2003 baseline for commercial 
putrescible waste generated. 

3. Forecast, from the year 2003 baseline estimate, the quantities of commercial putrescible 
waste to be generated, recycled and disposed over the New SWMP Planning Period. 

4. Use current estimates of commercial non-putrescible waste and forecasting 
methodologies to project the quantity of commercial non-putrescible waste to be 
generated over the New SWMP Planning Period.   
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2.0 METHODOLOGIES FOR ESTIMATING WASTE QUANTITIES 

 

The different methodologies used to estimate current quantities and to develop projections for 

each specific type of commercial waste are summarized in this section. 

 

2.1 Putrescible Waste Disposed and Recycled 

 

Estimating the quantities of the commercial putrescible waste generated involved the following: 

� Three different methods were utilized to develop independent estimates of waste 
quantities for the years 2002 and 2003, and are described in detail in Volume II, 
Appendices A, Facilities Estimate; B, Employment-Based Estimate; and C, 
BIC-DSNY Carter Survey.  

� These different estimates were compared for reasonableness to the year 2000 estimate 
in the Preliminary Report, used to adjust the Preliminary Report data to more 
accurately reflect the quantity of commercial putrescible and non-putrescible waste 
disposed in the year 2000 (the Preliminary Report did not estimate total waste 
recycled), and used to establish a baseline estimate for 2003. 

� A forecast methodology was developed and applied to the baseline to project waste 
over the New SWMP Planning Period. 

 

2.1.1 Facilities-Based Estimating Methodology 

 

The DSNY Quarterly Report system was implemented in 1995 and has been maintained and 

refined since that time.  It provides accurate data from scale weights for putrescible waste tipped 

at in-City Transfer Stations and records the quantity of materials recycled at these facilities.  This 

system is a primary source of data for estimating putrescible waste tipped at Transfer Stations in 

the City.3 
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3  Under the Interim Export Program, DSNY delivers DSNY-managed Waste to eight in-City putrescible Transfer 
Stations.  DSNY deliveries were therefore subtracted from the total quantities to estimate the quantity from 
commercial sources. 



 

Data on putrescible waste generated by commercial sources in the City and carted to either 

Transfer Stations or out-of-City disposal sites was collected through a survey for the 

year 2002 and described in detail in Volume II, Appendix A to this Study.  Lists of facilities 

located within a 50-minute traveling radius of the City -- located in Connecticut, New Jersey and 

Westchester and Nassau Counties in New York -- were developed by contacting state agencies.  

Telephone surveys of operators of these facilities were used to collect information on the 

quantity of putrescible waste originating in the City and tipped at those locations.  

 

To estimate total waste generation, data on materials recycled from commercial sources in the 

City was also developed.  Sources of information included the major carters in the City who pick 

up recyclables; state agencies (for lists of recyclables processors in the region); the Yellow Pages 

(for listings of recycling centers); end-user markets (such as fiber mills); and brokers involved in 

the paper export business.  The information obtained from these sources was cross-checked and 

organized into a database to estimate the quantity of recyclables. 

 

The combined total of putrescible waste disposed and waste recycled materials was 

3,295,677 tons (10,563 tons per day [tpd]) in 2002, as reported in Table 3.3.4-1 of Volume II, 

Appendix A. 

 

2.1.2 Employment-Based Estimate 

 

A second, independent estimating methodology for commercial putrescible waste generation in 

the City used available employment data.  This methodology is described in detail in Volume II, 

Appendix B of the Study.  This approach used a literature search to develop waste generation 

factors, expressed as tons of waste generated per employee per year, for specific types of 

businesses with significant employment in the City.  Table 2.1.2-1 lists the factors developed 

through this research and used in this report.  These business sector-specific factors are 

multiplied by sector-specific employment to estimate total commercial putrescible waste 

generation in the City. 

Commercial Waste Management Study 8 March 2004 
Volume II – Commercial Waste Generation and Projections: Summary Report 
 



 

Table 2.1.2-1 
Employment Categories, Commercial Waste Generation Factors and Tons Generated, 

and Category Percent of Total Commercial Waste Generation 
 
 

Employment Category 
Generation Factor 

Tons/Employee/Year 
New York City 2002 Tons 

Generated 
% of Commercial Waste 

Generation 
Construction 0.44   51,400 1.6%
Finance & Insurance 0.44 146,770 4.5% 
Real Estate Rental & Leasing 0.44 51,570 1.6% 
Manufacturing    1.40 199,410 6.2%
Wholesale Trade 1.20 172,160 5.3% 
Retail Trade 2.50 724,410 22.4% 
Transportation & Warehousing 0.74 79,520 2.5% 
Utilities 0.56   8,640 0.3%
Information    0.65 109,650 3.4%
Professional, Technical & Scientific 0.65 188,190 5.8% 
Management of Companies 0.65 37,110 1.1% 
Administrative Support Services 0.65 128,240 4.0% 
Health Care & Social Assistance 0.63 419,530 12.9% 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 3.40 46,090 1.4% 
Accommodation & Food Services 3.40 710,340 21.9% 
Other Services(1) 0.65   92,190 2.9%
Unclassified & Other 0.65 13,080 0.4% 
State & Federal Government(2) 0.44   61,950 1.9%
Total New York City(3)    3,240,250 100%
Notes: 
(1) Except public administration. 
(2) Except local government agencies. 
(3) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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In July 2003, the New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC) published an 

interim update of employment in the City accounting for the direct impacts of 

September 11, 2001.  NYMTC is the only source of regional employment projections to 2024 

and its data is used by many planning agencies in the New York region.  However, the NYMTC 

data did not account for job loss at the census tract level, did not provide employment by 

industry sector and did not reflect job losses in the period 2000-2003 due to the economic 

recession.  DSNY’s Consultants made adjustments to the NYMTC data to develop a more 

accurate 2002 employment baseline for use in conjunction with waste generation factors.  The 

additional adjustments included converting census tract employment data to employment 

estimates for the City’s community districts (CD).  Table 2.1.2-2 presents the employment data 

by business category. 

 

The data in Tables 2.1.2-1 and 2.1.2-2 were used in the employment-based methodology to 

develop a year 2002 baseline estimate of 3,240,250 tons (10,385 tpd) of commercial putrescible 

waste generated, as reported in Table 1.4-2 of Volume II, Appendix B. 

 

2.1.3 BIC-DSNY Carter Survey 

 

In October and November of 2003 DSNY and BIC collaborated to conduct a survey of licensed 

carters in the City in order to collect data on City putrescible waste collection operations during 

the first six months of 2003.  The waste quantity data was then doubled to approximate waste 

generated on an annual basis.  The survey also developed information on the origin of 

commercial putrescible waste by borough, and on the destinations where collection vehicles 

tipped their loads.  This borough-of-origin data was used as a basis for allocating the 

2003 baseline waste generation estimate to the borough level.  The survey methodology and 

results are reported in detail in Volume II, Appendix C of this Study. 
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Table 2.1.2-2 
Annual Employment in New York City by Borough and by Employment Category, 2002 

(Number of Employees) 
 
Employment Category Bronx Brooklyn Manhattan Queens Staten Island Total Employees 

Construction 10,508      23,043 32,976 44,442 7,021 117,990
Finance & Insurance       3,291 15,014 302,617 13,459 2,536 336,917
Real Estate Rental & 
Leasing 10,838      14,444 75,962 15,573 1,573 118,390

Manufacturing       9,948 36,267 53,423 41,115 1,357 142,110
Wholesale Trade        10,313 22,774 87,617 24,882 1,463 147,049
Retail Trade        24,643 57,234 136,564 53,016 15,974 287,431
Transportation & 
Warehousing 4,817      14,369 26,894 56,716 4,550 107,346

Utilities       1,723 4,475 6,197 2,471 653 15,519
Information       4,395 8,014 143,400 10,391 2,616 168,816
Professional, Technical 
& Scientific 3,272      12,069 259,690 10,994 3,701 289,726

Management of 
Companies 962      1,207 52,267 1,798 905 57,139

Administrative Support 
Services 8,568      18,702 141,321 25,045 3,798 197,434

Health Care & Social 
Assistance 73,025      135,965 204,429 92,813 26,370 532,602

Arts, Entertainment & 
Recreation 2,823      3,211 47,671 4,233 1,118 59,056

Accommodation & Food 
Services 10,629      18,465 144,621 29,842 6,117 209,674

Other Services(1) 8,120      21,241 87,204 21,779 3,586 141,930
Unclassified & Other        1,384 5,018 8,325 4,587 823 20,137
State & Federal 
Government(2) 14,257      20,565 81,952 20,283 5,163 142,220

Total  203,516 432,077 1,893,130 473,439 89,324 3,091,486 
Notes: 
(1) Except public administration. 
(2) Except local government agencies. 
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A two-step approach was used to implement the survey:  

 
1. All haulers received a survey form by fax, with a cover letter, describing the purpose of 

the survey and imposing a three-day deadline for faxing back the requested data.  The 
data requested from each carter included: (i) the amount of waste disposed and recycled 
by month; and (ii) the transfer stations or disposal sites where waste disposed was tipped, 
indicating the name, address, and the quantities disposed at each site.   

2. The information on the survey form was then corroborated and supplemented through a 
follow-up, in-person or telephone interview with the carting firm.  The information 
gathered during these interviews included the number of truck shifts operated by the 
carter in each borough, the number of truckloads of refuse or recyclables picked up per 
shift, the types and sizes of vehicles used to pick up the refuse and recyclables, and a 
listing of customers by borough.  In-person field visits for on-site data collection were 
restricted to large firms, defined as those carters with more than 10 trucks; the remaining 
firms were contacted by telephone.  Interview data were collected from 124 carting firms.  

 

2.2 Non-Putrescible and Fill Waste 
 

The private non-putrescible Transfer Stations in the City are required to provide quarterly reports 

to the DSNY on the quantities of materials received, processed, recycled and disposed.  In 2003, 

four (4) of these Transfer Stations did not use scales to weigh inbound loads; their reports list 

cubic yards received, which are converted to tons using density factors for various materials.  

Mixed C&D debris is converted to tons at a density of 1,500 pounds per cubic yard.4  

Source-separated recyclables are converted at a density of 500 pounds per cubic yard.  Most 

loads of single material fill (road building material, gravel, dirt, rocks, asphalt and concrete) are 

converted at densities of approximately 2,200 pounds per cubic yard.  In 2000, approximately 

49% of the materials received by non-putrescible Transfer Stations was weighed.  By early 2003, 

approximately 60% of C&D handled by non-putrescible Transfer Stations was weighed.  

 

There were 20 fill material Transfer Stations licensed by the DSNY in early 2003.  None of these 

stations weighs incoming or outgoing debris.  All incoming and outgoing materials are converted 

to tons either by the Transfer Station itself or by the DSNY, using the density factors for various 

materials referred to above. 

                                                 

 
4 This is the density factor for mixed C&D debris, including fill, provided by NYSDEC. 
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It appears, however, that the density conversions utilized when scale-weights are not available 

tend to overestimate the quantities of non–putrescible waste and underestimate fill debris.  

However, when aggregated, they appear to be reasonably accurate.  Thus, baseline quantities of 

C&D debris for the year 2003 are determined from DSNY densities, as 8,640,840 tons, or 

27,695 tpd. 

 

In order to project quantities through the New SWMP Planning Period, it is necessary to relate 

C&D generation to the quantity of construction activity in the City. 

 

2.2.1 Residential and Commercial Building-Related C&D Estimate 

 

A literature search was performed to determine average C&D generation per square foot of: 

(1) residential construction; (2) residential demolition; and (3) residential renovation.  Data from 

F.W. Dodge regarding the square footage of residential and commercial building construction, 

demolition and renovation are projected forward and multiplied by a tonnage generation factor 

(pounds of C&D per square foot) to obtain an estimate of building-related C&D debris.  This 

type of C&D debris is projected forward. 

 
2.2.2 Non-Building-Related C&D Estimate 

 
Non-building debris includes waste materials generated during the process of constructing, 

demolishing and renovating bridges, streets and other projects that don’t involve buildings, 

per se.  Non-building-related C&D debris is estimated by subtracting building-related C&D 

debris from the estimated total for the City in 2003 (8,640,840).  This total is related to the value 

of non-building construction, provided for the City by F.W. Dodge, and projected forward.  

 
2.2.3 Fill Material and Non-Putrescible C&D Debris Estimate 

 
The building-related and non-building-related quantities are summed, and presented as the C&D 

projection for the City.  In order to allocate this total into the same material categories used by 

DSNY (non putrescibles and clean fill), a range of 60 to 70% of this total is classified as clean 

fill, and a range of 30 to 40% is classified as non-putrescible debris. 
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3.0 PUTRESCIBLE WASTE DISPOSED AND RECYCLED - BASELINE 
ESTIMATES 

 

3.1 Year 2002 Estimates 

 

Table 3.1-1 presents the estimates of the commercial putrescible waste generation for the year 

2002 from the facilities estimate and the employment-based estimate.  The methodology for the 

facilities estimate involved a survey of out-of-City disposal and transfer facilities and recyclables 

processors.  In this table, the quantities of waste and recyclable materials these facilities received 

directly from the City carters were added to the DSNY (in-City) Quarterly Reports.  The 

methodology for the employment-based estimate used factors that were developed for the 

generation of commercial wastes in tons per employee per year.  These factors were multiplied 

by the number of employees in the City within any given sector (e.g., food service, finance, 

health care) to obtain generation of commercial waste. 

 

3.2 Year 2003 Estimates and Year 2003 Baseline 

 

Table 3.2-1 shows the results of the BIC-DSNY carter survey of commercial putrescible carting 

companies, and data from the DSNY Quarterly Reports. 

 

The only source of 2003 data for waste tipped out of the City is the fax-back responses from the 

carter survey that reported tonnages delivered to specific transfer stations or disposal facilities 

located out of the City.  In 2003, this direct export of waste amounted to 1,039 tpd – a significant 

increase from the 188 tpd directly exported in 2000. 

 

Table 3.2-1 also displays the results of follow-up carter interviews with all the licensed carters 

operating in the City.  The carter interviews yielded a different estimate of waste disposed and 

waste recycled than the fax-back responses.  The carter interview estimates were derived from 

information developed on each carter’s fleet operations, including truckloads of waste tipped per 

week, and the average weights of each truckload. 
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Table 3.1-1 
2002 Estimated Commercial Putrescible Waste – Disposed and Recycled 

 
Data Sources (1)  

Facility Employment Average (2) 
 
 

Material/Destination TPY TPD TPY TPD TPY TPD 
Waste Disposed       
    First tipped in City 2,006,316 6,431 N/A N/A N/A N/A 
    Direct hauled out of City 266,642 855 N/A N/A N/A N/A 
    Subtotal 2,272,958 7,285 2,253,380 7,222 2,263,169 7,254 
Waste Recycled             
    First tipped in City 890,565 2,854 N/A N/A N/A N/A 
    Direct hauled out of City 132,154 424 N/A N/A N/A N/A 
    Subtotal 1,022,719 3,278 986,870 3,163 1,004,795 3,221 
Total Generation (Disposed & Recycled) 3,295,677 10,563 3,240,250 10,385 3,267,964 10,474 
Recycling Percentage (Waste Recycled/Total 
Generation) 31%  30% 31%

Notes: 
(1)  Data Sources: 

a) Facility data combines data from DSNY Quarterly Transfer Station Reports for putrescible waste disposed in-City, and in-person and phone 
interviews with out-of-City waste transfer stations, other disposal facilities and recyclables processors, brokers and exporters. 

b) Employment-based estimate was developed based on City employment for year 2002 and waste and recyclables generation factors for specific types 
of employment, based on waste generation studies conducted in large cities.  The underlying employment estimate for 2002 reflects a net loss of 
241,500 jobs in the City between 2000 and 2002 from the combined effect of 9/11 and the recession, according to the City comptroller's office. 

(2) Straight average of facilities and employment estimates. 
TPY = Tons per Year. 
TPD = Tons per Day.  
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Table 3.2-1 
2003 Estimates of Putrescible Solid Waste – Disposed and Recycled 

 
Data Sources(1) 

Carter Survey 
Fax-Back(2) 

Carter Survey Interviews on Fleet 
Operations DSNY Quarterly Reports 2003 Estimate 

Material/Destination 
 TPY TPD TPY TPD TPY TPD TPY TPD 

Waste Disposed           

    First tipped in City 1,779,447        5,703 N/A N/A 1,937,208 6,209 N/A N/A

    Direct hauled out of City       324,148 1,039 N/A N/A 324,147 1,039(2) N/A N/A

    Subtotal 2,103,595 6,742 2,244,318      7,193 2,261,355 7,248 2,261,355 7,248

Waste Recycled                 

    First tipped in City 428,655        1,374 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

    Direct hauled out of City         277,370 889 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

    Subtotal(3)      706,025 2,263 810,133 2,597 N/A N/A 758,079 2,430
    Additional recycling at Transfer 

S i (4) 35,037 112 35,037 112     35,037 112 

    Deposit containers(5) 31,000 99 31,000 99     31,000 99 

Total Recycling 772,062 2,475 876,170 2,808     824,116 2,641 
Total Generation (Disposed & Recycled 2,875,657      9,217 3,120,488 10,001 N/A N/A 3,085,000 9,889
Recycling Percentage (Waste 
Recycled/Total Generation)     27% 28% NA 27%
Notes: 
(1)  Data Sources: 

a) Fax-back data are forms returned by carters in response to BIC-DSNY survey.  Returns represented 100% compliance. 
b) Carter survey interviews on fleet operations data were derived from follow-up in-person or phone interviews with carters responding to fax-back to clarify 

data anomalies and to develop information on fleet operations as an alternative basis for estimating waste quantities from fleet operations, i.e., truck shifts. 
c) Data summarized from the average of the first three Quarterly Reports filed by in-City putrescible Transfer Stations with DSNY.  The 1,039 tpd disposed 

of out-of-City is carried over from carter survey fax-back to include out-of-City disposal in estimate.  
(2) The fax-back response is the only source of data for determining 2003 out-of-City disposal.  Note that quantity is consistent with upward trend from 2002 

facilities estimate. 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

Waste recycled (first tipped in-City and direct hauled out-of-City) represents an average of carter survey fax-back and interview data. 
Additional recycling separated at Transfer Stations from mixed loads.   
Deposit container estimate developed from data obtained from the facilities survey, published market consumption data and NYSDEC deposit statistics.  

TPY = Tons per Year. 
TPD = Tons per Day.  
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The data from these two sources (the fax-back data on tons tipped and the carter interviews) 

show similar results; the fax-back estimates for waste disposed are 6,742 tpd, while the carter 

interviews derived an estimate of 7,193 tpd – a difference of less than 7%.  The estimated 

quantity of waste recycled is 2,263 tpd from the fax-back responses and 2,597 tpd from the carter 

interview data – a difference of 15%. 

 

Additional recycling from the commercial sector includes recycling of materials at Transfer 

Stations from mixed waste loads.  This amounted to 35,037 tons in 2003.  An additional 

31,000 tons of bottles and containers are recycled through the deposit program.  In the aggregate, 

commercial recycling was 824,116 tons in 2003, or 2,641 tpd.  The commercial recycling rate 

was approximately 27%, or 824,116 tons recycled out of approximately 3,085,000 tons generated 

in 2003.  Overall, the quantity of commercial putrescible solid waste disposed in 2003 is 

estimated to be 2,261,355 tons (7,248 tpd), while 824,116 tons (2,641 tpd) are estimated to be 

recycled in 2003, for a total generation of 9,889 tpd. 

 

3.3 Reconciliation of Preliminary Report Data  

 

Table 3.3-1 presents data from the Preliminary Report and compares the results to the 

2003 BIC-DSNY survey of commercial collection firms. 

 

As shown in the table, the Preliminary Report data are adjusted to be consistent with the 

definitions of commercial putrescible waste utilized in the BIC-DSNY carter survey.  The 

Preliminary Report included all materials collected by licensed putrescible carters, whereas the 

carter survey excluded non-putrescible materials collected by licensed putrescible collection 

firms.  Putrescible materials delivered by self-haulers were removed from the Preliminary Report 

data, as these materials were not included in the BIC-DSNY carter survey.  Materials collected 

from customers located outside the boundaries of the City were also subtracted from the 

Preliminary Report data; these materials were not included even if they were collected by firms 

licensed to collect putrescible waste within the City. 
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Table 3.3-1 
Comparison of 2000 Preliminary Report to  

2003 Transfer Station Quarterly Reports/BIC-DSNY Survey(1) 
 

Notes: 

2000 Preliminary Report 
 

2000 
Preliminary 

Report Adjusted 

2003 DSNY 
Transfer 
Station 

Quarterly 
Reports – Out 
of City from 
BIC-DSNY 

Carter Survey 

 

Reported 
Disposed 

(TPD) 

Adjustment 
Amount 
(TPD) 

Reason(2) 
Net Amount 

Disposed 
(TPD) 

Net Amount 
Disposed 

(TPD) 
In-City 
Transfer 
Stations 

8,257 -209 Out-of-City 
Origins 8,048 6,209 

Direct Export 514 -326 304 tpd of NP(3) 
22 tpd of P(4) 188 1,039 

Direct In-City 
Disposal(5) 644 -638 175 tpd of NP(3) 

463 tpd of P(4) 6  

Excess(5) 576 -437 306 tpd of NP(3) 
131 tpd of P(4) 139  

Total 9,991 -1,609  8,381 7,248 

(1) Input waste defined according to permit of either carter or Transfer Station (e.g., all waste to putrescible Transfer 
Station was defined as putrescible).  Output waste defined according to type of waste recorded by survey.  Table 
cannot be 100% reconciled with report because it attempts to merge both input and output information. 

(2) Backup Table in Attachment 1 details the adjustments made by carter.  
(3) Non-putrescible (NP) tonnage carried by putrescible (P) carters and/or destined for putrescible Transfer Stations was 

included in putrescible total, as part of tonnage being handled by the putrescible infrastructure.  This category totals 
approximately 785 tpd. 

(4) Some putrescible tonnage is taken out either because the BIC-DSNY survey did not include the category (e.g., self-
haulers), or because classification of survey responses was judged to be incorrect (e.g., Filco Carting loads were 
classified as disposed rather than recycled tonnage.). 

(5) Some of the Transfer Station excess was shifted to in-City direct disposal. 
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The net result of these adjustments is removal of 1,609 tpd from the results reported in the 

Preliminary Report, which had reported 9,991 daily tons of commercial putrescible waste 

disposed.  The revised Preliminary Report total is 8,381 tpd.  Of this quantity of waste, 188 tpd 

were exported directly to disposal facilities or transfer stations located outside of the City in the 

year 2000. 

 
It is this adjusted figure of 8,381 tpd of commercial putrescible solid waste that can be accurately 

compared to the 2003 total net amount disposed of 7,248 (see Table 3.3-1).  This table shows 

that between years 2000 and 2003, the commercial putrescible waste stream in the City 

decreased by approximately 13.5%.  This decrease is attributable to decreases in employment 

which occurred over this interval as the economy entered into a recession, and to the after-effects 

of 9/11. 

 
Taking into account the 2002 data, the trend in commercial putrescible waste disposed is 

8,381 tpd in 2000, declining to 7,254 tpd in 2002 and decreasing slightly to 7,248 tpd in 2003.  

Because there is some inherent error in the different estimating methodologies used, these 

estimates should be interpreted as approximations.  However, the consistency of the estimates, 

considering the external factors that would cause commercial waste generation to decline over 

this time, provides a degree of confidence that these estimates are reasonable. 

 
3.4 Waste Origins and Destinations 

 
The BIC-DSNY carter survey provided information on the origin and destination of commercial 

putrescible waste generated at the borough level.  These data are presented in Table 3.4-1.  

Manhattan, which has the highest proportion of employment of the five boroughs, produces 

41% of the waste disposed and accounts for 45% of the waste recycled.  Brooklyn and Queens 

account for about equal quantities of waste disposed – 19% for Brooklyn and 20% for Queens; 

each of these boroughs accounts for 21% of waste recycled.  Bronx discards 14% of the waste 

disposed and accounts for 9% of waste recycled.  Staten Island discards 6% of the waste 

disposed and accounts for 3% of waste recycled. 
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Notes: 

Table 3.4-1 
Origins and Destinations of Putrescible Waste, 2003  

 

Commercial Putrescible Waste 
Waste Disposed Waste Recycled Total Generation 

 Tons/Day % of Total Tons/Day % of Total Tons/Day % of Total
ORIGINS     
Manhattan 2,970 41% 1,178 45% 4,147 42% 
Brooklyn 1,349 19% 553 21% 1,902 19% 
Bronx 1,019 14% 240 9% 1,259 13% 
Queens 1,419 20% 555 21% 1,974 20% 
Staten Island 436 6% 71 3% 507 5% 
New York City 7,193 100% 2,597 100% 9,790 100% 
          
DESTINATIONS         
Manhattan 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
Brooklyn 2,341 35% 678 30% 3,019 34% 
Bronx 2,467 37% 219 10% 2,686 30% 
Queens 896 13% 246 11% 1,142 13% 
Staten Island 0 0% 231 10% 231 3% 
New York City 5,703 85% 1,374 61% 7,077 79% 
Out-of-City:         
    Long Island 95 1% 66 3% 162 2% 
    Westchester 26 0% 2 0% 27 0% 
    New Jersey 878 13% 821 36% 1,699 19% 
    Other 40 1% 0 0% 40 1% 
Total Out-of-City 1,039 15% 889 39% 1,928 21% 
Grand Total 6,742 100% 2,263 100% 9,005 100% 
Percent difference (1) 6.69%   14.75%  8.71%  

(1) The difference is due to the differences in data sources: the data source for the Origins is BIC-DSNY carter 
survey interviews on fleet operations, and the data source for the Destinations is the BIC-DSNY carter survey 
Fax-Back response. 

Origins = BIC-DSNY carter survey interviews – fleet operations 
Destinations = BIC-DSNY carter survey – fax-back 
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Eighty-five percent (85%) of the City’s waste disposed is initially transferred within the City; 

15% is directly exported to nearby facilities in neighboring states or counties.  Recycled waste is 

more likely to be exported directly -- 39% of this waste is directly exported out of the City. 

 

These origin and destination estimates are used in conjunction with the employment-based 

estimate, as a basis for allocating the total waste generated to the City’s boroughs and then 

forecasting waste generation over the New SWMP Planning Period. 

 

3.5 Direct Export 
 

Table 3.5-1 presents more detailed information on the destinations of the tons of waste disposed 

that were directly exported in 2002 and 2003. 

 

Destinations are grouped by area: Western New Jersey, Newark, Staten Island Area, North Metro 

Area, Southern New Jersey, New York State, and Other Locations.  The 2002 facilities estimate 

shows 855 tpd were directly exported, while the 2003 fax-back survey indicates 1,039 tpd.  The 

increase in directly exported waste is consistent with anecdotal comments made during 

interviews with carters, who frequently mentioned that increases in tip fees at Transfer Stations 

in the City had made it economically beneficial to tip outside the City.  In terms of where the 

directly exported waste is tipped, the most frequently used facilities are located in western New 

Jersey, where about two-thirds of the directly exported waste was tipped in 2002 and about 

one-half was tipped in 2003.  The next most common locations for direct export of waste are 

those facilities located in or near Newark, New Jersey. 

 

3.6 Distribution by Borough of Customers, Waste Disposed and Recycled 

 

Table 3.6-1 summarizes the distribution of customers, waste disposed and waste recycled by 

borough. 
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Table 3.5-1  
Direct Export - 2002 and 2003 Comparison 

 
   Tons per Year Tons per Day 

Carter Survey Fax-Back 
Out-of-City Disposal Sites   

Facilities 
Estimate  

Carter Survey 
Faxback 

Facilities 
Estimate  

Carter Survey 
Faxback 

Name From Fax-Back Form State Tons 2002 Jan-Dec 2003 Tons 2002 Jan-Dec 2003
WESTERN NEW JERSEY GROUP         

Covanta, Warren County NJ        
Warren County Landfill, Union, NJ NJ        

PCFA, Oxford, NJ NJ        
Waste Management Hunterdon County, NJ NJ        

BFI, Fairview, NJ NJ        
Bridgewater Resources, Somerset NJ        

Union County Disposal, Union County, NJ NJ        
Subtotal   187,852 144,013 602 462 

NEWARK FACILITIES         
Recycling & Salvage, Newark, NJ NJ        

American Refuel, Newark, NJ NJ        
Hi Tech, Newark, NJ NJ        

DJM  South Kearny, NJ NJ        
NJMC, Arlington, NJ NJ        

Subtotal   10,287 51,935 33 166 
STATEN ISLAND AREA         

Automated  Modular Systems, Linden, NJ NJ        
Waste Management Julia St, Elizabeth NJ        

SWTR, Elizabeth, NJ NJ        
Subtotal   58,700 51,389 188 165 

NORTH METRO AREA         
Onyx, Totowa, NJ NJ        

Garafola Transfer Station, Garfield, NJ NJ        
Waste Management of NJ, Fairlawn NJ NJ        

Allegro Sanitation, Secaucus, NJ NJ        
Subtotal   0 4,794 0 15 

SOUTHERN NEW JERSEY         
Midco, New Brunswick, NJ NJ        

Camden County NJ        
Woodhur Ltd, Wrightstown, NJ NJ        

Subtotal   7,403 21,868 24 70 
NEW YORK STATE         

American Refuel, Westbury, NY NY        
Capital Compost, Menands, NY NY        

Town of North Hempstead NY        
Waste Management, Yonkers, NY NY        

BFI Suburban, Westchester, NY NY        
Sanitary District #1, Lawrence, NY NY        

A1 Compaction, Yonkers, NY NY        
Winter Brothers, West Babylon, NY NY        

RIC, Mamaroneck, NY NY        
Wheelabrator Westchester, Peekskill, NY NY        

Subtotal   1,200 39,782 4 128 
OTHER LOCATIONS         

Better Management Corp. of Ohio OH        
American Ref Fuel, Chester, PA PA        

Subtotal   1,200 10,366 4 33 
Facilities Not in Fax-Back Form         

Pen Pac Fulton NJ        
Onyx Robros NJ        

    266,642 324,147 855 1,039 
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Table 3.6-1 
Number of Carter Customers by Borough 

 

  Manhattan Brooklyn Bronx Queens 
Staten 
Island Total 

Number of 
Customers 44,116 34,043 12,649 23,093 4,270 118,171 

Percent of Total 
Customers 37.33% 28.81% 10.70% 19.54% 3.61% 100% 

Percent of Total 
Waste Disposed 41.3% 18.8% 14.2% 19.7% 6.1% 100% 
Percent of Total 

Recycled 45.4% 21.3% 9.3% 21.4% 2.7% 100% 
 

 

3.7 Commercial Waste Generation Forecast 

 

Commercial waste generation projections were developed for the New SWMP Planning Period.  

The projections were based upon three underlying assumptions: 

 
� Waste generation, on a per employee basis, remains at 2003 levels for each borough; 

� Waste generation, on a per employee basis, remains constant across the CDs within 
each borough, and 

� The percentage of waste recycled, by borough, remains at 2003 levels. 
 

In order to project commercial waste generation, the 2003 BIC-DSNY generation estimate was 

applied to the City employment forecast data, since City job growth or loss will directly affect 

future waste generation. 

 

Revised NYMTC employment projections, which took into account the effects of September 11, 

were utilized as the basis of the projections.  These projections were revised to reflect the 

downturn in the economy due to the economic recession in the City, and data were translated 

from the census tract level to the CD level. 
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Borough-wide waste generation factors were developed based upon the numbers generated in the 

BIC-DSNY survey and the number of employees in each borough in 2003.  Borough-wide waste 

generation rates utilized were assumed to be the same throughout all CDs within each borough.  

The borough-wide rates are as follows: 

 
� Bronx: 1.95 tons/employee-year; 

� Brooklyn: 1.38 tons/employee-year; 

� Manhattan: 0.677 tons/employee-year; 

� Queens: 1.31 tons/employee-year; and 

� Staten Island: 1.78 tons/employee-year. 
 

The percentages of materials recycled were developed from the fax-back surveys, were 

developed at the borough level and were assumed to remain constant through 2024.  The quantity 

of waste generated, recycled and disposed through the year 2024 is shown in Table 3.7-1.  

 

Table 3.7-1 
New York City Estimated Commercial Putrescible Waste 
Generation, Recycling and Disposal, 2003 through 2024 

 
 

New York 
City 

2003 
(tons) 

2005 
(tons) 

2010 
(tons) 

2015 
(tons) 

2020 
(tons) 

2024 
(tons) 

Generation 
 

3,086,000 3,145,000 3,214,000 3,275,000 3,358,000 3,414,000

Recycling 
 

824,000 840,000 858,000 874,000 895,000 909,000

Disposal 
 

2,262,000 2,305,000 2,356,000 2,401,000 2,463,000 2,505,000
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Table 3.7-2 shows the generation of commercial putrescible waste by borough, through the 

year 2024. 

 
Table 3.7-2 

Generation of Commercial Putrescible Waste by Borough, 2003 through 2024(1)(2) 
 

 2003 
(tons) 

2005 
(tons) 

2010 
(tons) 

2015 
(tons) 

2020 
(tons) 

2024 
(tons) 

Bronx 
 

398,000 400,000 413,000 424,000
 

443,000 458,000

Brooklyn 
 

599,000 602,000 611,000 619,000
 

633,000 640,000

Manhattan 
 

1,306,000 1,355,000 1,380,000 1,406,000
 

1,429,000 1,446,000

Queens 
 

623,000 627,000 642,000 653,000
 

673,000 687,000
Staten 
Island 

 
160,000 161,000 168,000 173,000

 
180,000 183,000

Total 
(tons/yr) 

 
3,086,000 3,145,000 3,214,000 3,275,000

 
3,358,000 3,414,000

Notes: 
(1) 2003 derived by multiplying generation quantities (Volume II, Appendix D, Table 1.5-1) by borough of origin 

(Volume II, Appendix D, Table 1.5-2).  2005 through 2024 derived from employment generation factors. 
(2) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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Table 3.7-3 shows the quantity of commercial putrescible waste recycled, and Table 3.7-4 shows 

the quantity disposed by borough through the year 2024. 

 
Table 3.7-3 

Recycling of Commercial Putrescible Waste by Borough, 2003 through 2024(1)(2) 
 

 2003 
(tons) 

2005 
(tons) 

2010 
(tons) 

2015 
(tons) 

2020 
(tons) 

2024 
(tons) 

 
Bronx 

 
77,000 77,000 80,000 82,000

 
86,000 89,000

 
Brooklyn 

 
175,000 176,000 179,000 181,000

 
185,000 187,000

Manhattan 
 

373,000 387,000 394,000 402,000
 

408,000 413,000

Queens 
 

176,000 177,000 181,000 184,000
 

190,000 194,000
Staten 
Island 

 
23,000 23,000 24,000 25,000

 
26,000 26,000

Total 
(tons/yr) 

 
824,000 840,000 858,000 874,000

 
895,000 909,000

Notes: 
(1) Derived by multiplying generation quantities (Volume II, Appendix D, Table 1.5-3) by borough estimated 

recycling rate (Volume II, Appendix D, Table 1.5-4). 
(2) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
 

Table 3.7-4 
Disposal of Commercial Putrescible Waste by Borough, 2003 through 2024(1)(2) 

 
 2003 

(tons) 
2005 
(tons) 

2010 
(tons) 

2015 
(tons) 

2020 
(tons) 

2024 
(tons) 

Bronx 
 

321,000 323,000 333,000 342,000
 

357,000 369,000

Brooklyn 
 

424,000 426,000 432,000 438,000
 

448,000 453,000

Manhattan 
 

933,000 968,000 986,000 1,004,000
 

1,021,000 1,033,000

Queens 
 

447,000 450,000 461,000 469,000
 

483,000 493,000
Staten 
Island 

 
137,000 138,000 144,000 148,000

 
154,000 157,000

Total 
(tons/yr) 

 
2,262,000 2,305,000 2,356,000 2,401,000

 
2,463,000 2,505,000

Notes: 
(1) Derived by subtracting recycling quantities (Volume II, Appendix D, Table 1.5-5) from generation quantities 

(Volume II, Appendix D, Table 1.5-3). 
(2) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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4.0 COMMERCIAL NON-PUTRESCIBLE WASTE  

 

Volume II, Appendix E of this Study describes the means of projecting the generation of 

commercial non-putrescible waste.  It should be noted that waste generated during residential 

construction, demolition and renovation is not considered DSNY-managed Waste, and hence is 

part of the commercial waste stream collected by the private carters. 

 

4.1 Total Tons of C&D Debris 

 

Table 4.1-1 presents the DSNY-reported  quantities of clean fill and non-putrescible C&D waste, 

which together equal the total quantity of C&D debris in the City, for the years 2000, 2001, 2002 

and 2003.  C&D ranged from 6.35 million tons in 2000 to 7.91 million tons in 2002.  For 2003, 

total tons are estimated at 8.64 million by utilizing data from the first three quarters of 2003, and 

assuming that the 4th quarter would average 100% of the 3rd quarter for fill, and 90% of the 

3rd quarter for C&D.  Average daily tonnage is in the 20,000 to 27,000 range, and has increased 

steadily over these four years.  It is not known if the trend will continue to rise, or if tonnages 

will, over time, revert to quantities more typical of the year 2000.   The average of the three years 

for which complete data is available is just under 7 million tons.  As shown by the table, on 

average, clean fill represented approximately 60% of the total amount of C&D for the years 2000 

through 2002, and non-putrescible C&D represented the remaining 40%.  However, as shown by 

the 2003 data, clean fill appears to be accounting for an ever larger percentage of C&D debris, 

totaling almost 70%.  Therefore, in allocating the total quantity of C&D waste into 

non-putrescible and clean fill components, a range was derived, with clean fill constituting 

between 60% and 70% of the total material, and C&D constituting between 30% and 40% of the 

total. 
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Table 4.1-1 

Total Quantity of C&D in New York City 

 
Year  

Item 2000 2001 2002 
 

Average 
 

2003(2) 
Tons per day input(1) 
     Non-Putrescible C&D 
     Clean Fill C&D 
     Total C&D 

 
9,475 
10,891 
20,366 

 
9,735 
11,706 
21,441 

 
8,610 
16,729 
25,340 

 
9,274 
13,109 
22,382 

 
8,626 
19,069 
27,695 

Tons per year input 
     Non-Putrescible C&D 
     Clean Fill C&D 
     Total C&D 

 
2,956,200 
3,398,070 
6,354,270 

 
3,037,398
3,652,194
6,689,592

 
2,686,398
5,219,526
7,905,924

 
2,893,332 
4,089,930 
6,983,262 

 
2,691,390 
5,949,450 
8,640,840 

Clean fill as percent of 
Total C&D 53.5% 54.6% 66.0% 58.6% 68.9% 

Notes: 
(1) Based upon 312 days per year of operation. 
(2) 2003 consists of first three quarters, plus fourth quarter estimated at 90% of third quarter for non-putrescible and 

100% of third quarter tonnages for fill material. 
 

 

4.2 Residential Construction, Demolition and Renovation Debris 
 

An average waste generation rate of 4.10 pounds per square foot was utilized for determining the 

quantity of residential construction waste generated from single-family residences, as typically 

found in Staten Island.  For multi-family construction, a residential construction waste generation 

factor of 3.99 pounds per square foot was utilized, and a weighted average of 4.02 pounds 

per square foot was applied to residential construction waste generation throughout the City.  

New residential building construction debris estimates are shown in Table 4.2-1.  It is important 

to note that the construction industry exhibits cyclic behavior, related to economic cycles within 

a region.  Therefore, this table illustrates the general trend in the increase in residential 

construction waste generated within this sector, but may not be a good indicator of new 

residential construction waste generated in a given year in the future. 
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For single-family buildings, an average waste generation rate of 85.10 pounds per square foot 

demolished was utilized; 50.50 pounds per square foot was used for multi-family housing.  New 

construction within the City generally requires the demolition of existing buildings, so the waste 

generated mirrors the trend in the generation of construction debris.  Projections of residential 

demolition debris are shown on Table 4.2-1.  

 

An average residential debris generation factor of 27.3 pounds per square foot of residential 
renovation was utilized and applied to the square footage of residential renovations, which was 
derived from information on the value of residential renovation obtained from F.W. Dodge.  
These projections are also shown in Table 4.2-1. 
 
4.3 Commercial Construction, Demolition and Renovation Debris 
 
Generation rates of 3.8, 130.3 and 11.3 pounds per square foot were utilized to estimate C&D 
from commercial construction, demolition and renovation, respectively.  Square footages for 
each of these categories were projected into the future based upon data provided by F.W. Dodge, 
as well as a number of assumptions, as described in detail in Volume II, Appendix E of this 
Study.  The total tonnage of commercial construction, demolition and renovation debris 
generated in the City is shown in Table 4.3-1. 
 
4.4 Non-Building-Related C&D 
 
Non-building debris includes waste materials generated in the process of constructing, 
demolishing and renovating public works projects such as gas and communications facilities, 
streets and highways, water supply systems and other non-building activities.  Data on the 
constant dollar value of this construction in the City was obtained from F.W. Dodge, and 
projected forward through 2024.  Aggregate non-building debris is estimated by subtracting the 
total of building-related C&D debris from the baseline total estimated above from DSNY 
non-putrescible and fill transfer station reports.  The range of tonnage per thousand dollars of 
value of non-building construction in the years 2000 to 2002 and the year 2003 was used to 
generate an anticipated range of tonnage projections through 2024.  These projections are shown 
in Table 4.4-1. 
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Table 4.2-1 
Projected Residential Construction, Demolition and Renovation Debris for New York City, 

1997-2024 
 

 
Year 

Residential 
Construction 

Debris in Tons 

Residential 
Demolition 

Debris in Tons 

Residential 
Building 

Renovation 
Debris in Tons 

Total 
Residential 
Sector C&D 

Debris 
1997 21,003 NA NA NA 

1998 26,492 NA NA NA 

1999 29,686 431,526 96,765 557,977 

2000 31,952 467,262 64,865 564,079 

2001 33,710 487,773 53,685 575,168 

2002 35,146 471,105 42,397 548,648 

2003 36,360 485,872 7,180 529,412 

2004 37,412 518,212 14,524 570,148 

2005 38,339 529,421 6,088 573,848 

2006 39,169 515,098 11,029 565,296 

2007 37,230 503,626 17,267 558,123 

2008 37,915 512,223 18,673 568,811 

2009 38,546 520,167 20,652 579,365 

2010 39,130 527,549 23,178 589,857 

2011 39,673 534,444 26,181 600,298 

2012 40,181 540,913 29,621 610,715 

2013 40,659 547,006 33,483 621,148 

2014 41,109 552,765 37,729 631,603 

2015 41,535 558,223 42,329 642,087 

2016 41,939 563,410 47,297 652,646 

2017 42,323 568,354 52,607 663,284 

2018 42,689 573,074 58,231 673,994 

2019 43,040 577,592 64,182 684,814 

2020 43,375 581,922 70,434 695,731 

2021 43,696 586,081 77,000 706,777 

2022 44,005 590,082 83,866 717,953 

2023 44,302 593,936 91,032 729,270 

2024 44,589 597,653 98,485 740,727 
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Table 4.3-1  
Projected Commercial Construction, Demolition and Renovation Debris in New York City, 

1999-2024 
 

 
Year 

Commercial 
Construction 

(Tons) 

Commercial 
Demolition 

(Tons) 

Commercial 
Renovation 

(Tons) 

Commercial 
Total 

(Tons) 
1999 23,563 622,924 606,884 1,253,371 

2000 24,149 709,347 606,425 1,339,921 

2001 40,234 813,838 609,525 1,463,597 

2002 28,670 654,580 607,879 1,291,129 

2003 25,005 625,097 609,495 1,259,597 

2004 26,409 650,021 611,273 1,287,703 

2005 27,560 668,533 613,196 1,309,289 

2006 28,255 674,335 615,244 1,317,834 

2007 27,455 672,804 617,112 1,317,371 

2008 28,118 689,057 619,025 1,336,200 

2009 28,797 705,702 620,985 1,355,484 

2010 29,493 722,750 622,992 1,375,235 

2011 30,205 740,209 625,047 1,395,461 

2012 30,935 758,089 627,152 1,416,176 

2013 31,682 776,403 629,308 1,437,393 

2014 32,447 795,158 631,516 1,459,121 

2015 33,231 814,366 633,778 1,481,375 

2016 34,034 834,039 636,094 1,504,167 

2017 34,856 854,186 638,466 1,527,508 

2018 35,698 874,820 640,895 1,551,413 

2019 36,560 895,953 643,383 1,575,896 

2020 37,444 917,596 645,931 1,600,971 

2021 38,348 939,762 648,541 1,626,651 

2022 39,285 962,464 651,213 1,652,962 

2023 40,223 985,714 653,950 1,679,887 

2024 41,195 1,009,525 656,754 1,707,474 
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Table 4.4-1  
Projected Non-Building-Related Construction, Demolition and Renovation Debris 

in New York City, 2000-2024 
 
 

Value of Non-
Building-Related 

Construction 

Non-Building-
Related C&D 

Debris(1) 

Non-Building-
Related C&D 

Debris 
 
 

Year 
(000s of 1996 $) (1.96 * Value) 

(Tons) 
(2.97 * Value) 

(Tons) 
2000 $2,535,203 4,450,000 NA 

2001 $2,079,637 4,651,000 NA 

2002 $3,236,764 6,066,000 NA 

2003 $2,306,670 NA 6,852,000 

2004 $2,143,400 4,201,000 6,366,000 

2005 $2,177,569 4,268,000 6,467,000 

2006 $2,281,721 4,472,000 6,777,000 

2007 $2,340,870 4,588,000 6,952,000 

2008 $2,455,527 4,813,000 7,293,000 

2009 $2,486,428 4,873,000 7,385,000 

2010 $2,515,918 4,931,000 7,472,000 

2011 $2,544,135 4,987,000 7,556,000 

2012 $2,571,197 5,040,000 7,636,000 

2013 $2,597,205 5,091,000 7,714,000 

2014 $2,622,248 5,140,000 7,788,000 

2015 $2,646,404 5,187,000 7,860,000 

2016 $2,669,739 5,233,000 7,929,000 

2017 $2,692,316 5,277,000 7,996,000 

2018 $2,714,186 5,320,000 8,061,000 

2019 $2,735,399 5,361,000 8,124,000 

2020 $2,755,997 5,402,000 8,185,000 

2021 $2,776,019 5,441,000 8,245,000 

2022 $2,795,500 5,479,000 8,303,000 

2023 $2,814,473 5,516,000 8,359,000 

2024 $2,832,965 5,553,000 8,414,000 
 Notes: 

(1) Utilized actual tons of non-building-related debris per $1,000 of expenditure for the years 2000 to 
2002, from Volume II, Appendix E, Table 6.1.1-1. 
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The average value for the years 2000 to 2002 of the tons of non-building-related debris per 

$1,000 expended was approximately 1.96 tons.  For the year 2003, the rate dramatically 

increases to 2.97 tons per $1,000 expended.  The quantity of non-building-related C&D tons 

rises from 4,450,000 in 2000 to an estimated 6,852,000 tons in  2003.  Both the lower and upper 

ranges, using the 1.96 and 2.97 factors, are utilized to project quantities of non-building-related 

C&D through the New SWMP Planning Period.  By 2024, the quantity is expected to range from 

approximately 5.6 to 8.4 million tons. 

 

Table 4.4-1 presents the dollar value of non-building-related construction, demolition and 

renovation in the City from 2000 to 2024.  This table also contains the estimated range of tons of 

non-building-related C&D debris, which will be generated as a result of the predicted level of 

economic activity. 

 
4.5 Total Estimated C&D Commercial Waste 

 
Tables 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 disaggregate the total estimate for C&D debris into the fill material and 

non-putrescible categories used by the City in regulating its Transfer Stations, on a tons per year 

basis.  In these tables, fill is shown as ranging from 60% to 70% of the total C&D, with the 

remainder allocated to the non-putrescible category.  These tables utilize the 2003 baseline 

quantity of C&D material, and utilize the previously described methodology to project these 

quantities for the New SWMP Planning Period.  

 

Non-putrescible material can be expected to range from 2.4 to 3.2 million tons utilizing the 

average data from 2000 to 2002, while fill material would range from 4.8 million to 

5.6 million tons.  By utilizing the higher factor of 2003, non-putrescible materials would range 

from 3.3 to 4.3 million tons, while fill material would range from 6.5 to 7.6 million tons in the 

year 2024.  These percentages are likely to vary seasonally and annually, due to the highly 

variable nature of non-putrescible materials.   
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Table 4.5-1 
Range of Quantities of Non-Putrescible and Fill Material, 2004-2024 

(based upon average data for 2000-2002, in tons per year) 
 

Average (2000-2002) Estimate (Using 1.96) 
Non-Putrescible Fill 

 
Year 

30% 40% 60% 70% 
2004 1,728,000 2,304,000 3,455,000 4,031,000 

2005 1,845,000 2,460,000 3,691,000 4,306,000 

2006 1,907,000 2,542,000 3,813,000 4,449,000 

2007 1,939,000 2,585,000 3,878,000 4,525,000 

2008 2,015,000 2,687,000 4,031,000 4,702,000 

2009 2,042,000 2,723,000 4,085,000 4,766,000 

2010 2,069,000 2,759,000 4,138,000 4,827,000 

2011 2,095,000 2,793,000 4,189,000 4,888,000 

2012 2,120,000 2,827,000 4,240,000 4,947,000 

2013 2,145,000 2,860,000 4,289,000 5,004,000 

2014 2,169,000 2,892,000 4,338,000 5,061,000 

2015 2,193,000 2,924,000 4,386,000 5,117,000 

2016 2,217,000 2,956,000 4,434,000 5,173,000 

2017 2,240,000 2,987,000 4,481,000 5,227,000 

2018 2,264,000 3,018,000 4,527,000 5,282,000 

2019 2,287,000 3,049,000 4,573,000 5,335,000 

2020 2,310,000 3,079,000 4,619,000 5,389,000 

2021 2,332,000 3,110,000 4,665,000 5,442,000 

2022 2,355,000 3,140,000 4,710,000 5,495,000 

2023 2,378,000 3,170,000 4,755,000 5,548,000 

2024 2,400,000 3,200,000 4,800,000 5,601,000 
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Table 4.5-2 

Range of Quantities of Non-Putrescible and Fill Material, 2004-2024 
(based upon 2003 data, in tons per year) 

 

  Upper Estimate (Using 2.97) 
Year Non-Putrescible Fill 

  30% 40% 60% 70% 
2004 2,377,000 3,169,000 4,754,000 5,547,000 

2005 2,505,000 3,340,000 5,010,000 5,845,000 

2006 2,598,000 3,464,000 5,196,000 6,062,000 

2007 2,648,000 3,531,000 5,297,000 6,180,000 

2008 2,759,000 3,679,000 5,519,000 6,439,000 

2009 2,796,000 3,728,000 5,592,000 6,524,000 

2010 2,831,000 3,775,000 5,662,000 6,606,000 

2011 2,866,000 3,821,000 5,731,000 6,686,000 

2012 2,899,000 3,865,000 5,798,000 6,764,000 

2013 2,932,000 3,909,000 5,863,000 6,841,000 

2014 2,964,000 3,952,000 5,927,000 6,915,000 

2015 2,995,000 3,993,000 5,990,000 6,988,000 

2016 3,026,000 4,034,000 6,052,000 7,060,000 

2017 3,056,000 4,075,000 6,112,000 7,131,000 

2018 3,086,000 4,115,000 6,172,000 7,201,000 

2019 3,115,000 4,154,000 6,231,000 7,269,000 

2020 3,145,000 4,193,000 6,289,000 7,337,000 

2021 3,173,000 4,231,000 6,347,000 7,405,000 

2022 3,202,000 4,269,000 6,404,000 7,471,000 

2023 3,230,000 4,307,000 6,461,000 7,538,000 

2024 3,259,000 4,345,000 6,517,000 7,603,000 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

Three different methodologies were used to quantify the putrescible1 portion of commercial 

waste generated in New York City (City), inclusive of the total amounts disposed and recycled.  

One method, reported here and called the Facilities Estimate, determined the number of tons 

processed or received for disposal at Transfer Stations located within the City or directly hauled 

in collection vehicles to transfer stations, landfills, waste-to-energy (WTE) facilities or materials 

recycling facilities (MRFs) outside the City. 

 

This estimate will be compared to the other methodologies: (1) the Employment Estimate, 

obtained by multiplying employee waste generation rates by the number of individuals employed 

within the City; and (2) the Business Integrity Commission-City Department of Sanitation 

(BIC-DSNY) Estimate, which surveyed City private carters in order to estimate the quantities of 

putrescible waste and recyclables collected from commercial establishments in the City.  The 

data reported in the Facilities Estimate is for calendar year 2002. 

 

These efforts build upon and refine the Comprehensive Commercial Waste Management Study, 

Preliminary Report (Preliminary Report).  The Preliminary Report, released by the City 

Department of Sanitation (DSNY) in 2002, provides data on commercial waste generated by 

businesses in the City in 2000.  It relied on DSNY’s Quarterly Transfer Station Report system 

(Quarterly Reports) and interviews with carters operating in the City as primary data sources.  It 

did not attempt to determine the total quantity of recyclables generated by City business 

establishments, nor did it obtain extensive information about disposal of wastes via direct haul in 

collection vehicles to out-of-City disposal facilities.   

 

                                                 
1 The term “putrescible solid waste” shall mean solid waste containing organic matter having the tendency to 
decompose with the formation of malodorous by-products. (Administrative Code of New York City, Title 16, 
Chapter 1, Section 130).  
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The Facilities Estimate also relies upon DSNY’s Quarterly Reports for data on waste tipped at 

in-City Transfer Stations in 2002.  The Quarterly Reports are complemented with additional data 

on direct out-of-City disposal of the City’s commercial waste and recyclables and on recyclable 

processing within City boundaries.  The Facilities Estimate was developed by contacting major 

in-City recycling facilities and waste transfer, disposal and processing facilities located outside 

of the City to determine if they were receiving commercial waste from the City. 
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2.0 METHODOLOGY 
 
2.1 Travel Times to Out-of-City Facilities 
 
The initial step in developing the Facilities Estimate was to identify a list of potential out-of-City 
sites that may be handling or processing commercial waste that is hauled directly from the City.  
Similarly, a list of facilities handling recyclables both within and outside the City had to be 
created.  
 

The economics of carting waste and recyclables picked up by collection vehicles directly to 

out-of-City facilities limits deliveries to facilities located nearby, in surrounding counties and 

states.  Thus, the first step was to create a map with vehicle travel times and mileages radiating 

out from the City.  Localities within a 50-minute travel time were included and those facilities 

located within this travel time boundary were contacted.  In addition, if state documents or 

interviews with haulers indicated that City commercial waste was hauled directly beyond the 

50-minute travel threshold, those destinations were contacted. 

 

Figure 2.1-1 is a map depicting communities that are within several travel-time isopleths out to 

the 50-minute travel time limit.  In New York State, facilities in Nassau, Suffolk and Westchester 

Counties are within this limit and were contacted.  In New Jersey, sites in Bergen, Essex, 

Hudson, Middlesex, Passaic and Union Counties were queried, and in Connecticut, those in 

Fairfield County were contacted. 

 

2.2 New York State Solid Waste and Recycling Facilities –Outside New York City 

 

Lists of licensed transfer stations and WTE facilities outside the City were obtained from state 

agencies, including the New York State Legislative Commission on Solid Waste Management 

and the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC).  In addition, a 

partial list of construction and demolition (C&D) recyclers and recycling facilities was 

developed for NYSDEC Regions 1 and 3 from the same data source. 
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Figure 2.1-1 
Travel Times from New York City Borders Map 
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Attempts were made to obtain information from state permitting agencies about the origins of 

waste coming into various facilities.  However, these were unsuccessful because the state of New 

York was unwilling to release this information by facility, and an attempt to obtain the data by 

filing a Freedom of Information Act request failed.  The state declared that it was unable to 

produce a report with the requested specificity.   

 

2.3 New York City Recycling Processing Facilities 
 

Several data sources were used to develop a list of facilities located within the City.  The surveys 

collected for the Preliminary Report were reviewed to obtain data on which carters had indicated 

they collected recyclables. 

 

The Preliminary Report also included some data on recovery of recyclables at Transfer Stations 

regulated by DSNY.  Major commercial waste haulers, such as Waste Management, Sprint 

Recycling, and Action Carting were contacted to determine where they took the recyclables that 

they collected.  And, the Yellow Pages listings for each borough were searched under the 

category of “Recycling Centers” to identify a list of facilities that were processing commercial 

recyclables in 2002. 

 

2.4 Connecticut Solid Waste and Recycling Facilities 
 

The Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (CDEP) provided a list of Connecticut 

facilities that might be receiving waste directly hauled from the City.  Follow-up discussions 

with the CDEP and with private haulers handling the City’s commercial waste determined that it 

was highly unlikely that in 2002 carters were hauling waste directly to most Connecticut 

facilities, due to the travel time involved.  Thus, only the Connecticut facilities in Fairfield 

County were contacted. 
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2.5 New Jersey Solid Waste and Recycling Facilities 

 
The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) compiles a list of solid waste 

facilities by type of waste received and city and county location, and also tracks the origin of 

incoming waste.  The annual reports submitted to the NJDEP by licensed waste processing 

facilities were reviewed to identify facilities that received waste from New York State in 2002, 

and each of these facilities was called to determine if the City was the source of this waste. 

 
In addition, data on the amount of DSNY-managed Waste sent to New Jersey facilities was 

obtained from DSNY and cross-checked against the NJDEP data.  Total waste received from the 

City minus the DSNY-managed residential waste was computed as the quantity of commercial 

waste originating in the City. 

 
The State of New Jersey also compiles lists of MRFs, by county.  However, these facilities are 

not required to record the state of origin of materials received.  Thus, data on recycling facilities 

were obtained through telephone interviews. 

 
In addition, the Yellow Pages of selected cities, including Jersey City, Newark, Clifton and 

Paterson were searched for recycling facilities; potential sites were added to the list.  The carter 

data collected as part of the Preliminary Report were also reviewed to obtain the names of 

possible out-of-City facilities that received commercial recyclables for processing.  

 
2.6 Survey Administration 

 

The first step in administering the survey was to define the list of facilities to be contacted.  The 

list included all the facilities receiving putrescible wastes in New Jersey, New York State, and 

Fairfield County, Connecticut. 

 

In addition, all recycling facilities likely to be utilized by companies collecting recyclables in the 

City were compiled into the recycling list.  These facilities were classified into categories of 

processors or end users.  As paper in particular is often transported long distances for sale and 

processing, one member of the DSNY Consultant team surveyed the fiber mills in the region.   
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After identification and categorization, each facility was surveyed by telephone.  The facilities 

were assured that the data would be reported only in the aggregate, and that the levels of activity 

of individual facilities would not be revealed.  The survey instrument is Attachment 1 to this 

Appendix, and the list of facilities that were contacted is included in Attachment 2. 

 

The total number of solid waste facilities by state, county and type that were contacted is shown 

in Table 2.6-1.  A similar distribution for recycling facilities is shown in Table 2.6-2.  

Thirty-one (31) facilities handling municipal solid waste (MSW) were contacted, of which 24 are 

located in New Jersey, two are located in New York State outside of the City, and five are in 

Pennsylvania.  One-hundred-and-twenty (120) recycling facilities were contacted, of which 

54 are located in New Jersey, 10 are located in New York State outside of the City, 45 are 

located within the City, and 11 are located in other states. 

 

The focus of the survey was to determine the tonnage of putrescible waste originating in the City 

for each facility.  Recyclables are categorized into fiber (including old corrugated cardboard 

[OCC], old newsprint [ONP], mixed office paper [MOP], and other paper); plastics; metal; 

wood; glass and other.  All data were converted into annual tons.   
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Table 2.6-1 
Solid Waste Facilities Contacted by County and Type 

 
Type of Facility  

 
State 

 
 

County 

 
 

Number
Transfer 
Stations WTE Facilities Landfill 

New Jersey Bergen 7 7 0 0 
 Camden 1 0 1 0 
 Essex 4 3 1 0 
 Hudson 1 1 0 0 
 Passaic 4 4 0 0 
 Somerset 1 1 0 0 
 Union 5 4 1 0 
 Warren 1 0 1 0 
 Subtotal 24 20 4 0 
New York Nassau 1 0 1 0 
 Suffolk 1 0 1 0 
 Subtotal 2 0 2 0 
Pennsylvania Bucks 2 0 0 2 
 Delaware 1 0 1 0 
 Montgomery 1 0 0 1 
 York 1 0 0 1 
 Subtotal 5 0 1 4 
Grand Total 31 20 7 4 
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Table 2.6-2 
Recycling Facilities Contacted by County and Type 

 
State County Number 

New Jersey Atlantic 1 
 Bergen 12 
 Essex 18 
 Hudson 15 
 Middlesex 1 
 Monmouth 1 
 Passaic 5 
 Union 1 
 Subtotal 54 
New York (out-of-City) Albany 3 
 Nassau 1 
 Oswego 1 
 Saratoga 1 
 Schenectady 1 
 Suffolk 1 
 Washington 1 
 Westchester 1 
 Subtotal 10 
New York City Bronx 8 
 Brooklyn (Kings) 19 
 Manhattan (New York) 7 
 Queens 10 
 Staten Island (Richmond) 1 
 Subtotal 45 
Other States Massachusetts 4 
 Missouri 1 
 Pennsylvania 5 
 South Carolina 1 
 Subtotal 11 
Grand Total 120 
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3.0 ANALYSIS 

 

3.1 Commercial Solid Waste Hauled to Facilities Outside New York City 

 

In 2002, a total of 266,642 tons of the commercial waste generated in the City were hauled 

directly out of the City for disposal.  Table 3.1-1 shows the destinations of commercial waste 

carted from the City in waste collection vehicles by tons, and, where known, borough of origin.   

 

Table 3.1-1 
Commercial Waste Carted Directly Out of City 

 

 
State 

 
Total 

Facilities 
Contacted 

 
Number of Facilities 

Taking New York 
City Commercial 

Waste 

 
Tons 

of 
Commercial 

Waste 

 
Borough of 

Origin 
New Jersey 24 10 264,242 Manhattan/Staten 

Island 
New York 
(non-City) 

2 1 1,200 Brooklyn/Queens 

Pennsylvania 5 1 1,200 NA 
Total 31 12 266,642  

Notes: 

NA = Not Available  
 

3.2 Commercial Solid Waste Tipped at Facilities within the City and Carted to 
Out-of-City Facilities 

 

The major portion of commercial putrescible waste generated within the City is tipped at in-City 

Transfer Stations and then transferred by truck or rail to disposal facilities throughout the region.  

DSNY receives Quarterly Reports from operators of in-City Transfer Stations of the waste 

processed at these facilities.  Table 3.2-1 shows the amount of commercial putrescible waste 

handled by these Transfer Stations in 2000, 2001 and 2002. 
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Table 3.2-1 
Commercial Putrescible Waste Disposed 

(tons) 
 

Time Period 2000 2001 2002 

First Quarter(1) 570,102 564,876 493,818 

Second Quarter(1) 678,366 558,402 528,762 

Third Quarter(1) 701,610 573,690 492,570 

Fourth Quarter(1) 600,522 553,800 491,166 

Out-of-City 
Facilities(2) 205,296 235,969 266,642 

Annual Totals 2,755,896 2,486,737 2,272,958 

Notes: 

(1) Quarterly data are from the DSNY Bureau of Planning & Budget Quarterly Recap column entitled 
“Total NYC Commercial Waste Stream” for Putrescible Transfer Stations. 

(2) Out-of-City facilities data for 2000 is from the Preliminary Report, Table 2.  For 2002, it is from the 
Facilities Estimate described herein (see Table 3.3.4-1).  The out-of-City data for 2001 is estimated as 
the average of the 2000 and 2002 figures. 

 
 

The data in Table 3.2-1 show annual tons delivered to Transfer Stations within the City plus 

estimated waste carted in collection vehicles directly to out-of-City disposal facilities.  No 

recyclables are included in these totals. 

 

The source for the in-City tons transferred is DSNY’s Quarterly Reporting system, which reports 

data in tons per day (tpd).  The tpd data have been converted to annual tons by assuming that 

Transfer Stations operate 6 days per week, 52 weeks per year, or 78 days per quarter. 

 

The year 2000 estimate of annual tons carted to out-of-City facilities is taken from the 

Preliminary Report.  Year 2002 is the Facilities Estimate in which 31 out-of-City facilities were 

surveyed, as discussed above.  The 2001 quantity is estimated as the average of the quantities for 

2000 and 2002. 

 

Table 3.2-1 shows that the disposed commercial putrescible waste has decreased by over 

480,000 tons between 2000 and 2002.  The magnitude of the decrease in the commercial waste 

stream – a 17.5% drop – is not fully explainable.  Between 2000 and 2002, there undoubtedly has 
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been some reduction in commercial waste generation, attributable to the loss of jobs in that 

interval -- in part as a result of 9/11 and in part from the ongoing recession.  Nevertheless, as 

there is not complete data on commercial recycling for either the year 2000 or the year 2001, it is 

impossible to reject the possibility that some of the decrease in commercial waste is attributable 

to an increase in recycling.  What is certain is that the commercial waste disposed tonnage has 

decreased dramatically in this three-year period. 

 

3.3 Commercial Recyclable Processing 

 

3.3.1 Structure of Paper Recycling Industry 

 

Because of the size of office sector employment in the City, paper comprises the major 

commodity recycled by commercial establishments in the City.  In addition, most of the paper 

that is recovered is obtained from commercial sources.  The principal grades are OCC and MOP, 

with some industrial scrap from printers and other businesses that convert paper into products. 

 

The flow of paper takes one of two paths.  One path involves private carters picking up paper at 

office buildings or other generators, then delivering these recyclables to a processing center or a 

recycling center where the material is sorted and baled.  A second path involves paper dealers 

who have customers (generators) that contract separately for this service.  The paper dealers’ 

trucks (owned or hired) deliver the material to a packing plant where the paper is processed and 

baled.  OCC is a predominant part of the business.  Both the City and north New Jersey dealers 

receive paper in this way.  In a survey of Manhattan and Brooklyn property managers, most large 

buildings were found to contract with the same firm for garbage collection and collection of 

recyclables; they typically receive a single monthly bill for both services. 

 

There are independent brokers and dealer/brokers that buy paper for shipment to paper mills 

and/or exporters. There are also relationships between carters and dealers, dealers and paper 

mills, and independent dealers and recycling centers. 
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3.3.2 Commercial Recycling in the City 

 
City regulations2 require commercial establishments to recycle.  Office buildings and institutions 
often separate fiber from their wet waste.  Usually, a single hauler picks up both waste streams.  
In some cases additional materials, such as metals and containers, are separated by the hauler.  In 
order to determine both the amount and location of commercial recyclable processing, facilities 
were contacted in the City, New York State, New Jersey and several other states.  Table 3.3.2-1 
provides estimates of the tonnages of commercial recyclables processed by the various facilities, 
broken down by type of material. 
 

Table 3.3.2-1 
Estimates of Commercial Recyclables 

 

Number of 
Facilities 

Tonnages Processed 
2002 Annual Numbers 

 

 
State  

Called 
Accepts 

Recyclables 
 
OCC 

 
MOP 

 
ONP 

Other 
Paper 

Total 
Paper 

 
Other(1)

 
Total 

New 
Jersey 

 
54 

 
8 

 
21,975 

 
67,990 

 
0 

 
26,736 

 
116,700 

 
15,453 

 
132,154 

New 
York 
City 

 
 

45 

 
 

18 

 
 

393,838

 
 

347,178

 
 

25,509

 
 

108,080

 
 

874,605 

 
 

15,960 

 
 

890,565 
New 
York 
State 

 
 

10 

 
 
0 

 
 
0 

 
 
0 

 
 
0 

 
 
0 

 
 
0 

 
 
0 

 
 
0 

Other 
States 

 
11 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
Total 

 
120 

 
26 

 
415,813

 
415,168

 
25,509

 
134,816

 
991,306 

 
31,413 

 
1,022,719

 
Note: 
(1) Other = 28,000 tons of glass deposit containers, 2,453 tons of mixed containers, and 960 tons of shrink-wrap. 

 

Table 3.3.2-1 shows that most recycling by commercial establishments in the City is paper.  This 
is expected, as large office buildings may recycle 70% of their waste stream.  Typically, the 
papers are mixed, with only putrescible disposed separately.  The mixed papers are collected at 

                                                 
2 Local Law 87, 1992; Administrative Code Title 16, 16-306(a),(b).   
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night and taken to Transfer Stations or MRFs in the metropolitan area.  Of the 26 facilities 
contacted who process recyclables from the City, about half indicated that they shipped the paper 
abroad, usually to Asia, for sorting into as many as 18 grades of paper. 
 

3.3.3 Trends in Commercial Recycling  

 

Because of the lack of complete commercial recycling data for the year 2000, it is not possible to 

determine definitively whether recycling has increased from 2000 to 2002 as disposed 

commercial waste has declined, or whether the opposite has occurred.  However, it is possible, 

based on some strong anecdotal and statistical evidence (see Table 3.3.3-1), to argue that 

recovery of paper from the City and aggregate commercial recycling declined significantly in 

2002 from 2000. 

 

The survey of paper dealers and brokers revealed a consistent theme – that after 9/11, recovery 

of paper for recycling dropped dramatically.  This decline continued into 2002.  Table 3.3.3-1 is 

a summary of exports by major paper grade category for the years 1997 through 2002.  Exports 

of recovered paper and paperboard (cardboard, not corrugated – like cereal boxes) from the Port 

of New York and New Jersey, a major export port, are one of the key indicators of paper 

recovered through recycling in the City.  An analysis, included in Table 3.3.3-1, was made of 

these exports of paper and paperboard. 

 

The data in Table 3.3.3-1 indicate the following:  

 
1. Exports of paper from the Port of New York and New Jersey declined from a peak of 

3 million tons in 2000 to about 2 million tons in 2001 and 2002.  This decline strongly 
suggests (but does not prove) that there was a large decline in recyclables recovery in the 
City, especially Manhattan. 

2. Total paper exports from the United States were comparable in 2001 to the increased 
tonnages reported in 2000; in 2002 they reported a considerable gain over 2001.  This 
occurred while exports from New York/New Jersey dropped.  The New York/New Jersey 
exports dropped from 28.9% of total exports in 2000 to 17.6% of total exports in 2002.   
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Table 3.3.3-1 
Exports(1) of Recovered Paper Stock, 1997 through 2002 

 

 
 
 

Year 

 
 
 

OCC 

 
 
 

Mixed(3) 

 
 

News, Other 
Groundwood

High- 
Grade 

De-
inking 

 
 

Pulp 
Substitutes

 
Total(2) 
Port of 

New 
York 

 
 

Total 
USA 

New 
York 
% of 
Total 

1997 770 455 735 100 138 2,198 7,505 29.3 
1998 812 637 1,051 113 142 2,756 8,100 34.0 
1999 757 697 1,019 172 51 2,696 8,286 32.5 
2000 893 761 1,032 313 57 3,055 10,560 28.9 
2001 811 525 335 262 31 1,964 10,533 18.6 
2002 909 627 332 90 47 2,004 11,404 17.6 
Notes: 
(1) In thousands of tons. 
(2) From the Port of New York and New Jersey. 
(3) Includes mail. 
Subtotals may not add to total due to rounding. 
Source: American Forest & Paper Association, based on Export Statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 
 
 

3. The recyclables showing the greatest decline were newspapers and other groundwood 
papers, and de-inking grades.  At the same time, the quantities of OCC remained steady, 
while mixed paper declined by about 230,000 tons in 2001 and 135,000 tons in 2002 
compared to 2000.   

4. The overall conclusion is that a high percentage of the decline in recovered paper exports 
is related to the decline in recycling City commercial waste. 

 

3.3.4 Commercial Recycling Rates in New York City 

 

The information on recycling and waste disposed provides a basis for computing the commercial 

sector recycling rate – from materials generated and normally included in the definition of MSW. 

 

In 2002, facilities other than DSNY-licensed Transfer Stations processed 1,022,719 tons of 

recyclables.  In 2002 the total waste disposed was 2,272,958 tons.  Thus, the commercial sector 

generated 3,295,677 tons of waste disposed and recycled; the recycling rate was 31%.  

Table 3.3.4-1 displays these summary statistics. 
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Table 3.3.4-1 
Summary of New York City Commercial Putrescible Waste  

Disposed and Recycled, 2000-2002 
 

Item 2000 2001 2002 

Waste Disposed (tons) 

    First Tipped in City 

    Direct Hauled out of City

    Total 

2,550,600

205,296

2,755,896

2,250,768

235,969

2,486,737

 
 
 

2,006,316 
 

266,642 
 

2,272,958 
Waste Recycled (tons) 

    First Tipped in City 

    Direct Hauled out of City
 
    Total   

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

 
 

890,565 
 

132,154 
 

1,022,719 
Grand Total (tons) NA NA 3,295,677 
Recycling Rate NA NA 31% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 1 

FACILITIES SURVEY 
 

 
 



 

 

FACILITY QUESTIONAIRE FOR FACILITIES RECEIVING NYC COMMERCIAL/C&D WASTE
New York City Department of Sanitation Commercial Waste Study

Interviewer
1. Name of Facility:

Date of Interview
2. Type of Facility

1=Transfer Station 4=C&D Disposal Facility
2=Materials Recovery Facility 5=Materials Broker
3=Landfill 6=Material End User

7=Other, Please explain 

3. Facility Address: Street

City, State, Zip
 

4. Contact Person Name Owner
Title
Phone
Fax
Email

5. Total Tonnage Throughput: -- direct hauled from New York City.  Not including material from DOS.
(in 2002)

Weighed If weighed, what 
TYPE OF MATERIAL Total in From NYC Borough of 1=yes is the density factor

2002 NYC 2=no Lbs/cubic yd.
Putrescible MSW
Yard Debris
Recyclables(Total, if not broken down)

Metal
Tin Cans
Other Ferrous Metal Scrap 
Aluminum Cans
Aluminum Foil
Other Non-Ferrous Scrap
Other Metals

Plastic
Glass
Fiber

ONP
OCC
OMG
Mixed Office Paper
Mixed Paper
Other 

C&D
Wood
Fill
Bricks/Concrete
% Residential Construction
% Commercial Construction
% Residential Demolition
% Commercial Demolition
% Residential Renovation
% Commercial Renovation

Other Material (Specify)
TOTAL TONS

Tons



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 2 

LIST OF FACILITIES SURVEYED 
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List of Facilities Surveyed 

 

Name Address City State Zip 
American Tissue Mills of Massachusetts, Inc.   Baldwinville MA   

FiberMark, Inc.   Fitchburg MA   

Newark Atlantic Paperboard Corp.     MA   

Perkit Folding Box Corp.     MA   

Smurfit Stone Recycling Co.   St. Louis MO   

Marcal Paper Mills     NJ   

Atlantic Coast Paper Company  (7)   Clifton NJ   

County Wide Recycling   Hillsdale NJ   

G&T Trading International Corp.   Clifton NJ   

Global Fibres Inc.   Fort Lee NJ   

Lobosco Recycling   Clifton NJ   

M. Politinsky & Sons Inc.   Clifton NJ   

Recycled Paperboard of Clifton   Clifton NJ   

S Morena & Sons Inc.   Lodi NJ   

Zozzaro Brothers 175 Circle Avenue Clifton NJ 07011 

Garafolo Recycling and Transfer 19-33 Atlantic Street Garfield NJ 07026 

All American     NJ   

Jem Sanitation P.O. Box 708 Lyndhurst NJ 07071 

Advanced Enterprises Recycling 540 Doremus Street Newark NJ 07105 

Allied Paper   Newark NJ   

Garden State Paper Co., Inc.     NJ   

Giordano Paper Recycling 145 Manchester Place Newark NJ 07104 

J Lobosco & Sons 964 McBride Avenue Little Falls NJ   

James DeMarco & Sons Inc   Newark NJ   

KTI Recycling/Recycle America 150 Charles Street Newark NJ 07105 

Newark Boxboard     NJ   

Patsy Ragonese & Sons Inc.   Newark NJ   

Prins Recycling Corp.   Newark NJ   

Recycled Fibers (Newark Group Inc)   Newark NJ   

Recycled Fibers-- Eastern Region 60 Lockwood Street Newark NJ 07105 



 

 2 

Name Address City State Zip 
Recycling & Salvage Co. 170 Frelinghuysen Avenue Newark NJ 07114 

Recycling Systems, Inc.   Newark NJ   

Shamrock Fibres, Inc.   Upper Montclair NJ   

T. Fiore Recycling Co. 411 Wilson Avenue Newark NJ 07105 

Tristate Recycling Center, Inc.   Fairfield NJ   

CRG Recycle America 104 East Peddie Street Newark NJ 07114 

Arrow Recycling   Jersey City NJ 07302 

Atlas Paper Stock Co.   Jersey City NJ   

Falesto Bros.   Jersey City NJ   

Galaxy Recycling 326 New York Avenue Jersey City NJ 07307-1402 

Interboro Disposal & Recycling   Hoboken NJ   

Recycling Specialists, Inc (5) 375 Rte 1&99 Jersey City NJ 07302 

Recycling Ventures, Inc. 35 US Highway #1 Jersey City NJ 07302 

Reliable Paper Recycling 200 Pacific Avenue Jersey City NJ 07304 

Rock-Tenn Co.     NJ   

Tri-State Recycling Services 111 Woodward Street Jersey City NJ 07304 

United Recycling 55 16th Street Hoboken NJ 07030 

Krueger Recycling     NJ   

Galaxy Recycling 325 New York Avenue Jersey City NJ 07307-1401 

Cardella Trucking   N. Bergen Tshp NJ   

M&M (2) 2 Fish House Hudson NJ   

Recycling Industries, Inc.   South Plainfield NJ   

KC International Ltd.   Lakewood NJ 08701-5600 

Annex Paper Stock Inc. (Damato)   Paterson NJ   

John Rocco Scrap Material Inc.   Elizabeth NJ   

Paper Board Specialties Inc.   Paterson NJ   

United Scrap Iron & Metal 157 East 7th Street Paterson NJ 07524 

Zager Brothers 69 Getty Avenue Paterson NJ 07503 

A.J. Recycling  Linden  NJ   

American Tissue Mills of Greenwich, Inc.     NY   

Fort Orange Paper Co.     NY   

American Tissue Mills of New York, Inc.     NY   
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Name Address City State Zip 
Hunts Point Recycling Co. 315 Casanova Street Bronx NY 10474 6707 

Kids Waterfront Corp. 1264 Viele Avenue Bronx NY   

Louis Monteleone Fibres, Inc.   Bronx NY   

Paper Services, Inc. (Benedetto)   Bronx NY   

Pascap Co., Inc.   Bronx NY 10475 

Paper Fibers Corp. 960 Bronx River Avenue Bronx NY   

Triboro Fibers 770 Barry Street Bronx NY 10474 

IESI 246-266 Canal Place Bronx NY Jersey City NJ

Advance Paper Recycling 139 Plymouth Street Brooklyn NY 11201-8335 

Alpine Paper Recycling 2 N. 5th Street Brooklyn NY   

American Recycle 236 12th Street Brooklyn NY   

Filberto Recycling, Inc.   Brooklyn NY   

Joe's Waste Paper Corp.   Brooklyn NY   

Point Recycling 120 Hausman Street Brooklyn  NY 11222 

Smith Recycling   Brooklyn NY   

Tocci Bros., Inc. P.O. Box 20500 Brooklyn NY 11202-0500 

Trans-American Paper Fibers Corp.   Brooklyn NY   

Ursula Products, Inc.   Brooklyn NY 11203 

Waste Management   Brooklyn NY   

Williamsburg Paper Stock Co.   Brooklyn NY   

Parkside Recycle 236 N. 12th Street Brooklyn NY 11211-1101 

Hi Tech Resource Recovery 130 Varick Street Brooklyn NY   

Rapid Recycling Paper Co 860 Humbolt Avenue Brooklyn NY   

A&R Lobosco   Brooklyn NY   

Chambers Paper 139 Plymouth Street Brooklyn NY 11201 

Metropolitan Paper Spring Creek Shepherd Avenue Brooklyn NY   

Recycle America (3) 2 N Fiske Street Brooklyn NY   

Omni Recycling Westbury 7 Portland Avenue Westbury NY 11590 

Durango-Georgia Paper Co.   New York NY   

Equipment & Parts Export Inc. 745 5th Avenue, Ste. 1114 New York NY 10151 

Korexpo Corporation   New York NY 10279 

M.G. Chemical Co., Inc.   New York NY 10274 
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Name Address City State Zip 
Robbins Fleisig FWDG., Inc.   New York NY 10007 

Veterans Paper Stock & Mill Supply Co. Inc.   New York NY   

Sprint Recycling 605 W. 48th Street New York NY   

Internation Paper Co.   Oswego NY   

Apple Fibers 18056 Liberty Avenue Jamaica NY 11433-1435 

Asia Business Recycling 13511 Roosevelt Avenue Flushing NY 11354-5305 

Cross County Recycling Corporation 122-52 Montauk Street St. Albans NY 11413 

R. Palmiere Co.   South Ozone Park NY   

Boro Wide Recycling 3 Railroad Place Maspeth NY 11378 

Giove 108-20 180th Street Jamaica NY   

EWG Glass Recycling 145-11 Liberty Avenue Jamaica NY 11435 

Babylon Paper South Road Jamaica NY   

Royal Recycling (4)     NY   

A&R Lobosco 3133 Farrington Street Flushing NY 11354 

Visy Paper   Staten Island NY   

International Paper Co.   Corinth NY   

Sonoco Products Co.   Amsterdam NY   

Omni Recycling of Babylon 114 Alder Street West Babylon NY 11704 

Irving Tissue, Inc.   Fort Edward NY   

Karta Container   Peekskill NY   

Interstate Intercorr   Reading PA   

Rock-Tenn Co.   Downingtown PA   

Smurfit-Stone Container Corp.   York PA   

Tarkett Inc.     PA   

Woodstream Corp.     PA   

Harmon Associates/Georgia Pacific     SC   
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1.0 EMPLOYMENT-BASED MODEL 

 

1.1 Introduction 

 

There are a number of different means of estimating solid waste quantities within the commercial 

sector, depending on the specific reference utilized.  Some studies reviewed for this analysis 

estimated annual waste generation based upon pounds per dollar sales or production, pounds per 

square feet of facility space, or pounds per employee.  While the utilization of each method has 

its own advantages and disadvantages, in this Commercial Waste Management Study (Study), 

due to the existence of complete and readily available data sets from government sources, 

employment was used to determine waste generation and to project future quantities.  

Additionally, employment projections were available allowing for forecasting waste generation 

over a 20-year planning period. 

 

The methodology used to estimate putrescible waste generation by New York City’s (City) 

commercial sector based on employment is straightforward.  Factors were developed for the 

generation of commercial wastes in tons per employee per year, by federal Standard Industrial 

Classification (SIC) and by material type (for example, old corrugated cardboard [OCC]).  These 

factors were multiplied by the number of employees in the City within any given sector (e.g., 

food service, finance, health care) to obtain generation of commercial waste.  A number of 

separate calculations and data sources were required to complete the model, as described below. 

 

1.2 Development of Waste Generation Factors 

 

A survey of literature on the subject identified a wide variety of data and reports related to urban 

commercial waste generation factors, usually in pounds per employee per day or tons per 

employee per year.  Sources included the City Department of Sanitation (DSNY) Consultant’s 

in-house documents (e.g., sampling studies), magazine articles and on-line data such as that on 

the California Integrated Waste Management Board web site.  Sources of relevant sampling 

studies were contacted by phone to obtain copies of the study reports.  The most desirable 

sources had both the results of sampling studies in tons correlated with data on employment in 
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the sampled business or industry.  In some instances it was possible to obtain employment data 

from a source, e.g., the federal document County Business Patterns (available on-line from the 

U.S. Census Bureau), to match published sampling data on commercial generators. 

 

The data obtained were entered into a spreadsheet by business category, e.g., “Hotels.”  Sources 

and units (e.g., pounds or tons per employee per year) were entered into the spreadsheets.  If the 

data source identified the relevant SIC, that was also entered. 

 

The next step was to create a matrix spreadsheet that listed sampling data by business type 

vertically and material types horizontally.  Data for each type of business, e.g., “Offices,” were 

grouped together.  Since the sampling studies varied in the amount of detail for different types of 

materials, materials were also grouped as appropriate.  For example, a variety of papers were 

grouped together into an “Office Papers” category. 

 

Some sampling studies reported results by materials disposed, not generated, i.e., recycled 

materials were not accounted for.  These disposal data, by material, were converted to 

generation-factor data by DSNY’s Consultant, using a previous report on recycling of paper in 

commercial sites.  A Franklin Associates report characterizing national municipal solid waste 

generation and recycling for the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) was 

also used to derive reasonable recycling rates. 

 

Disposal data were added to recycling data to obtain generation data.  Construction and 

demolition (C&D) debris generation data were removed from the database because the City’s 

C&D debris generation is estimated using a different methodology that is reported separately. 

 

Because waste generated by commercial landscaping is substantially lower in the City compared 

to data collected on other cities, this factor was adjusted in the database by assuming that the 

City’s commercial landscape waste represents a minimal 1% of waste composition.  This was 

added to each employment category.  The final data for generation per employee were then 

created by averaging commercial generation, by material, for each category, such as “Offices” 

and “Retail.” 
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1.3 Development of Employment Data 

 

Employment data were developed using data from New York Metropolitan Transportation 

Council (NYMTC).  The data were compiled by borough and by community district (CD). 

 

NYMTC prepared employment for the City through the year 2025 early in 2001, basing their 

projections on the most current employment data available at that time.  These projections were 

revised by NYMTC over the course of 2002 and 2003 to account for the effects of the 

September 11, 2001 disaster.  An interim update of the projections was published by NYMTC in 

a supplement to “Demographic and Socioeconomic Forecasting Post September 11 Impacts, 

Technical Memoranda 3.1 and 3.2,” which reported the direct effects of September 11 -- both 

direct job loss in the City and geographic redistribution of employment within the City.  These 

interim projections have been utilized as the fundamental employment projection data on which 

the DSNY waste estimation model relies. 

 

Additional modifications to the interim projections, however, have been undertaken to reflect 

current (2002) conditions at the CD level.  First, the projections, which were available at the 

census tract level, have been translated into CDs according to City Department of City Planning 

(NYCDCP) guidance.  Second, the job loss resulting from the effects of economic recession in 

the City, which was not reflected in the NYMTC interim projections, has also been incorporated 

into the projections on which DSNY efforts rely.  City employment statistics, at the borough 

level, for 2002 are shown in Table 1.3-1.  Attachment 1 to this Appendix provides a detailed 

discussion of the derivation of the employment estimates used in this report. 

 

1.4 Development of Final Model and Results 

 

The generation per employee data were combined into categories to match the City’s labor 

categories.  City commercial waste generation by material categories was estimated by 

multiplying generation factors by employment.  The “Education” and “Local Government” 

categories of employment were excluded because this waste is primarily collected by DSNY.  
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Table 1.3-1 
Annual Employment in New York City by Borough and by Employment Category, 2002 

(Number of Employees) 
 
Employment Category Bronx Brooklyn Manhattan Queens Staten Island Total Employees 

Construction 10,508 23,043 32,976 44,442 7,021 117,990 
Finance & Insurance 3,291 15,014 302,617 13,459 2,536 336,917 
Real Estate Rental & 
Leasing 

10,838 14,444 75,962 15,573 1,573 118,390 

Manufacturing 9,948 36,267 53,423 41,115 1,357 142,110 
Wholesale Trade 10,313 22,774 87,617 24,882 1,463 147,049 
Retail Trade 24,643 57,234 136,564 53,016 15,974 287,431 
Transportation & 
Warehousing 

4,817 14,369 26,894 56,716 4,550 107,346 

Utilities 1,723 4,475 6,197 2,471 653 15,519 
Information 4,395 8,014 143,400 10,391 2,616 168,816 
Professional, Technical 
& Scientific 

3,272 12,069 259,690 10,994 3,701 289,726 

Management of 
Companies 

962 1,207 52,267 1,798 905 57,139 

Administrative Support 
Services 

8,568 18,702 141,321 25,045 3,798 197,434 

Health Care & Social 
Assistance 

73,025 135,965 204,429 92,813 26,370 532,602 

Arts, Entertainment & 
Recreation 

2,823 3,211 47,671 4,233 1,118 59,056 

Accommodation & Food 
Services 

10,629 18,465 144,621 29,842 6,117 209,674 

Other Services(1) 8,120 21,241 87,204 21,779 3,586 141,930 
Unclassified & Other 1,384 5,018 8,325 4,587 823 20,137 
State & Federal 
Government(2) 

14,257 20,565 81,952 20,283 5,163 142,220 

Total  203,516 432,077 1,893,130 473,439 89,324 3,091,486 
Notes: 
(1) Except public administration. 
(2) Except local government agencies. 
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The employment categories, generation factors, tons generated in the City, and each category’s 

percentage of total commercial waste generation are shown in Table 1.4-1. 

 

Results generated by the model for the City are shown in Table 1.4-2 by employment category 

and tons of commercial waste by material.  The origin of waste by borough was estimated from 

data collected by the Business Integrity Commission (BIC) and DSNY in November of 2003.   

 

Although the model used in this analysis predicted 2002 citywide generation of commercial 

waste at a level similar to the 2003 BIC-DSNY survey, it would appear that the model is not as 

good an indicator at the borough or CD level.  The 2002 estimated citywide commercial waste 

generation by the employment-based model is approximately 6% percent higher than the 

BIC-DSNY 2003 survey. 
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 Table 1.4-1 
Employment Categories, Commercial Waste Generation Factors and Tons Generated, 

and Category Percent of Total Commercial Waste Generation 
 

Employment Category Generation Factor 
Tons/Employee/Year 

New York City 2002 Tons 
Generated 

% of Commercial Waste 
Generation 

Construction 0.44 51,400 1.6% 
Finance & Insurance 0.44 146,770 4.5% 
Real Estate Rental & Leasing 0.44 51,570 1.6% 
Manufacturing 1.40 199,410 6.2% 
Wholesale Trade 1.20 172,160 5.3% 
Retail Trade 2.50 724,410 22.4% 
Transportation & Warehousing 0.74 79,520 2.5% 
Utilities 0.56 8,640 0.3% 
Information 0.65 109,650 3.4% 
Professional, Technical & 
Scientific 0.65 188,190 5.8% 

Management of Companies 0.65 37,110 1.1% 
Administrative Support Services 0.65 128,240 4.0% 
Health Care & Social Assistance 0.63 419,530 12.9% 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 3.40 46,090 1.4% 
Accommodation & Food Services 3.40 710,340 21.9% 
Other Services(1) 0.65 92,190 2.9% 
Unclassified & Other 0.65 13,080 0.4% 
State & Federal Government(2) 0.44 61,950 1.9% 
Total New York City(3)  3,240,250 100% 
Notes: 
(1) Except public administration. 
(2) Except local government agencies. 
(3) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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Table 1.4-2 
Commercial Waste Generation in New York City by Employment Category and by Material, 2002 

(In Tons) 
 

Employment Category Paper Plastics Glass Metals Yard Wastes Food Wastes Other Total Tons 
Construction 39,580 2,570 1,540 1,540 520 4,110 1,540 51,400 
Finance & Insurance 113,010 7,340 4,400 4,410 1,470 11,740 4,400 146,770 
Real Estate Rental & 
Leasing 39,710 2,580 1,540 1,540 520 4,130 1,550 51,570 

Manufacturing 93,720 27,920 2,000 9,970 1,990 43,870 19,940 199,410 
Wholesale Trade 80,920 13,770 3,440 6,890 1,720 51,650 13,770 172,160 
Retail Trade 456,380 50,710 21,730 28,980 7,240 130,390 28,980 724,410 
Transportation & 
Warehousing 47,710 11,130 1,590 7,950 800 5,570 4,770 79,520 

Utilities 5,790 1,040 430 600 90 520 170 8,640 
Information 71,270 9,870 3,290 5,480 1,100 8,770 9,870 109,650 
Professional, Technical 
& Scientific 122,320 16,940 5,650 9,410 1,880 15,050 16,940 188,190 

Management of 
Companies 24,120 3,340 1,110 1,860 370 2,970 3,340 37,110 

Administrative Support 
Services 83,360 11,540 3,850 6,410 1,280 10,260 11,540 128,240 

Health Care & Social 
Assistance 255,910 33,560 8,390 20,980 4,200 46,150 50,340 419,530 

Arts, Entertainment & 
Recreation 16,130 3,230 3,690 2,300 460 15,210 5,070 46,090 

Accommodation & Food 
Services 248,620 49,720 56,830 35,520 7,100 234,410 78,140 710,340 

Other Services(1) 59,920 8,300 2,760 4,610 920 7,380 8,300 92,190 
Unclassified & Other 8,500 1,180 390 650 130 1,050 1,180 13,080 
State & Federal 
Government(2) 47,700 3,100 1,860 1,860 620 4,950 1,860 61,950 

Total Material(3) 1,814,670 257,840 124,490 150,960 32,410 598,180 261,700 3,240,250 

Notes: 
(1) Except public administration. 
(2) Except local government agencies. 
(3) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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On a borough level the employment model would predict more waste originating from 

Manhattan than the 2003 survey would suggest.  An inherent problem with employment-based 

models is the assumption that all employees within an industry classification generate the same 

amount of waste (on a per employee basis).  In reality, per-employee waste generation rates for a 

specific category of business are a function of the size of the business; generally, per-employee 

generation decreases as the number of employees increase.  For example, on a per-employee 

basis, a five-employee office is likely to generate more waste per employee than an office with 

50 employees. 

 

New York State Department of Labor (NYSDOL) statistics show that, on average, Manhattan 

has more employees per firm than any of the other boroughs.  Manhattan’s finance and insurance 

industry averages 43 employees per firm, while the other boroughs average 13 or fewer 

employees per firm.  Management companies average 72 employees per firm in Manhattan and 

32 or fewer in the other boroughs.  Therefore, the model predicts a higher quantity of waste 

originating from Manhattan than the BIC-DSNY survey.   

 

Another drawback to using the employment model at the borough level is the disparity of job 

functions within each industry classification.  For example, the health care and social assistance 

employment category includes employees that work in a medical office as well as employees that 

work in a hospital.  Waste generation, on a per-employee basis, is higher for hospital employees.  

Due to lack of detail in the government employment statistics, the same waste generation factor 

was used for all employees within this category.  The result is that the quantity of waste 

generated from a borough with a high number of hospital employees will be understated and the 

opposite would be true for a borough with a high concentration of medical offices. 

 

The total tons generated in the City, distributed to the borough level, are shown in Table 1.4-3.  

The origin of commercial waste by borough percentages shown in this table are from the 

BIC-DSNY survey.  Additionally, this table shows the number of employees (from Table 1.3-1) 

and an average commercial waste generation per employee factor for each borough. 
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Both drawbacks to using the employment-based model at the borough level are magnified when 

applied to the CD level.  Therefore, to estimate waste generation, it was decided to apply the 

average factors developed for each borough (Table 1.4-3) to employment statistics on the CD 

level.  Generation data for each borough by CD are shown in Tables 1.4-4 through 1.4-8. 

 

 
Table 1.4-3 

Commercial Waste Generation in New York City by Borough, 2002 
 
 

Notes: 
(1) 2003 BIC-DSNY 2003 carter survey.   
(2) Borough totals derived from applying Origin of Commercial Waste by Borough Percentage to total 

City generation of 3,240,250. 
(3) Table 1.3-1. 

 
 

Borough 

 
Origin of 

Commercial 
Waste by 

Borough(1) 
Percentage 

 
2002 

Commercial 
Waste 

Generation(2) 

Tons/Year 

2002 
Employees by 

Borough(3) 

Number of 
Employees 

Average Commercial 
Waste per Employee 
Tons/Employee/Year 

Bronx 12.9% 417,990 203,516 2.05 
Brooklyn 19.4% 628,610 432,077 1.45 
Manhattan 42.3% 1,370,630 1,893,130 0.72 
Queens 20.2% 654,530 473,439 1.38 
Staten 
Island 5.2% 168,490 89,324 1.89 

Total New 
York City 100% 3,240,250 3,091,486 1.05 
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Table 1.4-4 

Bronx 
Commercial Waste Generation by Community District, 2002 

 

Community District 

2002 
Number of 
Employees 

2002 Commercial Waste 
Generation (1)(2) 

Tons/Year 
1 21,110 43,360 
2 15,544 31,930 
3 9,293 19,090 
4 19,076 39,180 
5 9,883 20,300 
6 13,037 26,780 
7 24,896 51,130 
8 15,121 31,060 
9 16,359 33,600 
10 16,284 33,440 
11 23,741 48,760 
12 19,172 39,380 
Total Borough 203,516 417,990 

Notes: 
(1) Number of employees in each community district times borough average commercial waste 

generation factor. 
(2) Numbers may not add due to rounding.  
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Table 1.4-5 
Brooklyn 

Commercial Waste Generation by Community District, 2002 
 

Community District 

2002 
Number of 
Employees 

2002 Commercial 
Waste 

Generation(1)(2) 
Tons/Year 

1 40,768 59,310 
2 75,904 110,430 
3 18,168 26,430 
4 12,556 18,270 
5 22,575 32,840 
6 26,850 39,060 
7 25,750 37,460 
8 10,643 15,480 
9 11,867 17,260 
10 22,153 32,230 
11 21,195 30,840 
12 33,738 49,080 
13 13,044 18,980 
14 22,932 33,360 
15 24,708 35,950 
16 8,356 12,160 
17 17,716 25,770 
18 23,154 33,690 
Total Borough 432,077 628,610 

Notes: 
(1) Number of employees in each community district times borough average commercial waste 

generation factor.  
(2) Numbers may not add due to rounding.  
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Table 1.4-6 
Manhattan 

Commercial Waste Generation by Community District, 2002 
 

Community District 

2002 
Number of 
Employees 

2002 Commercial 
Waste Generation(1)(2) 

Tons/Year 
1 289,696 209,740 
2 127,248 92,130 
3 40,278 29,160 
4 131,132 94,940 
5 778,960 563,980 
6 226,576 164,040 
7 66,906 48,440 
8 131,935 95,520 
9 32,420 23,470 
10 12,373 8,960 
11 30,529 22,100 
12 22,391 16,210 
Central Park 2,686 1,940 
Total Borough 1,893,130 1,370,630 

Notes: 
(1) Number of employees in each community district times borough average commercial waste 

generation factor.  
(2) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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Table 1.4-7 
Queens 

Commercial Waste Generation by Community District, 2002 
 

Community District 

2002 
Number of 
Employees 

2002 Commercial 
Waste Generation(1)(2) 

Tons/Year 
1 50,132 69,310 
2 51,176 70,750 
3 40,470 55,950 
4 25,587 35,370 
5 41,364 57,190 
6 65,560 90,640 
7 52,697 72,850 
8 26,074 36,050 
9 15,368 21,250 
10 10,510 14,530 
11 20,370 28,160 
12 47,786 66,060 
13 17,456 24,130 
14 8,889 12,290 
Total Borough 473,439 654,530 

Notes: 
(1) Number of employees in each community district times borough average commercial waste 

generation factor.   
(2) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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Table 1.4-8 
Staten Island 

Commercial Waste Generation by Community District, 2002 
 

Community District 

2002 
Number of 
Employees 

2002 Commercial 
Waste Generation(1)(2) 

Tons/Year 
1 48,122 90,770 
2 27,682 52,220 
3 13,521 25,500 
Total Borough 89,324 168,490 

Notes: 
(1) Number of employees in each community district times borough average commercial waste 

generation factor.  
(2) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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Methodology—“NYMTCBASEPROJ2024, JOBLOSS&REDISTR, CD&SECTOR, 

FINALFORMAT 9-29-03” (released 10-01-03) 

 

 

This memo describes the data collected for and the means of preparing the file “NYMTCBASEPROJ2024, 

JOBLOSS&REDISTR, CD&SECTOR, FINALFORMAT 9-29-03” (released 10-02-03 by e-mail distribution), which 

is a projection of industry-sector employment for each community district in New York City through the year 2025.  

Explanation of base employment projections and the need for and the means of adjusting these projections to make 

them suitable for DSNY waste quantification purposes follows.   

 

As a fundamental component of the Commercial Waste Management Study (Study) undertaken 

by the New York City (City) Department of Sanitation (DSNY) per Local Law 74 (LL74), and 

as described in the “Commercial Waste Management Study Final Scope of Work” (July 31, 

2003), DSNY must develop quantified commercial waste stream projections through the year 

2024.  To this end, an employment-based waste estimation model is being developed as part of 

the Study.  Projections of employment, therefore, are necessary to estimate waste, and moreover, 

employment projections at the local level by industry sector are essential to calibrating the waste 

estimation model. 

 
Early in 2001, the New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC) prepared 

employment and population projections for the City through the year 2025, basing their 

projections on the most current employment and population data available at that time.  The 

resultant NYMTC projections were prepared at county and census tract levels, extending to the 

year 2025.  The categories of employment included total employment and total basic and total 

non-basic industries, as well as several “land use” categories (e.g., retail employment, office 

employment, etc.), which were pertinent to NYMTC tasks.  While the population projections 

were in a suitable format for DSNY purposes, there was no industry sector breakdown of 

employment suitable for direct use in employment-based waste estimation.  Moreover, these 

projections were being revised by NYMTC over the course of 2002 and 2003 to account for the 

effects of September 11. 

 



 

 

The 2000 NYMTC projections of both population and employment were superceded in July 

2003, when an interim update of the projections was published by NYMTC in a supplement to 

“Demographic and Socioeconomic Forecasting Post September 11 Impacts, Technical 

Memoranda 3.1 and 3.2,” which reported the direct effects of September 11 -- both direct job 

loss in the City and geographic redistribution of employment within the City.  These interim 

projections remained in the same format as the earlier projections (i.e., by counties and census 

tracts and using similar employment categories), but they accounted for the job loss and in-City 

geographic redistribution of employment directly attributable to September 11.  Altogether new 

projections from base years more recent than 2000 are under preparation by NYMTC; however, 

at the time of this report, results were not available.  Therefore, the interim projections have been 

utilized as the fundamental employment projection data on which the DSNY waste estimation 

model relies. 

 

Additional modifications to these interim projections, however, have been undertaken by DSNY 

in order to reflect baseline (2002) conditions at the community district (CD) level and to 

distribute employment according to industry sectors.  First, the projections, which were available 

at the census tract level, have been translated into CDs according to City Department of City 

Planning (NYCDCP) guidance.  Second, the job loss resulting from the effects of economic 

recession in the City, which was not reflected in the NYMTC interim projections, has also been 

incorporated into the projections on which DSNY efforts rely.  The methodologies employed by 

DSNY in making these adjustments to the NYMTC interim employment projections are outlined 

in greater detail below. 

 



 

 

Description of NYMTC Interim Projections 

 
The NYMTC interim projections of both population and total employment were modified by 
DSNY’s Consultant for use in waste estimation modeling.  These projections were prepared by 
NYMTC in five-year intervals from 2000 to 2025 (including a revised 2002 estimate), and a 
straight-line projection was assumed by the Consultant to derive projections for the year 2024 
from the 2020 and 2025 projections.  Both population and total employment projections at the 
census tract level were agglomerated into corresponding City CDs by the Consultant, using 
census tract-to-CD correspondence lists prepared by the NYCDCP. 
 
The population projections were then suitable for use without requiring any further modification.  

However, the employment numbers required adjustment to address some limitations faced by the 

Consultant in utilizing the employment figures as they were prepared by NYMTC, which 

included the following: 

 
� While citywide figures illustrating recession-related job loss were published, 

including the Comptroller’s Report (PR03-70-071, July 17, 2003), this job loss was 
not recorded at the census tract level, which is necessary to revise the CD 
employment figures to be used in the waste estimation model. 

� There were no industry-sector employment figures available from NYMTC (either as 
part of the interim projections or as part of other NYMTC data products) for 
geographic areas smaller than boroughs.  Moreover, these borough-level sector 
breakdowns, while referring to several primary data sources, were published in 2001, 
using data from 2000; considering the employment changes assumed to have resulted 
since 2000, this sector distribution information was not desirable. 

 
Methodology for Adjusting Interim Projections 

 

The NYMTC projections, which have been developed by its various associated agencies, account 
for such factors as regional trends in the metro area.  Moreover, they have been made readily 
available to DSNY and are in public use.  The interim projections, which also account for in-City 
redistribution of jobs since September 11, are the only such projections to 2025 available at the 
census tract level, as is necessary to aggregate CD-level data and to generate employment 
projections for the Study target year, 2024.  Therefore, in an effort to maximize the use of 
existing data, the Consultant adjusted these projections only as necessary and possible to better 
reflect existing employment conditions, according to currently available employment data.   



 

 

The interim projections, once translated by the Consultant into CD-level geographies, were 

further adjusted: 1) to reflect 2000-2003 employment loss attributable to economic recession; 

and 2) to maintain as accurately as possible the distribution of employment by industry sector. 

 

According to the City Comptroller’s Report (July 2003), there was a decrease of 218,700 jobs 

(excluding 22,800 jobs lost in 2003 according to the report) in the City between December 2000 

and December 2002, including the citywide number of jobs lost as a direct result of 

September 11.   

 

Job Loss Since 2000 

 

In order to create a revised baseline, both the NYMTC 2002 baseline number and New York 

State Department of Labor (NYSDOL) data (ES202) for 2002 have been utilized.  The NYSDOL 

data, which provide the most current estimates of industry-sector employment distribution, 

though at the borough level, include a record only of insured employees, which in part results in  

the fact that the NYSDOL data report 398,951 fewer employees in the City as of 2002 than 

NYMTC reports as the revised baseline in their interim projections.  This difference is much 

greater than expected based on the comptroller’s July 2003 report, which reported a loss of 

218,700 jobs between December 2000 and December 2002.  Of additional concern in using 

NYSDOL data without the integration of NYMTC 2002 estimates is that the NYSDOL 2002 

total employment for Manhattan was about 127,000 jobs more than the corresponding NYMTC 

figure. 

 

Therefore, it was determined that the best use of both NYMTC data and NYSDOL data was to 

re-estimate 2002, beginning by reducing the NYMTC total 2000 employment by 218,700 jobs 

according to the comptroller’s report, thus arriving at an adjusted 2002 total employment figure 

of 3.66 million.  By adjusting 2000 data, rather than 2002, the direct losses resulting from 

September 11 are accounted for and a revised 2002 base is created by modifying NYMTC 2002 

estimates on which the NYMTC projections are based. 

 



 

 

Then the difference between this 2002 adjusted total City employment figure of 3.66 million and 

the NYSDOL fourth quarter 2002 total City employment (3.50 million) was determined to 

account for jobs not included within the NYSDOL estimates.  This difference was added onto the 

2002 NYSDOL estimates, to make borough-level NYSDOL estimates equal to NYMTC 

borough-level estimates.   

 

Industry Sector Employment Distribution 

 

Borough-level total employment was arranged to represent the same industry-sector percentage 

of total borough employment originally represented by the NYSDOL data.  Then, the 

industry-sector employment at the borough level was distributed among the CDs such that total 

employment within each CD maintained the same CD-to-borough proportion as represented by 

the original NYMTC projections.  Thus the NYMTC distribution of total employment at a 

geographic level smaller than the borough is maintained, while the approximations of industry 

sector employment distribution within the CDs are made according the patterns known for the 

borough.  This resulting employment data are herein referred to as the “final adjusted” 

employment data. 

 

The result is that within each CD a particular sector will represent the same percentage of total 

CD employment as in the other CDs in the same borough and the borough itself, overall.  The 

actual numbers of jobs associated with a particular industry will vary among CDs, however, just 

as the total employment in each CD does.  

 

Projections from 2002 to 2024 

 

This new 2002 figure was then used as the new baseline to which the NYMTC growth rates were 

applied (different compound growth rates for each five-year interval, as derived from the interim 

projections, with an annualized compound growth rate utilized for 2002-2005).  For each job 

classification, the final adjusted 2002 employment data for each CD is projected with these 

compound growth rates to future years.  Although this method does not incorporate projected job 

loss and recovery beyond 2002, it does adjust the baseline to reflect known current conditions 



 

 

(2002), providing for a smaller base from which to apply growth rates derived from the most 

current, applicable employment projections.  Thus, the percentage distribution remains 

unchanged for all years in the future; however, the fundamental assumptions NYMTC and 

involved agencies made regarding total employment in preparing the model have been 

maintained.   



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX C 
 

COMMERCIAL PUTRESCIBLE WASTE - DISPOSED AND RECYCLED: 
BIC-DSNY CARTER SURVEY 

 



 

Commercial Waste Management Study i March 2004 
Volume 1I - Appendix C:  BIC-DSNY Carter Survey Results 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

1.0 INTRODUCTION............................................................................................................. 1 
1.1 SURVEY METHODOLOGY ................................................................................................. 1 

2.0 SURVEY RESULTS......................................................................................................... 4 
2.1 COLLECTION ROUTE DATA .............................................................................................. 4 
2.2 WASTE GENERATION ....................................................................................................... 4 
2.3 COMMERCIAL WASTE TRANSPORT .................................................................................. 8 
2.4 RECOVERED RECYCLABLES BY TYPE ............................................................................ 12 
2.5 DESTINATION OF COMMERCIAL PUTRESCIBLE WASTE .................................................. 16 
2.6 GARAGING OF COLLECTION VEHICLES .......................................................................... 22 
 

 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 

Attachment 1 BIC Directive and Fax-Back Tonnage Form 
Attachment 2 Survey Form for On-Site or Telephone Hauler Interviews 
Attachment 3 Expanded Tables of Recycling by Commodity 
Attachment 4 Discussion of Commercial Recycling through the Deposit System 



 

Commercial Waste Management Study ii March 2004 
Volume 1I - Appendix C:  BIC-DSNY Carter Survey Results 

LIST OF FIGURES 
 
Figure 1.1-1 Flow Diagram of Carter Telephone and Field Survey 
 
 

LIST OF TABLES 
 

Table 2.1-1 Weekly Truck Shifts for Commercial Putrescible Waste, 2003 
Table 2.2-1 Annual Quantity of Commercial Putrescible Waste Collected in 2003 by Truck 

Type 
Table 2.2-2 Number of Customers by Borough 
Table 2.3-1 Commercial Putrescible Waste, Annual Miles Driven by Collection Trucks 

During the Day, 2003 
Table 2.3-2 Commercial Putrescible Waste, Annual Miles Driven in Each Borough During the 

Night, 2003 
Table 2.3-3 Commercial Putrescible Waste, Annual Miles Driven Day and Night in Each 

Borough, 2003 
Table 2.4-1 Commercial Putrescible Waste, Weekly Truck Shifts for Recycled Waste by 

Borough, 2003 
Table 2.4-2 Commercial Putrescible Waste, Tons of Recycled Waste, 2003 
Table 2.5-1 Origins and Destinations of New York City’s Commercial Putrescible Waste, 

2003 
Table 2.5-2 BIC-DSNY Carter Survey Responses, In-City Destinations of Waste Disposed 
Table 2.5-3 BIC-DSNY Carter Survey Responses, Out-of-City Destinations of Waste 

Disposed 
Table 2.6-1 Truck Parking by Borough, Community District, Town &/or Zip Code, 2003 
 
 
 



 

Commercial Waste Management Study  1  March 2004 
Volume 1I - Appendix C:  BIC-DSNY Carter Survey Results 
 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

The Business Integrity Commission (BIC) and the New York City (City) Department Of 

Sanitation (DSNY) collaborated on conducting a survey of private carters in the City during the 

period from October to November 2003.  BIC is the City agency that regulates the private carter 

industry within the City.  It maintains a registry of carters that are licensed to collect putrescible 

and non-putrescible (construction & demolition debris or C&D) waste, qualifies business entities 

to provide carting services and regulates the rates charged for collection.  DSNY is responsible 

for preparing a 20-year Solid Waste Management Plan (New Plan) for the City, inclusive of the 

needs and requirements of the City’s commercial waste management industry. 

 

The purpose of the survey was to:  

� Provide an independent source of data on the quantities of commercial putrescible 
waste collected by private carters that were generated within the City;  

� Determine the amounts of commercial putrescible waste generated that were disposed 
and recycled by private carters; 

� Obtain, to the extent practical, borough-level data, including the amount of 
putrescible waste, inclusive of recyclables, collected by carters in each borough; and 

� Identify the specific transfer disposal or processing facilities used by haulers, truck 
shifts by borough, types of vehicles used and miles driven. 

 
The data were collected for the six-month period extending from January through June of 2003.  
The data were annualized by multiplying the half-year statistics by two.  Examination of 
tonnages disposed at DSNY-licensed putrescible Transfer Stations for the first and second halves 
of 2000, 2001 and 2002 indicated that a simple doubling of the first half’s tonnage is the best 
method to obtain an annual estimate. 
 
1.1 Survey Methodology 
 
The survey, referred to as the “BIC survey,” was carried out under the auspices of BIC by DSNY 
personnel and DSNY’s Consultant.  BIC provided a list of licensed putrescible haulers that was 
screened to eliminate firms known to be out of business or no longer conducting business within 
the City.  BIC also provided data from its registry database, such as the number of licensed 
trucks operated by each carter, and each carter’s customers by street address and zip code.  The 
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total number of licensed putrescible waste haulers in the BIC registry was 165.  Of this total, 
41 were determined not to collect putrescible waste within the City; data from the remaining 
124 firms were obtained and analyzed. 
 
A two-step approach was used to implement the survey: 

 
1. All haulers received a survey form by fax, with a cover letter, describing the purpose 

of the survey and imposing a three-day deadline for faxing back the requested data.  
(A copy of this form and cover letter is included in Attachment 1.)  The data 
requested from each carter included: (i) the amount of putrescible waste collected by 
month, inclusive of waste disposed and recycled; and (ii) the transfer stations or 
disposal sites where putrescible waste was tipped, indicating the name, address, and 
the quantities disposed at each site.  The same data was requested for recyclables 
collected by the hauler. 

2. The information on the survey form was then corroborated and supplemented by a 
follow-up in-person or telephone interview with the collection company.  Information 
gathered during these interviews included the number of truck shifts operated by the 
carter in each borough, the number of truckloads of refuse or recyclables picked up 
per shift, the types and sizes of vehicles used to pick up the refuse and recyclables, a 
listing of customers by borough, and the location where vehicles are parked.  In-
person field visits for on-site data collection were restricted to large firms, defined as 
those haulers with more than ten trucks.  The remaining firms were contacted by 
telephone.  Data were collected from 124 firms.  (A copy of the interview 
questionnaire is included in Attachment 2.) 

 

The initial survey data form was sent out during the week of October 13, 2003.  Completed 

forms were returned by fax and initially processed by DSNY personnel.  They were then checked 

for errors and consistency with information in the BIC registry by the DSNY Consultants. 

 

The carter interviews occurred during the last week of October and the first two weeks of 

November 2003.  DSNY’s Consultants conducted the interviews with an inspector from DSNY’s 

Permit and Inspection Unit (PIU) in attendance. 

 

The data flow is summarized in the schematic in Figure 1.1-1.  Interviewers filled out the 

interview form, checked the data for internal consistency and forwarded the form to the survey 

coordinator, who re-checked the calculations and entered the data into a spreadsheet for analysis. 
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2.0 SURVEY RESULTS 
 
The results of the survey are summarized in Tables 2.1-1 through 2.5-1. 
 
2.1 Collection Route Data 
 
Table 2.1-1 breaks down the number of weekly truck shifts (defined as one truck collecting 
materials for one work-shift, multiplied by the number of times the truck collects per week), for 
putrescible waste generated, inclusive of waste disposed and recycled by borough and by type 
of vehicle.  A total of 5,064 truck-shifts per week is required for collection of waste disposed, 
and 1,561 weekly truck shifts for waste recycled.  For waste disposed, 41% of the truck shifts 
collect waste in Manhattan, 21% in Brooklyn, 20% in Queens, 14% in Bronx and 5% in Staten 
Island.  Rear-loaders, with either a 25- or 30-cubic-yard capacity, comprise approximately 
three-fourths of the truck shifts for waste disposed.   
 
With respect to recyclable waste, Manhattan again has the largest proportion of weekly 
truck-shifts (46%), followed by Brooklyn (25%), Queens (14%), Bronx (11%) and Staten 
Island (4%).  Rear-loaders with 30- to 32-cubic-yard capacities and roll-offs are the vehicles 
most often used to collect recyclables. 
 
2.2 Waste Generation 
 
Data on total waste generation (disposed and recycled) is shown in Table 2.2-1.  The data for 
the six-month period covered in the survey was annualized for these estimates, by multiplying 
by two.  The estimated total quantity of commercial putrescible waste disposed of in 2003 is 
2,244,318 tons and the estimated total amount of recyclables for the same period is 
810,133 tons.  The combined total of commercial waste and recyclables generated in 2003 is 
3,054,451 tons.  In terms of waste generation by borough, Manhattan contributes the largest 
proportion of the putrescible waste disposed - 41% or 926,587 tons.  Brooklyn, Queens and 
Bronx produce fairly similar proportions of putrescible waste disposed -- Queens disposes 
20% or 442,826 tons, Brooklyn disposes 19% or 420,874 tons, and Bronx disposes 14% or 
317,914 tons.  Staten Island disposes 6% or 136,117 tons.  
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Table 2.1-1 
Weekly Truck Shifts for Commercial Putrescible Waste, 2003 

(Number of Shifts per Week)(1) 

 

 Manhattan Brooklyn Bronx Queens 
Staten 
Island Total(2) 

Waste Disposed       
Rear-load-25 747 391 206 263 50 1,657 
Rear-load-30 930 447 212 438 102 2,129 
Roll-Off 372 219 240 299 89 1,219 
Other 16 1 38 4 0   59 
Total(2) 2,065 1,058  696 1,004  241 5,064 
Percent of Total 
Truck Shifts – Waste 
Disposed 41% 21% 14% 20% 5% 100% 
       

Waste Recycled       
20-yard Compactor 15 3 0 0 0   18 
25-yard Compactor 93 58 62 16 5  234 
30- to 32-yard 
Compactor 450 211 58 140 28  887 
Roll-Off 126 59 32.5 29 27  274 
Other 36 51 25 36 0  148 
Total(2)  720  382  178  221   60 1,561 
Percent of Total 
Truck Shifts – Waste 
Recycled 46% 25% 11% 14% 4% 100% 

       
Total Truck Shifts 

(Disposed & 
Recycled) (2) 2,785 1,440 874 1,225 301 6,625 

Percent of Total 
Truck Shifts 42% 22% 13% 19% 5% 100% 

Note: 
(1)  Truck shifts are rounded to the nearest whole number. 
(2) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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Table 2.2-1 
Annual Quantity of Commercial Putrescible Waste Collected in 2003 by Truck Type(1) 

(Tons)(2) 

 

 Manhattan Brooklyn Bronx Queens 
Staten 
Island 

Total 
Tons(3) 

Waste Disposed        
Rear-load-25 311,189 152,347 73,748 101,611 25,756 664,651
Rear-load-30 418,375 158,560 107,895 206,326 45,933 937,089
Roll-Off 196,087 109,889 124,467 134,551 64,428 629,422
Other 936 78 11,804 338 0 13,156
Total(3) 926,587 420,874 317,914 442,826 136,117 2,244,318
Percent of Total Waste 
Disposed 41% 19% 14% 20% 6% 100%

  
Waste Recycled  

20-yard Compactor 3,224 936 0 0 0 4,160
25-yard Compactor 27,439 17,037 18,619 5,694 868 69,657
30- to 32-yard Compactor 224,864 79,862 20,113 126,175 10,524 461,538
Roll-Off 92,222 36,868 17,628 13,702 10,920 171,340
Other 18,707 37,978 19,006 27,747 0 103,438
Total(3) 366,456 172,681 75,366 173,318 22,312 810,133
Percent of Total Waste 
Recycled  45% 21% 9% 21% 3% 100%

  
Total Putrescible Waste 
Generated (Disposed & 
Recycled)(3) 1,293,043 593,555 393,280 616,144 158,429 3,054,451
Percentage Recycled of 
Total  28% 29% 19% 28% 14% 27% 
Percentage Disposed of 
Total  72% 71% 81% 72% 86% 73% 
Percentage of Total 
(Disposed & Recycled)  42% 19% 13% 20% 5% 100% 
Notes: 
(1) Annual estimate obtained by doubling the tonnages reported for the first six months. 
(2) Tons are rounded to the nearest whole number. 
(3) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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The predominance of office sector employment in Manhattan is reflected by its relatively 
higher contribution -- 45%, or 366,456 tons -- to putrescible recycled waste, the dominant 
portion of which is office paper.  Brooklyn and Queens each account for 21% of the recycled 
tons, approximately the same as their proportions of waste.  Although the share of Bronx waste 
disposed is approximately 14%, it recovers only 9% of the recyclable tonnages.  Similarly, 
Staten Island’s share of waste disposed is approximately 6% but its share of waste recycled is 
only 3%.  These differences can be partially explained by the difference in the smaller 
proportion of office sector employment and the smaller size of Bronx and Staten Island 
business establishments, compared to other boroughs.   
 
In total, the overall commercial recycling rate (tons recycled/total tons generated) is 27%. 
Brooklyn, Manhattan and Queens all have recycling rates in the 28% - 29% range.  Bronx and 
Staten Island have recycling rates of 19% and 14%, respectively. 
 
Of the total quantity of 3,054,451 tons of waste generated by the commercial sector, Manhattan 
generates 42%, Queens 20%, Brooklyn 19%, Bronx 13% and Staten Island 5%. 
 
While Manhattan generates 42% of the waste (as shown in Table 2.2-1), it has 37% of the 

118,117 customers, as shown in Table 2.2-2.  Brooklyn has 29% of the customers, generating 

19% of the waste, while Queens has 20% of the customers, generating 20% of the waste.  

Bronx has approximately 11% of the customers generating approximately 13% of the waste, 

and Staten Island has approximately 4% of the customers generating approximately 5% of the 

waste.   

Table 2.2-2 
Number of Customers by Borough 

 

 Manhattan Brooklyn Bronx Queens 
Staten 
Island Total 

# of Customers 44,116 34,043 12,649 23,093 4,270 118,171 
% of Total 
Customers 37% 29% 11% 20% 4% 100% 
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2.3 Commercial Waste Transport 
 
Commercial refuse collection vehicles collectively drive millions of miles on City streets in any 
given year.  Tables 2.3-1, 2.3-2 and 2.2-3 break down mileage by time of day, type of truck and 
type of waste for vehicles in each borough.  Table 2.3-1 shows the mileage driven during the 
day.  For purposes of this Study, a night shift is defined as one in which trucks collect waste 
generally between 6:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m.  A day shift is considered to be one in which waste 
is collected generally between 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.  Table 2.3-2 shows mileage driven at 
night and Table 2.3-3 shows the total number of miles driven. 
 
During the day, about 1.1 million miles were driven by putrescible waste collection trucks.  Of 
this amount, the largest proportion of miles, or almost 90%, was logged by roll-offs.  This is 
due to the fact that roll-off vehicles often drive significant distances between customers, as 
each box is individually hauled to the tip location, then returned to the customer, and as boxes 
may be scattered in many different locations.  Thirty-six percent (36%) of the number of total 
miles driven during the day for putrescible waste collection are driven in Manhattan, with 
20% in Queens, 19% in Bronx, 16% in Brooklyn and only 9% in Staten Island. 
 
With respect to recyclables collection, 363,621 miles were driven by recycling vehicles 
servicing commercial customers during the day in 2003.  By borough, most of these miles 
(approximately 41%) were driven in Manhattan, followed by Brooklyn (26%), Bronx (15%), 
Queens (14%) and Staten Island (4%). 
 
While 1.4 million miles in total were driven during the day by refuse collection and recyclables 
collection vehicles picking up commercial waste in 2003, about six times that amount, or 
8.2 million miles, were driven at night.  Carters can operate more efficiently at night, when 
there is minimal interference from traffic and most businesses have ceased operations.  As 
shown in Table 2.3-2, 4.8 million miles were driven by putrescible waste collection vehicles at 
night and 3.4 million miles were driven by vehicles collecting recyclables.  The highest 
percentage of nighttime miles are driven in Manhattan (43%) and the lowest in Staten 
Island (6%). 
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Table 2.3-1 
Commercial Putrescible Waste 

Annual Miles Driven by Collection Trucks During the Day, 2003(1)(2)(3) 
(Miles/Year) 

 

 Manhattan Brooklyn Bronx Queens 
Staten 
Island Total 

Waste Disposed       
Rear-load-25 49,749 27,472 11,684 22,505 4,686 116,096 
Rear-load-30 29,684 10,287 5,995 13,421 4,468 63,855 
Roll-Off 306,942 130,301 183,520 180,797 87,071 888,631 
Other 3,138 94 4,488 345 0 8,065 
Total 389,513 168,154 205,687 217,068 96,225 1,076,647 
Percent of Total Day Miles 36% 16% 19% 20% 9% 100% 

       
Waste Recycled       

20-yard Compactor 5,009 1,092 0 0 0 6,101 
25-yard Compactor 23,583 15,962 17,374 6,691 2,640 66,250 
30- to 32-yard Compactor 32,596 14,935 6,036 13,293 2,945 69,805 
Roll-Off 71,592 37,219 19,477 11,339 9,338 148,965 
Other 15,562 25,875 11,110 19,953 0 72,500 
Total 148,342 95,083 53,997 51,276 14,923 363,621 
Percent of Total Day Miles 41% 26% 15% 14% 4% 100% 

       
Total Day Miles 
(Disposed & Recycled) 537,855 263,237 259,684 268,344 111,148 1,440,268 
Percentage of Total Day  Miles  37% 18% 18% 19% 8% 100% 

Notes: 
(1) Miles are rounded to the nearest whole number. 
(2) Day shifts are those in which trucks collect waste generally between 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.  
(3) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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Table 2.3-2 
Commercial Putrescible Waste 

Annual Miles Driven in Each Borough During the Night, 2003(1)(2)(3) 
(Miles/Year) 

 

 Manhattan Brooklyn Bronx Queens 
Staten 
Island Total 

Waste Disposed       
Rear-load-25 704,030 388,769 165,352 318,485 66,320 1,642,956 
Rear-load-30 959,642 332,610 193,828 433,935 144,460 2,064,475 
Roll-Off 353,432 150,036 211,316 208,182 100,259 1,023,225 
Other 22,862 686 32,692 2,515 0 58,755 
Total 2,039,966 872,101 603,188 963,117 311,039 4,789,411 

Percent of Total Night Miles 43% 18% 13% 20% 7% 100% 

       
Waste Recycled       

20-yard Compactor 25,047 5,460 0 0 0 30,507 
25-yard Compactor 145,500 98,482 107,192 41,284 16,288 408,746 
30- to 32-yard Compactor 868,018 397,700 160,728 353,996 78,435 1,858,877 
Roll-Off 347,008 180,400 94,403 54,961 45,262 722,034 
Other 83,498 138,835 59,610 107,057 0 389,000 
Total 1,469,071 820,877 421,933 557,298 139,985 3,409,164 
Percent of Total Night Miles 43% 24% 12% 16% 4% 100% 
       
Total Night Miles 
(Disposed & Recycled) 3,509,037 1,692,978 1,025,121 1,520,415 451,024 8,198,575 
Percentage of Total Night Miles  43% 21% 13% 19% 6% 100% 

Notes: 
(1) Miles are rounded to the nearest whole number. 
(2) Night shifts are those in which trucks collect waste generally between 6:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m.  
(3) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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Table 2.3-3 
Commercial Putrescible Waste 

Annual Miles Driven Day and Night in Each Borough, 2003(1)(3) 
(Miles/Year) 

 

 Manhattan Brooklyn Bronx Queens 
Staten 
Island Total 

Percent of 
Miles at 
Night(2) 

Waste Disposed        
Rear-load-25 753,779 416,241 177,036 340,990 71,006 1,759,052 93.40% 
Rear-load-30 989,326 342,897 199,823 447,356 148,928 2,128,330 97.00% 
Roll-Off 660,374 280,337 394,836 388,979 187,330 1,911,856 53.52% 
Other 26,000 780 37,180 2,860 0 66,820 87.93% 
Total 2,429,479 1,040,255 808,875 1,180,185 407,264 5,866,058 83.06% 
Percent of Total Miles 41% 18% 14% 20% 7% 100%  

Waste Recycled        
20-yard Compactor 30,056 6,552 0 0 0 36,608 83.33% 
25-yard Compactor 169,083 114,444 124,566 47,975 18,928 474,996 86.05% 
30- to 32-yard Compactor 900,614 412,635 166,764 367,289 81,380 1,928,682 96.38% 
Roll-Off 418,600 217,620 113,880 66,300 54,600 871,000 82.90% 
Other 99,060 164,710 70,720 127,010 0 461,500 84.29% 
Total 1,617,413 915,961 475,930 608,574 154,908 3,772,786 90.36% 
Percent of Total Miles 43% 24% 13% 16% 4% 100%  
        
Total Miles 
(Disposed & Recycled) 4,046,892 1,956,216 1,284,805 1,788,759 562,172 9,638,844 

 

Percentage of Total Miles  42% 20% 13% 19% 6% 100%  
Notes: 
(1) Miles are rounded to the nearest whole number. 
(2) Night shifts are those in which trucks collect waste generally between 6:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. 
(3) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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With respect to nighttime mileages attributed to the collection of recyclables, the largest 

proportion, or 43% of the 3.4 million miles driven, occurs in Manhattan.  Trucks picking up 

recyclables at night in Brooklyn contribute 24% of miles, 16% in Queens and 12% in Bronx.  

Due to its small size, Staten Island comprises only 4% of the nighttime miles driven for 

recyclable pick-up by haulers.   

 

Table 2.3-3 consolidates the day and nighttime miles driven data, showing in aggregate that 

commercial sector waste collection and recycling operations involve approximately 10 million 

miles annually.  The table provides break-downs by borough and by waste disposal and 

recycling routes.  As shown in the final column of the table, most driving across all truck 

classifications and for both putrescible and recyclable pick-up, is done at night -- more than 

85% of all mileage is driven at night.  The one exception is roll-off containers for refuse 

pick-up.  In this case, about 54% of the miles driven are at night.  This is due to the fact that 

customers call for box pick-up when the box is full, which may be at any time.  Routes are 

scheduled for both day and night pick-up, depending on the customer. 

 

2.4 Recovered Recyclables By Type 

 

Table 2.4-1 shows weekly truck-shifts by borough by recyclable material type.  As indicated in 

the last column of the table, nearly all the weekly truck shifts, or about 92%, are devoted to 

mixed office paper (MOP) and old corrugated cardboard (OCC) recycling.  Approximately 

4% of the truck shifts are dedicated to sorted office paper and 2% to old newsprint (ONP).  

Other materials collected in smaller quantities are textiles and wooden pallets, each of which 

accounts for 1% of the truck shifts.  Collectively, organics, bakery waste, bottles and cans, 

plastic bags and metals make up 1% of the truck shifts (and are reported in one category as 

“Other”).  Nearly one-half the weekly recycling truck shifts (46%) are in Manhattan.  The next 

highest proportion is Brooklyn with 24%.  Queens and Bronx contribute 14% and 

11%, respectively, and Staten Island has the lowest percentage at 4%. 
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Table 2.4-1 

Commercial Putrescible Waste 
Weekly Truck Shifts for Recycled Waste by Borough, 2003(1)(3) 

(Shifts/Week) 
 

Material Manhattan Brooklyn Bronx Queens 
Staten 
Island Total 

Percent of Total 
Truck Shifts 

Mixed Office Paper 438 173 60 86 4  761 48% 
Old Corrugated 
Cardboard 234 181 112 109 49 685 44% 

Sorted Office Paper 25 9 4 12 7   57 4% 
Newspaper 16 6 3 6 0   31 2% 
Textiles 5 5 0 5 0   15 1% 
Wooden Pallets 8 3 0 0 0   11 1% 
Other (2) 4 8 0 4 0 16 1% 
Total  730  385  179  222   60 1,576 100% 
Percent of  
Total Truck Shifts 46% 24% 11% 14% 4% 100% 

 

Notes: 
(1) Truck shifts are rounded to the nearest whole number. 
(2) “Other” includes organics, bakery waste, bottles and cans, plastic bags and metals.   
(3) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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The total quantity of recyclables collected by licensed carters from the commercial sector in the 

City in 2003 was 810,133 tons.  As shown in Table 2.4-2, 98% of this amount was various 

types of paper.  The major categories of paper collected were MOP -- 441,341 tons -- and 

OCC -- 316,600 tons.  Less than 5,000 tons of material reported as “Other,” including metal, 

glass and plastic (MGP), were collected from commercial waste generators. 

 

In Manhattan, MOP makes up 73% of the tonnage collected and OCC comprises 22% of this 

stream.  In Brooklyn, MOP drops to 57%.  In Bronx, this percentage is 37%; in Queens, 27%; 

and in Staten Island, 5%.  OCC constitutes about one-third of the recyclables picked up in 

Brooklyn.  However, in Bronx, Queens and Staten Island, it is the largest portion of the 

recyclable stream, ranging from 60% in Bronx, to 66% in Queens, to 91% on Staten Island.  

For sorted office paper and ONP, percentages mimic the citywide numbers.  The exception is 

sorted office paper on Staten Island, which constitutes approximately 7% of the recyclable 

amounts collected; citywide; this percentage is only 2%.  

 

The differences in composition are related to the nature of commercial activity in each of the 

boroughs.  Manhattan, with its high-density office buildings, naturally generates a high 

proportion of MOP.  Commercial entities in the outer boroughs tend to be food stores, small 

delis and light manufacturing, which tend to generate a higher percentage of OCC as compared 

to MOP. 
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Table 2.4-2 
Commercial Putrescible Waste 

Tons of Recycled Waste, 2003(1)(2)(3) 

(Tons/Year) 
 

Material Manhattan Brooklyn Bronx Queens Staten Island Total Percent of Total Tons

Mixed Office Paper 266,709 98,774 28,746 46,176 936 441,341 55% 

Old Corrugated Cardboard 78,761 58,929 44,597 114,543 19,770 316,600 39% 

Sorted Office Paper 8,528 4,004 1,040 4,628 1,456 19,656 2% 

Newspaper 4,498 3,432 650 3,432 0 12,012 2% 

Textiles 3,640 3,640 0 3,640 0 10,920 1% 

Wooden Pallets 4,719 39 0 0 0 4,758 1% 

Organics 0 655 0 655 0 1,310 <1% 

Bakery Waste 0 2,808 0 0 0 2,808 <1% 

Bottles and Cans 312 0 0 0 0 312 <1% 

Plastic Bags 156 156 0 0 0 312 <1% 

Metal 104 0 0 0 0 104 <1% 

Total 367,427 172,437 75,033 173,074 22,162 810,133 100% 

Percent of Total Tons 45% 21% 9% 21% 3% 100%  

Notes: 
(1) Tons are rounded to the nearest whole number. 
(2) Attachments 3 and 4 contain an expanded version of this table, including recycling from two other sources: returns of deposit containers and materials 

separated for recycling from mixed loads delivered to Transfer Stations in the City. 
(3) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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2.5 Destination of Commercial Putrescible Waste  

 

Table 2.5.1 presents annual commercial putrescible waste generation, disposed and 

recycled, according to borough of origin, and destination according to geographic 

location where the collection vehicles are first tipped.  The generation data is derived 

from the interviews with the collection companies, based on detailed information about 

truck routes in each of the five boroughs.  These data have been discussed previously (see 

Table 2.2-1).  In the aggregate, 3,054,451 tons of waste disposed and recycled are 

generated in the five boroughs.   

 

The destinations of the disposed and recycled wastes are derived from the tipping records 

faxed to DSNY in response to the BIC Directive dated October 9, 2003.  The total 

tonnages are disaggregated even further in Table 2.5.2 according to the specific Transfer 

Station within the City to which the putrescibles were delivered.  Table 2.5.3 presents 

further detailed information on waste disposed, which was first tipped at transfer stations 

or disposal facilities located outside the City limits.  These data are presented in tons per 

day and annual tons. 

 

Tables 2.5-2 and 2.5-3 summarize data collected from the carter survey on the in-City 

and out-of-City destinations of commercial putrescible waste disposed by the City’s 

carters.  (The in-City Transfer Station totals do not include DSNY-managed Waste 

disposed under Interim Export Contracts.)  Note that these data vary somewhat from the 

totals given for DSNY’s Quarterly Transfer Station Reports (Quarterly Reports) in 

Volume II, Appendix A, Facilities Estimate of Putrescible Waste Generation Year 2002.  

However, the differences are not very large, and the distributions shown by the 

BIC-DSNY survey compare in magnitude to those appearing in the DSNY’s Quarterly 

Reports.  This is supportive of the accuracy of the data obtained in this survey of 

collection companies.  The Volume II Summary Report provides a comparison of these 

data.  
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Table 2.5-1 
Origins and Destinations of New York City’s Commercial Putrescible Waste, 2003(1) 
 

Waste Disposed Waste Recycled Disposed & Recycled 
 Tons % of Total Tons % of Total Tons % of Total

ORIGINS       
Manhattan 926,587 41% 367,427 45% 1,294,014 42% 
Brooklyn 420,874 19% 172,437 21% 593,311 19% 
Bronx 317,914 14% 75,033 9% 392,947 13% 
Queens 442,826 20% 173,074 21% 615,900 20% 
Staten Island 136,117 6% 22,162 3% 158,279 5% 
New York City 2,244,318 100% 810,133 100% 3,054,451 100% 
        
DESTINATIONS       
Manhattan 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
Brooklyn 730,340 35% 211,457 30% 941,797 34% 
Bronx 769,700 37% 68,326 10% 838,026 30% 
Queens 279,407 13% 76,752 11% 356,159 13% 
Staten Island 0 0% 72,120 10% 72,120 3% 
New York City 1,779,447 85% 428,655 61% 2,208,102 79% 
Out-of-City:       
    Long Island 29,768 1% 20,632 3% 50,400 2% 
    Westchester 7,977 0% 580 0% 8,557 0% 
    New Jersey 273,999 13% 256,090 36% 530,089 19% 
    Other 12,404 1% 69 0% 12,473 0% 
Total Out-of-City 324,148 15% 277,371 39% 601,519 21% 
Grand Total 2,103,595 100% 706,026 100% 2,809,621 100% 
Percent difference 6.69%  14.75%  8.71%  

Notes: 
(1)  Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
Source:  Origins = BIC-DSNY survey interviews. 

Destinations = Fax-Back BIC-DSNY survey. 
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Table 2.5-2 
BIC-DSNY Carter Survey Responses 

In-City Destinations of Waste Disposed 

 

In-City Commercial Transfer Stations 

2003 CARTER SURVEY 
RESULTS 

Waste Disposed 
(Tons per Day) 

Putrescible Stations Address Borough
BIC 
Code 

  
  

IESI (Atlantic) (Solid Waste Mgt. Corp.) 110 50th St. BKLYN D11 94  
Browing Ferris (Thames St.) 
(Waste Management) 115 Thames St. BKLYN D8 427  
Browning Ferris (J.L.J. Recycling) 598 Scholes St. BKLYN D9 178  
Hi-Tech 130 Varick Ave. BKLYN D10 367  
Waste Serv. N.Y. (Allied) (Rutigliano) 941 Stanley Ave. BKLYN D15 44  
IESI (Waste Mgt. of NYC) (N. Vaccaro) 577 Court St. BKLYN D12 248  
Waste Mgt. of NYC (N.Y. Acq.) 
(B.Q.E. Service) 485 Scott Ave. BKLYN D14 22  
Waste Mgt. of NYC (N.Y. Acq.) (Star) 215 Varick BKLYN D13 961  

Brooklyn Subtotal: 2,341  
Percent of Total: 41% 

  
IESI (Casanova St. Proc.) 325 Casanova St. BRONX D1 200  
Metropolitan Transfer Station 287 Halleck St. BRONX D2 743  
Paper Fibers Corp. 960 Bronx River Ave. BRONX D3 1  
U.S.A. Waste of New York City (Harlem River Yard) 132nd St. BRONX D4 223  
U.S.A. Waste of New York City 98 Lincoln Ave. BRONX D5 679  
Republic Ser. (Waste Mgt. of NYC Oakpoint)  Oakpoint Ave. BRONX D6 45  
Waste Ser. of NY (Waste Mgt. of NYC) (S.P.M.) 920 E. 132 St. BRONX D7 576  

Bronx Subtotal: 2,467  
Percent of Total: 43% 

  
A&L Cesspool 38-40 Review Ave. QUEENS D16 0  
Cross County 122-52 Montauk St. QUEENS D18 27  
Crown (Five Counties) 172-33 Douglas Ave. QUEENS D17 618  
New Style 49-10 Grand Ave. QUEENS D19 38  
Regal Recycling 172-02 Douglas Ave. QUEENS D20 206  
Waste Mgt. of NYC Qns. (Review Ent.) 38-50 Review Ave. QUEENS D22 0  
Tully Environment Inc. 127-20 34th Ave. QUEENS D21 6  

Queens Subtotal: 895  
Percent of Total: 16% 

Putrescible Total: 5,703  
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Table 2.5-3 
BIC-DSNY Carter Survey Responses 

Out-of-City Destinations of Waste Disposed(1) 

 

Out-of-City  
Disposal Sites 
From Carter  
Survey Form 

 
 

State 

 
Fax-Back 

Total Tons 
2003 

Fax-Back 
Tons/Day 2003 

Percent of  
Exported Waste 

WESTERN NEW 
JERSEY GROUP    

 

Covanta, Warren 
County NJ   

 

Warren County 
Landfill, Union, NJ NJ   

 

PCFA,Oxford, NJ NJ    
Waste Management 
Hunterdon County, NJ NJ   

 

BFI, Fairview, NJ NJ    
Bridgewater 
Resources, Somerset NJ   

 

Union County 
Disposal, Union 
County, NJ NJ   

 

Subtotal   144,013 462 NA 
NEWARK 
FACILITIES    

 

Recycling & Salvage, 
Newark, NJ NJ   

 

American Refuel, 
Newark, NJ NJ   

 

Hi Tech, Newark, NJ NJ    
DJM  South Kearny, 
NJ NJ   

 

NJMC, Arlington, NJ NJ    
Subtotal   51,935 166 NA 
NEAR STATEN 
ISLAND    

 

Automated Modular 
Systems, Linden, NJ NJ   

 

Waste Management 
Julia St., Elizabeth NJ   

 

SWTR, Elizabeth, NJ NJ    
Subtotal   51,389 165 NA 
NORTH METRO 
AREA    

 

Onyx, Totowa, NJ NJ    
Garafola Transfer 
Station, Garfield, NJ NJ   

 

Waste Management of 
NJ, Fairlawn NJ NJ   

 

Allegro Sanitation, 
Secaucus, NJ NJ   

 

Subtotal   4,794 15 NA 
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Table 2.5-3 (continued) 
BIC-DSNY Carter Survey Responses 

Out-of-City Destinations of Waste Disposed(1) 

 

 Out-of-City Disposal 
Sites 

From Carter Survey 
Form 

  
  

State 

  
Fax-Back 

Total Tons 
2003 

Fax-Back 
Tons/Day 2003 

Percent of  
Exported Waste 

SOUTHERN NEW 
JERSEY     

 

Midco, New Brunswick, 
NJ NJ   

 

Camden County NJ    
Woodhur Ltd, 
Wrightstown, NJ NJ   

 

Subtotal   21,868 70  
NEW JERSEY 
TOTAL  273,999  85% 
NEW YORK STATE     
American Refuel, 
Westbury, NY NY   

 

Capital Compost, 
Menands, NY NY   

 

Town of North 
Hempstead NY   

 

Waste Management, 
Yonkers, NY NY   

 

BFI Suburban, 
Westchester, NY NY   

 

Sanitary District #1, 
Lawrence, NY NY   

 

A1 Compaction, 
Yonkers, NY NY   

 

Winter Brothers, West 
Babylon, NY NY   

 

RIC, 
Mamaroneck, NY NY   

 

Wheelabrator, 
Westchester, Peekskill, 
NY NY   

 

Subtotal   39,782 128 12% 
OTHER LOCATIONS     
Better Management 
Corp. of Ohio OH   

 

American Ref Fuel, 
Chester, PA PA   

 

Subtotal   10,366 33 3% 
Total  324,147  100% 

Facilities Not in Fax-
Back Form    

 

Pen Pac Fulton NJ    
Onyx Robros NJ     
Notes: 
(1) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
NA = Not applicable. 
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Table 2.5-2 shows daily tons arriving at each of the DSNY’s licensed putrescible 

Transfer Stations, obtained from the disposal information faxed by each of the licensed 

putrescible collection firms surveyed by BIC-DSNY.  All data concerned disposed tons 

for the period January to June, 2003.  The data were converted to tons per day by 

dividing the aggregate for the six months by 156 days.  Forty-one percent (41%) of 

in-City disposed tons (the tons are tipped in-City, but then are transported outside the 

City for final disposal) are tipped in Brooklyn, 43% are tipped in Bronx and 16% are 

tipped in Queens.  There were no putrescible Transfer Stations operating in Manhattan or 

Staten Island during the first half of 2003. 

 

Direct export of putrescible solid waste occurs when the collection vehicle first tips its 

load at a transfer station or disposal facility located outside the City boundaries.  

Table 2.5-3 displays the out-of-City disposal of commercial waste, as reported by the 

licensed collection companies.  Most of the companies that directly export waste are 

themselves located outside the City; their trucks tip at a disposal facility near their firm’s 

deployment location.  As many firms from New Jersey collect waste in the City, and, 

particularly, in Manhattan, it is not surprising that the majority of directly exported waste 

is tipped in New Jersey; New Jersey receives 85% of the waste that is directly exported 

from the City.  In 2003, the DSNY’s Consultants estimate that 324,147 tons were directly 

exported from the City, based upon the results from the fax-back survey.  Thus, New 

Jersey received just under 275,000 tons from the City.  New York State outside the City, 

including Long Island and Westchester Counties, received 12% of directly exported 

commercial putrescible waste, and 3% went to other locations (Pennsylvania and Ohio).  

 

The out-of-City disposed waste going to New Jersey is concentrated in those areas near 

the City.  Over 50% goes to counties in western New Jersey, including Warren, 

Hunterdon and Union Counties.  An additional 19% of the waste going to New Jersey 

goes to facilities in Newark and another 19% to facilities located in proximity to Staten 

Island.  The remaining 8% of the waste is delivered to scattered locations, including 

southern New Jersey and the north Metro Area. 
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2.6 Garaging of Collection Vehicles 

 

Table 2.6-1 shows where the haulers park their refuse and recycling vehicles and whether 

the vehicles are parked outdoors or indoors, by community district (CD).  About 44% of 

the 823 vehicles reported in the survey are parked indoors.  The largest proportion, 40%, 

are parked in Brooklyn.  This location is followed by Bronx, in which 19% of the 

vehicles are parked, Queens 18%, and New Jersey with 14%.  Manhattan and Staten 

Island each have 3% of the vehicles.  Nassau and Suffolk Counties together have 2% and 

Westchester County has 2%.  Overall, about 82% of all the refuse and recyclable 

collection vehicles servicing the commercial sector in the City are parked within City 

limits, with 18% parked outside the City limits.   

 

 



 

Commercial Waste Management Study  23   March 2004 
Volume 1I - Appendix C:  BIC-DSNY Carter Survey Results 

Table 2.6-1 
Truck Parking by Borough, Community District, Town &/or Zip Code, 2003 

 

Borough, Community 
District, Town, &/or 

Zip Code 

Number Parked 
Indoors 

(Number of 
Trucks) 

Total 
Trucks 

Percentage of 
Trucks in 
CD/Town 

Percentage 
of Total 

Trucks (In 
and Out of 

City) 
Manhattan     

CDs 4,5 – 10001 0 18 86%  
CDs 10,11 – 10035  0 3 14%  

Total Manhattan 0 21 100% 3% 
Brooklyn     
CDs 2,6 – 11201 0 9 3%  

CDs 9,7,18 – 11203  0 3 1%  
CDs 1,2,3 – 11205  4 4 1%  
CDs 1,3,4 – 11206  8 11 3 %  

CDs 5,9,10 – 11208  0 24 7%  
CDs 14,15,17,18 – 11210 3 3 1%  

CDs 3,8,9,17 – 11213 3 3 1%  
CDs 11,13 – 11214  2 2 1%  

CDs 6,7,9,14 – 11215  11 14 4%  
CDs 2,6,8 – 11217  4 7 2%  

CDs 7,10,11,12 – 11219  11 11 3%  
CDs 7,10,12 – 11220  0 1 >1%  

CD 1 – 11222  9 32 10%  
CD 6 – 11231  16 21 6%  

CDs 7,12 – 11232  18 18 5%  
CDs 5,16,17,18 – 11236  9 10 3%  

CDs 1,4 – 11237  5 159 48%  
Total Brooklyn 103 332 100% 40% 

Bronx     
CDs 1,3,4 – 10451  54 54 35%  

CDs 1,2 – 10454  6 6 4%  
CDs 9,11 – 10461  2 2 1%  

CDs 6,9,10,11 – 10462  12 15 10%  
CDs 10,11 – 10465  0 3 2%  

CDs 7, 8,11,12 – 10467  6 6 4%  
CDs 10,11,12 – 10469  0 2 1%  

CDs 2,9,10 – 10473  2 4 3%  
CD 2 – 10474  39 62 40%  

CDs 12 – 11466  0 1 1%  
Total Bronx 121 155 100% 19% 
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Table 2.6-1 (Continued) 
Truck Parking by Borough, Community District, Town &/or Zip Code, 2003 

 

Borough, Community 
District, Town, &/or 

Zip Code 

Number Parked 
Indoors 

(Number of 
Trucks) 

Total 
Trucks 

Percentage of 
Trucks in 
CD/Town 

Percentage 
of Total 

Trucks (In 
and Out of 

City) 
Queens     
CDs 1,2 – 11101  5 5 3%  

CD 1 – 11102 2 4 3%  
CD 1 – 11105  4 12 8%  
CD 1 – 11106 0 1 1%  

CDs 1,3 – 11370  1 2 1%  
CDs 1,2,3,4,5 – 11377  1 1 1%  

CD 5 – 11378  3 23 16%  
CD 5 – 11385  13 20 14%  

CDs 8,12 – 11423  1 21 14 %  
CDs 8,12 – 11432  10 10 7%  

CD 12 – 11433  18 23 16%  
CDs 12,13 – 11434  5 24 16%  
Total Queens 63 146 100% 18% 
Staten Island     

CD 1  - 10302 3 6 29%  
CD 1 – 10310  12 12 57%  

CDs 1,2,3 – 10314  0 3 14%  
Total Staten Island 15 21 100% 3% 

New York City Total 302 675 82% 82% 
New Jersey     

Newark – 07104 0 8 7%  
Newark – 07114 17 17 15%  

Jersey City – 07305 0 2 2%  
Hackensack – 07601 0 4 4%  

Jersey City - 07304 0 2 2%  
Jersey City - 07305 0 10 9%  
Jersey City - 07307 9 14 12%  

Hoboken - 07030 2 3 3%  
Lyndhurst, Kearny - 

07071 0 14 
12%  

Kearny - 07032 0 8 7%  
Elizabeth - 07201 2 4 4%  

East & South Brunswick, 
Sayerville - 08816 5 5 

4%  

North Bergen - 07047 0 8 7%  
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Table 2.6-1 (Continued) 
Truck Parking by Borough, Community District, Town &/or Zip Code, 2003 

 

Borough, Community 
District, Town, &/or 

Zip Code 

Number Parked 
Indoors 

(Number of 
Trucks) 

Total 
Trucks 

Percentage of 
Trucks in 
CD/Town 

Percentage 
of Total 

Trucks (In 
and Out of 

City) 
Clifton - 07014 8 8 7%  

Secaucus - 07094 0 4 4%  
Millstone, Monroe, 

Englishtown, Marlboro, 
Manalapan - 07726 0 2 

2%  

Total New Jersey 43 113 100% 14% 
Nassau & Suffolk 

Counties   
  

Babylon, Suffolk – 
11704 0 8 

47%  

Babylon, Suffolk – 
11757 0 1 

6%  

Hempstead, Nassau – 
11096 0 4 

24%  

Hempstead, Nassau – 
11559 2 2 

12%  

Hempstead, Nassau – 
11783 0 2 

12%  

Total Nassau & Suffolk 
Counties 2 17 

100% 2% 

Westchester County     
Croton-on-Hudson, 

Cortlandt, Yorktown - 
10520 3 3 

17%  

Mount Vernon - 10550 2 2 11%  
Mount Vernon - 10553 11 11 61%  
Yonkers, Greenburgh - 

10710 2 2 
11%  

Total Westchester 
County 18 18 

100% 2% 

Total Outside New York 
City 68 153 

18% 18% 

Total Trucks 365 823   
 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 1 
 

BIC Directive and Fax-Back Tonnage Form 









 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Attachment 2 
 

Survey Form for On-Site or Telephone Hauler Interviews 
 

 

 



 

 

NEW YORK CITY COLLECTOR DATA 
 

Name of Firm    ________________________________________ 
Street Address   ________________________________________ 
Borough or City, State ________________________________________ 
Phone    _________-________-____________ 
Fax    _________-________-____________ 
Cell    _________-________-____________ 
e-mail    ________________________________________ 
Business Integrity  #  ________________________________________ 
Name/title of Contact  ________________________________________  
Interview completed by:    ________________________________________ 
Date:    ________________________________________ 
 

I. TRADE WASTE ONLY 
 

 
Trucks 

Rear 
Load 

Rear 
Load

Front
Load 

Roll
Off 

Other 
______

Other 
______ 

Other 
______ 

Total

# owned         
# leased         
% Deployed at night         
% Deployed during day         
Cubic yard capacity        

 
 

Truck shifts/week:*         
      Manhattan         
      Brooklyn         
      Bronx         
      Queens         
      Staten Island         
       TOTAL         
# of loads (pulls)/truck shift         
      Manhattan         
      Brooklyn         
      Bronx         
      Queens         

      Staten Island         
Average miles/truck shift         
Average weight/load         
Jan-June MSW tons 2003         
*  A truck shift = a truck and crew deployed for a day or night’s work 
 



 

 

II.  NEW YORK CITY RECYCLING COLLECTION – PAGE 2 
 

TRUCKS USED WEEKLY TRUCK SHIFTS BY 
BOROUGH 
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TONS/ 
LOAD 

 
 
 
 

LOADS/ 
TS** 

 
 
 

TOTAL 
JAN-JUNE 
2003 TONS 

OFFICE PAPER  /          
NEWSPRINT  /          
CORRUGATED  /          
MIXED PAPER  /          
OTHER PAPER____  /          
WOOD PALLETS  /          
GLASS  /          
METAL CANS (NON 
AL) 

 /          

ALUMINUM CANS  /          
PLASTIC #_________  /          
OTHER ___________  /          
Other ___________  /          
Other ___________  /          
Other ___________  /          

*  TYPE – INDICATE LOADING LOCATION & TYPE (E.G. RL PACKER; OPEN TOP (OT) ROLL OFF; STAKE BODY, ETC.) 
**TS= TRUCK SHIFT 

1.  Where are vehicles parked?     Zip code:  ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Borough or City:  _________________ 

  2.    Are they parked indoors?  (1=yes; 0=no) 

3.     Totals for first half 2003:# of Customers   Miles Driven 

Manhattan _____________  _____________   Queens  ______________   ___________ 

Brooklyn _____________  _____________ Staten Island  ______________   ___________ 

Bronx  _____________  _____________ 
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II. TRUCK SHIFT WORK SHEETS 
 

A. GARBAGE TRUCK SHIFT WORK SHEET 
 

Truck shifts per day Truck Type 
& Cubic Yard 

Capacity 

 
Borough 

Sun. Mon. Tues. Wed Thurs. Fri. Sat. Total 
1.  Rear load 
___yds 

Manhattan   

 Brooklyn   
 Queens   
 Bronx   
 Staten Island   
 Total   
2.  
___________ 
___yds 

Manhattan   

 Brooklyn   
 Queens   
 Bronx   
 Staten Island   
 Total   
3.  
__________ 
___yds 

Manhattan   

 Brooklyn   
 Queens   
 Bronx   
 Staten Island   
 Total   
4.  
____________
__yds 

Manhattan   

 Brooklyn   
 Queens   
 Bronx   
 Staten Island   
 Total   
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B.  RECYCLING TRUCK SHIFT WORK SHEET 
 

Truck shifts per day Truck Type 
& Cubic Yard 

Capacity 

 
Borough 

Sun. Mon. Tues. Wed Thurs. Fri. Sat. Total
1.  Rear load 
___yds 

Manhattan   

 Brooklyn   
 Queens   
 Bronx   
 Staten 

Island
  

 Total   
2.  ___________ 
___yds 

Manhattan   

 Brooklyn   
 Queens   
 Bronx   
 Staten 

Island
  

 Total   
3.  ___________ 
___yds 

Manhattan   

 Brooklyn   
 Queens   
 Bronx   
 Staten 

Island
  

 Total   
4.  ___________ 
___yds 

Manhattan   

 Brooklyn   
 Queens   
 Bronx   
 Staten 

Island
  

 Total   
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CONSISTENCY CHECK QUESTIONS  

 

Note questions and resolution of any inconsistencies in analyzing the faxed CWS2 forms and 
the BIC summary form: 
___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________ 

 

COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS  

 

What would you like to see done differently in New York City regarding waste collection 
and disposal? 
___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________ 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 3 
 

Expanded Tables of Recycling by Commodity  
 



 

 

Table A.3-1 
Commercial Putrescible Waste 

Tons of Recycled Waste, 2003(1)(2)(3) 

(Tons/Year) 
 

Material Manhattan Brooklyn Bronx Queens
Staten 
Island Total 

Percent 
of Total 

Tons 
Mixed Office 
Paper 267,344 99,070 28,873 46,472 992 442,751 51% 
Old 
Corrugated 
Cardboard 80,934 59,943 45,032 115,557 19,963 321,429 

 
 

37% 
Sorted Office 
Paper 8,528 4,004 1,040 4,628 1,456 19,656 

 
2% 

Newspaper 4,498 3,432 650 3,432 0 12,012 1% 
Textiles 4,164 3,885 105 3,885 46.6 12,085 1% 
Wooden 
Pallets 16,707 5,633 2,398 5,594 1,066 31,397 

 
4% 

Organics 0 655 0 655 0 1,310 <1% 
Bakery Waste 0 2,808 0 0 0 2,808 <1% 
Bottles and 
Cans 14,709 6,719 2,879 6,719 1,280 32,306 

 
4% 

Plastic Bags 156 156 0 0 0 312 <1% 
Metal 104 0 0 0 0 104 <1% 
Total 397,144 186,305 80,976 186,942 24,803 876,170 100% 
Percent of 
Total Tons 45% 21% 9% 21% 4% 100% 

  

Notes: 
(1) Tons are rounded to the nearest whole number. 
(2) Total tons include estimates from the carter survey, plus materials recycled from Transfer Stations from 

mixed loads, plus estimated deposit containers. 
(3) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Table A.3-2 
Materials Recycled from Transfer Stations from Mixed Loads, 2003 

 
 
 
 

Material 

Non-
Putrescible 
Transfer 
Stations 

 
Putrescible 
Transfer 
Stations 

 
 
 

Total Tons 

 
 
 

Tons/day 
Wood chips(1) 26,057 582 26,639 85 
Old 
Corrugated 
Cardboard 

4,481 348 4,829 15 

Mixed Office 
Paper 931 479 1,410 5 

Plastic bottles, 
jugs 994 0 994 3 

Textiles 1,165 0 1,165 4 
Totals 33,627 1,409 35,037 112 

Notes: 
(1) 50% of wood chips is assumed to come from commercial sector. 
(2) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 4 
 

Discussion of Commercial Recycling through the Deposit System 
 



 

 

Table A.4-1 
Estimated Beverage Containers Recycled from the Commercial Sector through the Deposit 

System, 2003 
 

 Glass 
(tons) 

Plastic 
(tons) 

Aluminum 
(tons) 

Total 
(tons)(1) 

Beer and Wine 
Products 

 
28,000 

 
 

 
450 

 
28,450 

Soda  1,400 1,150 2,550 
Total 28,000 1,400 1,600 31,000 
Note: 
(1) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 



 

 

The deposit container estimate was developed from a survey of recycling facilities and an 

analysis of beverage consumption market data combined with New York State Department of 

Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) deposit initiation and redemption data for Region 2.  

Since the NYSDEC tracks deposits initiated or redeemed by dollars, the market consumption 

data is necessary to determine point of consumption (residential or commercial) and the material 

and size of the containers.  The types of the various containers, by material and size, will impact 

the tons generated and recovered.  The most recent data available were used in this analysis. 

 

An estimated 28,000 tons of deposit glass containers were recovered through recycling facilities 

in 2002 (see Volume II, Appendix A).  This same quantity was assumed for 2003.  Although 

most of the deposit glass containers are from beer products, some wine products are also 

included.  An analysis of beer consumption market data1 would suggest an 85% commercial 

recycling rate of glass deposit containers in the City.  NYSDEC deposit redemption data 

estimates a combined residential and commercial return rate of 72% for beer containers in 2001.2  

This suggests that the commercial sector recovers glass beer bottles at a higher rate than the 

residential sector.  

 

The quantity of aluminum beer container generation was first estimated from The Beer Institute 

market consumption data, by gallons, for New York State adjusted to the City by population.  

On-premise sales of beer in aluminum packaging were estimated from national data.3  The 

number of containers estimated from the marketing consumption data was then adjusted to match 

the NYSDEC deposit initiation data.  Although the initiation of a deposit in the City, as tracked 

by NYSDEC, doesn’t guarantee consumption within the City, the NYSDEC data is the best 

available information.4  The adjusted number of containers was converted to tons with the factor 

33.8 cans per pound.5  The generation estimate was then combined with the NYSDEC average 

                                                 
1  The Beer Institute data by gallons consumed and packaging mix for New York State 2000 adjusted to 2001 from 
U.S. consumption data (www.beerinstitute.org).  The data year 2000 was the latest available at the state level.  
Commercial on-premise sales by volume estimated from Miller Brewing Company 2002 national data (Chapters 1 
and 2 www.sabmiller.com/beer%20is%20volume%20with%20profit.). 
2  NYSDEC. Beverage Container Deposit and Redemption Statistics, October 1, 2000 – September 30, 2001. 
3  Commercial on-premise sales by volume and packaging estimated from Miller Brewing Company 2002 national 
data (Chapters 1 and 2 www.sabmiller.com/beer%20is%20volume%20with%20profit.). 
4  The market consumption data estimate was 6% lower than the NYSDEC deposit initiation data. 
5  The Aluminum Association, 2004, www.aluminum.org. 



 

 

redemption rate of 72% to estimate commercial aluminum beer container recycling in the City.  

The NYSDEC 2001 Region 2 redemption rate which combines both residential and commercial 

redemption was assumed for 2003.  This analysis estimated 450 tons of aluminum beer 

containers were recycled from the City’s commercial sector through the deposit system. 

 

Similar to aluminum beer containers, aluminum and plastic deposit soda containers were 

estimated from a combination of market consumption data,6 packaging data,7 and NYSDEC 

deposit data.  The Northeast regional market consumption data combined with the packaging 

data predicted a number of deposit containers in the City greater than the NYSDEC statistics.  

The City estimate, based on regional consumption, was reduced approximately 50% to match 

NYSDEC deposit initiation data.  A call to a soft drink industry representative verified that the 

City does consume soft drinks at a level below the Northeast regional average.  The specific 

level of consumption is not available to the public.  The estimated generation of containers 

developed from the market consumption data and NYSDEC deposit initiation data was then 

combined with NYSDEC deposit redemption data.  The NYSDEC estimated that soda containers 

were redeemed at a 49% rate in 2001.  This rate was assumed for 2003.  This analysis estimated 

1,400 tons of plastic soda containers and 1,150 tons of aluminum soda containers were recycled 

from the commercial sector through the deposit system. 

 

                                                 
6  Beverage World, Regional soft drink consumption, May 2002.  Gallons consumed per person per year. 
7  Datamonitor, United States - Soft Drinks Industry Profile, October 2002, www.datamonitor.com. 
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1.0 COMMERCIAL PUTRESCIBLE WASTE PROJECTIONS 

 

This section of the Commercial Waste Management Study (Study) includes projections of 

commercial putrescible waste through the year 2024.  The purpose of the commercial putrescible 

waste forecasts is to provide New York City (City) with an estimation of the quantity of waste 

that will have to be transferred and disposed over a 20-year planning period, as mandated by the 

Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (New SWMP).   

 

These projections are based on the following assumptions: 

 
� Waste generation, on an average tons per employee basis, remains at 2003 levels for 

each borough; 

� Waste generation, on an average tons per employee basis, remains constant across the 
community districts (CDs) within each borough; and 

� The percentage recycling of waste generation, by borough, remains at 2003 levels. 
 

By maintaining waste generation and recycling rates at 2003 levels, the projections in this 

section increase by the projected change in employment.  Since world markets impact recycling, 

the more conservative approach of holding recycling rates at 2003 levels was chosen.  No one 

can foresee with accuracy changes in the economy (e.g., booms and recessions), which affect the 

amounts of waste generation.  In addition, it is difficult to predict how innovations and new 

products will affect the amounts.  However, in spite of inherent limitations, for planning 

purposes it is still useful to look at projections. 

 

These projections of the putrescible fraction of the City’s commercial waste are based upon: 

 

� Quarterly in-City putrescible Transfer Station reports for 2003 (City Department of 
Sanitation [DSNY] Quarterly Transfer Station Reports, or Quarterly Reports); 

� The estimate of commercial putrescible waste recycling quantities developed from the 
Business Integrity Commission (BIC) and DSNY 2003 survey data, plus estimated 
recycling at City Transfer Stations, plus estimated recycling through the deposit 
container redemption system; and  

� Current and projected employment statistics. 
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1.1 2003 Baseline Estimate of Commercial Putrescible Waste 

 
An employment-based generation model was used, for comparison purposes, to estimate 

2003 commercial putrescible waste quantities.  Current employment statistics (2003) were 

entered into the model and the model results were then compared to the generation estimate 

developed from the BIC-DSNY carter survey conducted in 2003 and reported in this Study in 

Volume II, Appendix C.  The employment-based generation model estimate is approximately 

12% higher than the 2003 BIC-DSNY carter survey results. 

 

The employment-based generation model results were also compared to the generation estimate 

developed from the Quarterly Reports plus the recycling estimates.  The Quarterly Reports 

disposal estimate was based on the first three quarters of 2003; the data were annualized. The 

employment-based generation model estimate is approximately 10% higher than the Quarterly 

Reports plus the recycling estimate. 

 

It was determined that the 2003 Quarterly Reports plus the recycling estimate provided a 

baseline estimate that was more realistic than the employment-based model.  Therefore, the 2003 

Quarterly Reports plus the commercial recycling estimate was chosen as the baseline for the 

New SWMP Planning Period forecast estimates. 

 

For the projection estimates, the 2003 generation estimate developed from the Quarterly Reports 

plus the commercial recycling estimate was used to create factors that were then applied to City 

employment forecast data.  Employment was chosen as the forecast indicator because job growth 

(or loss) will directly affect waste generation.  Additionally, since employment forecast data are 

readily available, the waste quantity projections can be adjusted when the City employment 

forecast data are updated.  The factors remained constant through the time series.  The forecast 

estimates are in four- or five-year intervals through 2024. 
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1.2 Development of City Employment Forecast Data 

 

Employment data were developed by Parsons Brinckerhoff using data from the New York 

Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC).  (See Volume II, Appendix B, Attachment 1.)  

NYMTC prepared employment projections for the City through the year 2025 early in 2001, 

basing their projections on the most current employment data available at that time.  The 

categories of employment included total employment, total basic and total non-basic industries, 

and several “land use” categories (e.g., retail employment, office employment, etc.), which were 

pertinent to NYMTC tasks.  The resultant NYMTC projections were prepared at county and 

census tract levels.  

 

The 2000 NYMTC projections of employment were revised by NYMTC over the course of 

2002 and 2003 to account for the effects of September 11 and superceded in July 2003 when an 

interim update of the projections was published by NYMTC in a supplement titled, “Demographic 

and Socioeconomic Forecasting Post September 11 Impacts, Technical Memoranda 3.1 and 3.2.”  This 

reported and accounted for the direct effects of September 11 -- both direct job loss in the City and 

geographic redistribution of employment within the City.  These interim projections remained in 

the same format as the earlier projections (i.e., by counties and census tracts and using similar 

employment categories). 

 

New projections from base years more recent than 2000 are under preparation by NYMTC at the 

time of this Study; however, at the time of this report, results were not available.  Therefore, the 

interim projections have been utilized as the fundamental employment projection data on which 

the City Department of Sanitation (DSNY) waste estimation model relies. 

 

Additional modifications to these interim projections, however, have been made in order to 

reflect baseline (2002) conditions at the CD level.  First, the projections, which were available at 

the census tract level, have been translated into CDs according to City Department of City 

Planning (NYCDCP) guidance.  Second, the job loss resulting from the effects of economic 

recession in the City, which was not reflected in the NYMTC interim projections, has also been 

incorporated into the projections on which the projections herein rely. 
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The NYMTC projections, which have been developed by its various associated agencies, account 
for such factors as regional trends in the metro area.  They have also been made readily available 
to DSNY and are in public use.  The interim projections, which also account for in-City 
redistribution of jobs since September 11, are the only such projections to 2025 available at the 
census tract level.  These interim projections are necessary to generate employment projections 
for the New SWMP Planning Period.  Therefore, in an effort to maximize the use of existing 
data, DSNY adjusted these projections only as necessary and possible to better reflect existing 
employment conditions, according to currently available employment data.  Since the projections 
were prepared in five-year intervals from 2005 to 2025, a straight-line projection was assumed to 
derive projections for the year 2024. 
 
The interim projections, once translated into CD-level geographies, were further adjusted to: 

 
� Reflect 2000-2003 employment loss attributable to economic recession; and 

� Maintain as accurately as possible the distribution of employment by industry sector. 

 
Table 1.2-1 shows the employment forecast data, by borough, for 2003 through 2024. 

 
1.3 Distribution of Commercial Putrescible Waste Generation to the Borough Level 

 
The 2003 carter survey conducted by BIC-DSNY tabulated the origin of the commercial 
putrescible waste, by borough, as well as the quantities generated.  These percentages were 
applied to the 2003 citywide waste generation total to estimate borough commercial putrescible 
waste generation.  The origin of commercial putrescible waste by borough shown in this section 
reflects the percentages estimated through the survey. 
 

The total quantity of waste generated in each borough in 2003 was divided by the total number 
of employees in each borough in 2003.  These borough-specific average waste generation factors 
remained constant through 2024.  The factors, on a tons per employee per year basis, are: 
 

� Bronx 1.951; 
� Brooklyn 1.381; 
� Manhattan 0.677; 
� Queens 1.312; and 
� Staten Island 1.780. 



 

Commercial Waste Management Study 5 March 2004 
Volume II – Appendix D: Commercial Putrescible Waste 20-Year Forecast 

 
 

Table 1.2-1 
New York City Employment Forecast by Borough, 2003 through 2024 

 
Borough 2003 2005 2010 2015 2020 2024 

Bronx 203,965 204,865 211,763 217,157 227,169 234,905 
Brooklyn 433,236 435,556 442,393 448,092 457,946 463,513 
Manhattan 1,929,010 2,000,769 2,038,921 2,077,099 2,111,357 2,136,387 
Queens 474,963 478,011 488,959 497,629 513,198 523,274 
Staten Island 89,742 90,579 94,610 97,363 100,796 102,676 
Total(1) 3,130,916 3,209,780 3,276,646 3,337,340 3,410,466 3,460,755 
Note: 
(1) Employment forecast data exclude education employees and local government employees.
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The waste generation factors developed at the borough level were also assumed at the CD level.  
Tables showing commercial putrescible waste generation, at the CD level, are included as an 
attachment to this appendix.  However, these estimates should be used with caution.  The 
borough average generation factor may not be a good indicator for every CD within that 
borough, as one single large employer can greatly impact the average.   
 
1.4 Commercial Putrescible Waste Recycled and Disposed Estimates  
 
The commercial putrescible waste generation is that quantity of waste generated prior to any 
recycling efforts.1  The 2003 BIC-DSNY survey of commercial collection firms, the estimated 
recycling at City Transfer Stations and estimated recycling through the deposit container 
redemption system were the sources for the recycled quantity estimates (for detail see Volume II, 
Summary Report, Table 3.2-1).  The estimated recycling rates were developed from the 
2003 data, which documented the quantity of materials recovered for recycling.  To calculate the 
recycling rate, the quantity of recycled material was divided into the sum of recycled material 
plus waste disposed as determined from the 2003 Quarterly Reports.  The data allowed for this 
calculation at the borough level.  The recycling rates, by borough, are assumed to remain 
constant through 2024.  For example, Manhattan recycled approximately 29% of the commercial 
putrescible waste that they generated in 2003 (71% was disposed); this rate (29%) was assumed 
through 2024 for Manhattan.  The recycling percentages then were applied to the forecasted 
waste generation to obtain tonnage estimates for each four- or five-year interval. 
 
The disposal estimates equal commercial putrescible waste generation minus commercial 
putrescible recycling for each borough. 
 
1.5 Development of Final Database and Results 
 
The final database for the commercial putrescible waste projections combined the generation 
factors developed from 2003 data collected by the in-City putrescible Transfer Stations in the 
Quarterly Reports plus the recycling estimate, the employment forecasts by borough and CD, 
waste origin (from the BIC-DSNY survey) and estimated recycling rates developed from the 
2003 recycling data. 
                                                 
1 Generation equals recycling plus disposal. 
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Table 1.5-1 shows citywide generation, recycling and disposal estimates for 2003 and 2005 

through 2024 at four- or five-year intervals.  Waste origin, by borough, is included in Table 

1.5-2.  Commercial putrescible waste generation by borough is shown in Table 1.5-3.  The 

estimated recycling rate for each borough is shown in Table 1.5-4, and commercial putrescible 

waste recycling and disposal estimates, by borough, are shown in Tables 1.5-5 and 1.5-6. 
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Table 1.5-1 

New York City Estimated Commercial Putrescible Waste Generation, 
Recycling and Disposal, 2003 through 2024 

 
 

New York 
City 

2003 
(tons) 

2005 
(tons) 

2010 
(tons) 

2015 
(tons) 

2020 
(tons) 

2024 
(tons) 

Generation 
 

3,086,000 
 

3,145,000 
 

3,214,000 
 

3,275,000 
 

3,358,000 
 

3,414,000 

Recycling 
 

824,000 
 

840,000 
 

858,000 
 

874,000 
 

895,000 
 

909,000 

Disposal 
 

2,262,000 
 

2,305,000 
 

2,356,000 
 

2,401,000 
 

2,463,000 
 

2,505,000 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1.5-2 

Origin of Commercial Putrescible Waste Generation by Borough, 2003(1)(2) 
 

 Percent of Generation 
 Bronx 12.9% 
 Brooklyn 19.4% 
 Manhattan 42.3% 
 Queens 20.2% 
 Staten Island 5.2% 
 New York City 100% 
Notes: 
(1) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
(2) Source: Commercial Waste Management Study, Volume II, Appendix C.  
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Table 1.5-3 

Generation of Commercial Putrescible Waste by Borough, 2003 through 2024(1)(2)(3) 
 

 2003 
(tons) 

2005 
(tons) 

2010 
(tons) 

2015 
(tons) 

2020 
(tons) 

2024 
(tons) 

Bronx 

 
 

398,000 

 
 

400,000 

 
 

413,000 

 
 

424,000 

 
 

443,000 

 
 

458,000 

Brooklyn 

 
 

599,000 

 
 

602,000 

 
 

611,000 

 
 

619,000 

 
 

633,000 

 
 

640,000 

Manhattan 

 
 

1,306,000 

 
 

1,355,000 

 
 

1,380,000 

 
 

1,406,000 

 
 

1,429,000 

 
 

1,446,000 

Queens 

 
 

623,000 

 
 

627,000 

 
 

642,000 

 
 

653,000 

 
 

673,000 

 
 

687,000 

Staten 
Island 

 
 

160,000 

 
 

161,000 

 
 

168,000 

 
 

173,000 

 
 

180,000 

 
 

183,000 

Total 
(tons/yr) 

 
 

3,086,000 

 
 

3,145,000 

 
 

3,214,000 

 
 

3,275,000 

 
 

3,358,000 

 
 

3,414,000 
Notes: 
(1) 2003 numbers derived by multiplying generation quantities (Table 1.5-1) by borough of origin (Table 1.5-2). 
 2005 through 2024 numbers derived from employment generation factors. 
(2) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
(3) Numbers for 2003 are preliminary, and not based upon a full year’s worth of data.  These numbers will be 

updated when data are available. 
 

Table 1.5-4 
Estimated Commercial Putrescible Waste Recycling Rate by Borough(1) 

 
 Percent of Generation 

 Bronx 19.3 
 Brooklyn 29.2 
 Manhattan 28.6 
 Queens 28.3 
 Staten Island 14.4 
 New York City 26.7 
Notes: 
(1) Source: Percentages calculated from 2003 BIC-DSNY carter survey data or recycling at City Transfer Stations 

plus estimated recycling through the deposit container redemption system.  It should be noted that these 
percentages are based upon preliminary data for 2003, and will be updated as more information becomes 
available. 
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Table 1.5-5 
Recycling of Commercial Putrescible Waste by Borough, 2003 through 2024(1)(2) 

 
 2003 

(tons) 
2005 
(tons) 

2010 
(tons) 

2015 
(tons) 

2020 
(tons) 

2024 
(tons) 

Bronx 

 
 

77,000 

 
 

77,000 

 
 

80,000 

 
 

82,000 

 
 

86,000 

 
 

89,000 

Brooklyn 

 
 

175,000 

 
 
 

176,000 

 
 

179,000 

 
 
 

181,000 

 
 
 

185,000 

 
 

187,000 

Manhattan 

 
 

373,000 

 
 

387,000 

 
 

394,000 

 
 

402,000 

 
 

408,000 

 
 

413,000 

Queens 

 
 

176,000 

 
 
 

177,000 

 
 

181,000 

 
 
 

184,000 

 
 
 

190,000 

 
 
 

194,000 
 
 

Staten Island 

 
 

23,000 

 
 

23,000 

 
 

24,000 

 
25,000 

 
 

26,000 

 
 

26,000 

Total (tons/yr) 

 
 

824,000 

 
 

840,000 

 
 

858,000 

 
 

874,000 

 
 

895,000 

 
 

909,000 
Notes: 
(1) Derived by multiplying generation quantities (Table 1.5-3) by borough estimated recycling rate (Table 1.5-4). 
(2) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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Table 1.5-6 
Disposal of Commercial Putrescible Waste by Borough, 2003 through 2024(1)(2) 

 
 2003 

(tons) 
2005 
(tons) 

2010 
(tons) 

2015 
(tons) 

2020 
(tons) 

2024 
(tons) 

Bronx 

 
 

321,000 

 
 

323,000 

 
 

333,000 

 
 

342,000 

 
 

357,000 

 
 

369,000 

Brooklyn 

 
 

424,000 

 
 

426,000 

 
 

432,000 

 
 

438,000 

 
 

448,000 

 
 

453,000 

Manhattan 

 
 

933,000 

 
 

968,000 

 
 

986,000 

 
 

1,004,000 

 
 

1,021,000 

 
 

1,033,000 

Queens 

 
 

447,000 

 
 

450,000 

 
 

461,000 

 
 

469,000 

 
 

483,000 

 
 

493,000 

Staten Island 

 
 

137,000 

 
 

138,000 

 
 

144,000 

 
 

148,000 

 
 

154,000 

 
 

157,000 

Total (tons/yr) 

 
 

2,262,000 

 
 

2,305,000 

 
 

2,356,000 

 
 

2,401,000 

 
 

2,463,000 

 
 

2,505,000 
Notes: 
(1) Derived by subtracting recycling quantities (Table 1.5-5) from generation quantities (Table 1.5-3). 
(2) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
  

 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 1 

 
Estimated Commercial Putrescible Waste Generation, 2003 through 2024, by Borough 

 



 

 

 

 
Bronx 

Estimated Commercial Putrescible Waste Generation, 2003 through 2024 
 

Community 
District 

2003 
(tons) 

2005 
(tons) 

2010 
(tons) 

2015 
(tons) 

2020 
(tons) 

2024 
(tons) 

1 41,200 41,300 42,800 43,900 46,000 47,600 

2 30,800 31,700 32,500 33,200 34,400 35,300 

3 18,200 18,200 18,800 19,300 20,200 20,900 

4 37,300 37,400 38,800 39,900 42,000 43,700 

5 19,300 19,400 20,200 21,000 21,900 22,800 

6 25,500 25,500 26,300 26,900 28,000 28,900 

7 48,600 48,700 50,500 51,800 54,300 56,200 

8 29,500 29,600 30,800 31,700 33,300 34,600 

9 32,000 32,000 33,300 34,200 36,000 37,300 

10 31,800 31,900 32,900 33,600 35,100 36,200 

11 46,400 46,500 47,800 48,800 50,700 52,200 

12 37,400 37,500 38,700 39,600 41,300 42,600 

Total(1) 398,000 399,700 413,400 423,900 443,200 458,300 

Notes: 
(1) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 



 

 

Brooklyn 
Estimated Commercial Putrescible Waste Generation, 2003 through 2024 

 
Community 

District 
2003 
(tons) 

2005 
(tons) 

2010 
(tons) 

2015 
(tons) 

2020 
(tons) 

2024 
(tons) 

1 56,500 56,800 57,700 58,400 59,700 60,400 

2 105,100 105,700 107,400 108,800 111,100 112,500 

3 25,200 25,300 25,700 26,000 26,600 26,900 

4 17,400 17,500 17,800 18,000 18,400 18,600 

5 31,300 31,400 31,900 32,300 33,100 33,500 

6 37,200 37,400 38,000 38,500 39,300 39,800 

7 35,700 35,900 36,400 36,900 37,700 38,200 

8 14,700 14,800 15,100 15,300 15,600 15,800 

9 16,400 16,500 16,800 17,000 17,400 17,600 

10 30,700 30,900 31,300 31,700 32,400 32,800 

11 29,400 29,500 30,000 30,400 31,000 31,400 

12 46,700 47,000 47,700 48,300 49,400 50,000 

13 18,100 18,200 18,500 18,700 19,100 19,300 

14 31,800 31,900 32,400 32,900 33,600 34,000 

15 34,200 34,400 35,000 35,400 36,200 36,600 

16 11,600 11,600 11,800 12,000 12,200 12,400 

17 24,500 24,700 25,100 25,400 25,900 26,300 

18 32,100 32,300 32,800 33,200 33,900 34,300 

Total(1) 598,600 601,800 611,400 619,200 632,600 640,400 

Notes: 
(1) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 



 

 

 
 

Manhattan 
Estimated Commercial Putrescible Waste Generation, 2003 through 2024 

 
Community 

District 
2003 
(tons) 

2005 
(tons) 

2010 
(tons) 

2015 
(tons) 

2020 
(tons) 

2024 
(tons) 

1 198,800 204,100 206,900 209,800 212,300 214,200 

2 86,500 87,200 87,600 88,000 88,300 88,500 

3 27,400 27,700 27,900 28,000 28,200 28,300 

4 99,900 122,300 134,100 146,000 156,600 164,400 

5 533,500 545,900 552,500 559,100 565,000 569,400 

6 155,400 159,300 161,400 163,500 165,400 166,800 

7 45,900 47,000 47,600 48,300 48,800 49,200 

8 89,700 90,500 90,900 91,400 91,700 92,000 

9 22,000 22,000 22,000 22,000 22,000 22,000 

10 8,600 9,100 9,300 9,500 9,800 9,900 

11 21,200 22,400 23,000 23,600 24,100 24,500 

12 15,200 15,200 15,200 15,200 15,200 15,300 

Central Park 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 

Total(1) 1,305,900 1,354,500 1,380,200 1,406,200 1,429,200 1,446,300 

Notes: 
(1) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 



 

 

 

Queens 
Estimated Commercial Putrescible Waste Generation, 2003 through 2024 

 
Community 

District 
2003 
(tons) 

2005 
(tons) 

2010 
(tons) 

2015 
(tons) 

2020 
(tons) 

2024 
(tons) 

1 66,000 66,400 68,000 69,300 71,600 73,100 

2 67,400 67,800 69,300 70,600 72,700 74,200 

3 53,300 53,600 54,800 55,800 57,500 58,600 

4 33,700 33,900 34,700 35,300 36,400 37,100 

5 54,400 54,800 56,000 57,000 58,800 59,900 

6 86,300 86,800 88,800 90,400 93,200 95,000 

7 69,400 69,800 71,400 72,600 74,900 76,400 

8 34,300 34,500 35,300 35,900 37,100 37,800 

9 20,200 20,400 20,800 21,200 21,800 22,300 

10 13,800 13,900 14,200 14,500 14,900 15,200 

11 26,800 27,000 27,600 28,100 29,000 29,500 

12 62,900 63,300 64,700 65,900 67,900 69,200 

13 23,000 23,100 24,000 24,100 24,800 25,300 

14 11,700 11,800 12,000 12,300 12,600 12,900 

Total(1) 623,200 627,100 641,600 653,000 673,200 686,500 

Notes: 
(1) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 



 

 

 

 
Staten Island 

Estimated Commercial Putrescible Waste Generation, 2003 through 2024 
 

Community 
District 

2003 
(tons) 

2005 
(tons) 

2010 
(tons) 

2015 
(tons) 

2020 
(tons) 

2024 
(tons) 

1 86,100 86,900 90,700 93,400 96,700 98,500 

2 49,500 50,000 52,200 53,700 55,600 56,600 

3 24,200 24,400 25,500 26,200 27,200 27,700 

Total(1) 159,800 161,300 168,400 173,300 179,500 182,800 

Notes: 
(1) Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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1.0 ESTIMATED QUANTITIES OF CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION DEBRIS 
AND CLEAN FILL  

 

1.1 Introduction 
 
This report estimates and projects through 2024 the quantities of non-putrescible waste and clean 

fill generated in New York City (City).  Together, these two waste stream components are 

generally referred to as construction and demolition (C&D) debris.  The City defines 

non-putrescible waste1 and clean fill2 according to the type of materials being discarded.  Both 

waste streams consist of inert materials and both might include materials from building 

construction, demolition or renovation or materials resulting from non-building construction 

such as road or bridge work.  Clean fill loads mostly consist of single materials such as dirt, 

concrete, asphalt millings or gravel.  Non-putrescible waste tends to include these same 

materials, but generally in loads with multiple materials.  Non-putrescible waste also includes 

many building-related materials, such as sheetrock, plaster, electrical cables, piping, window 

frames, etc. 

 
Most communities in the United States do not separate C&D debris into the categories used by 

the City.  Rather, C&D debris is broken down into two major categories: 1) building-related 

debris generated from building construction, demolition and renovation; and 2) non-building 

debris generated from activities such as road construction, sewer installation and bridge 

renovation or construction.  In order to project C&D quantities for the City, predictive data series 

were obtained from F.W. Dodge, enabling predictions of building- and non-building-related  

C&D debris.  As these are the only predictive data series available, the City Department of 

Sanitation’s (DSNY) Consultant developed estimates of the sum of non-putrescible and clean fill 

for the City.  Clean fill is projected by utilizing its historic percentage and applying that 

percentage to the sum of building-related and non-building-related C&D.  

                                                 
1 Non-putrescible solid waste, as defined in DSNY regulations (Subchapter A of 4 RCNY 16), is solid waste, 
whether or not contained in receptacles, that does not contain organic matter having the tendency to decompose with 
the formation of malodorous by-products, including but not limited to dirt, earth, plaster, concrete, rock, rubble, 
slag, ashes, waste timber, lumber, Plexiglas, fiberglass, ceramic tiles, asphalt, sheetrock, tar paper, tree stumps, 
wood, window frames, metal, steel, glass, plastic pipes and tubes, rubber hoses and tubes, electric wires and cables, 
paper and cardboard. 
2 Fill material, as defined in DSNY regulations, is only clean material consisting of earth, ashes, dirt, concrete, rock, 
gravel, asphalt millings, stone or sand, provided that such material shall not contain organic matter having the 
tendency to decompose with the formation of malodorous by-products. 
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1.2 Report Organization 

 

This report is organized as follows.  First, aggregate current quantities of C&D debris are 

determined, as reported in the DSNY’s non-putrescible and fill material Quarterly Transfer 

Station Reports (Quarterly Reports).  Next, future generation amounts are projected.  To project 

C&D quantities into the future, however, it is necessary to relate the quantity of C&D to 

activities that result in the generation of this waste.  The factors utilized are the projected amount 

of building activity and non-building construction and maintenance activity.  Section 3.0 presents 

estimates of C&D in the City categorized as building-related and non-building-related, using 

data from F. W. Dodge regarding the level of such activities.  These projections are used to 

derive an overall C&D estimate range, which in turn is separated into DSNY’s categories using 

the relative proportions observed in recent years.  The results are summarized and compared to 

those obtained in several other jurisdictions.  
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2.0 C&D DEBRIS IN NEW YORK CITY 

 

2.1 Background 

 

In 2000, there were 30 non-putrescible Transfer Stations (TSs) in the City.  By early 2003, the 

number had been reduced to 28.  These non-putrescible Transfer Stations typically receive C&D 

debris in roll-off containers.  C&D debris consists of all the inert materials generated during 

building construction, demolition or remodeling.  These materials include wood, metals, 

sheetrock, concrete, porcelain fixtures, appliances, carpeting, tiles, roofing materials, and, from 

non-building sources, asphalt, fill and large metals.  Some Transfer Stations sort the materials to 

recover recyclables, such as metal, wood and aggregate.  C&D debris, less quantities recycled, 

must be disposed of in landfills outside the City limits.  After recycling and/or densification, the 

residuals of C&D processing are hauled out of the City in transfer trailers for disposal. 

 

Most new construction in the City takes place on sites that require the demolition of existing 

buildings, while renovation is common in commercial and residential buildings when there is a 

change of tenancy.  Typically, C&D debris is collected by a firm in the waste hauling (carter) or 

recycling business, hired as a subcontractor by the firm doing the construction, demolition or 

renovation work.  C&D carters are licensed by the Business Integrity Commission (BIC).  A 

small minority of the C&D debris is self-hauled by the firm or resident doing the work. 

 

2.2 DSNY Quarterly Transfer Station Reports 

 
The private non-putrescible Transfer Stations in the City are required to provide Quarterly 

Reports to the DSNY on the quantities of materials received, processed, recycled and disposed.  

As of early 2003, four (4) of these Transfer Stations did not use scales to weigh inbound loads; 

their reports list cubic yards received, which are converted to tons using density factors for 

various materials.  Mixed C&D debris is converted to tons at a density of 1,500 pounds per cubic 

yard (lbs/cy).3  Loads of recyclables are converted at a density of 500 lbs/cy.  Most loads of a 

                                                 
3 This is the density factor for C&D debris provided by the New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation (NYSDEC). 
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single type of fill material (road building material, gravel, dirt, rocks, asphalt, and concrete) are 

converted at densities of approximately 2,200 lbs/cy.  In 2000, approximately 49% of the 

materials received by non-putrescible Transfer Stations was weighed.  By 2003, the figure rose 

to approximately 60%.  

 
In early 2003, there were 20 fill material Transfer Stations licensed by the DSNY.  None of these 

stations weighed incoming or outgoing debris.  These materials are converted to tons either by 

the Transfer Station itself or by the DSNY, using the density factors for various materials 

referred to above.   

 

Table 2.2-1 presents a summary of reported and estimated tons received by non-putrescible and 

fill material Transfer Stations for the first quarter of 2003.  As indicated, there is a difference in 

the average weight of mixed C&D arriving at non-putrescible Transfer Stations and fill material 

Transfer Stations.  In early 2003, approximately 60% of the non-putrescible Transfer Stations 

weighed incoming materials received just over 80% of aggregate non-putrescible materials.  

These stations provide DSNY with both cubic yards and tons of this material.  When the density 

is actually computed for these weighed tons of mixed C&D debris, the density is 732 lbs/cy 

(calculated density).  The DSNY uses 1,500 lbs/cy to estimate the weight of materials reported 

by non-putrescible Transfer Stations without scales.  For the first quarter of 2003, estimated tons 

of mixed C&D debris are equal to 526,623 tons at the default density of 1,500 lbs/cy, and 

443,927 tons at the calculated density of 732 lbs/cy.  Assuming the unweighed tons approximate 

the provided density of 732 lbs/cy for the weighed tons, this results in an aggregate overestimate 

equal to 82,676 tons.  It should be noted that these estimates are preliminary, as a full year’s 

worth of data was not available at the time that this estimate was prepared, and are only utilized 

for comparative purposes. 
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Table 2.2-1 
2003 DSNY C&D Debris  

Utilizing Data for First Quarter of 2003 
 

Tons by Type of Transfer Station  
Input Material 

 
Default
Density
(lbs/cy) Non-Putrescible Clean Fill Total 

Mixed C&D 
       Weighed tons 
       calculated density (lbs/cy) 
       Estimated tons 
          @ calculated density 
          @ default density   

 
1,500 

 
351,085 

732 
 

78,780 
161,456 

 
78,789 
2,173 

 
154,935 
224,422 

 
429,874 

 
 

233,715 
385,878 

Concrete 2,260 2,547 233,255 234,227 
Road building material 2,320 991 76,833 77,824 
Rock/Dirt/Fill 2,420 3,432 578,384 582,948 
Gravel/Stone/Rocks 2,420 0 15,521 15,521 
Bulk metal 500 963 0 1,281 
Wood 500 4,717 0 6,274 
Total tons 

          @ calculated density 
          @ default density   

 
 

 
442,515 
526,191 

 
1,137,718 
1,207,205 

 
1,581,665
1,733,828

Overestimate (Underestimate) 
As a percent of total at calculated density  82,676 

18.7% 
(69,487) 
-5.8% 

13,189 
0.8% 

Notes: 
lbs/cy = pounds per cubic yard 

 

For fill material, the provided density is 2,173 lbs/cy for mixed C&D while the default density 

used by DSNY remains at 1,500 lbs/cy.  Thus, fill is underestimated by 277,949 tons, which 

amounts to 5.8% of the total quantity of fill. 

 

When aggregated, these overestimates and underestimates approximately cancel each other out.  

There is a less than 1% difference in the total tons computed using the provided density and the 

total tons computed using the default density.  Some variation may be expected given the varying 

densities of the various components comprising C&D.  As greater quantities of the heavier clean 

fill are delivered, DSNY may be underestimating the tonnage by utilizing the default density of 

1,500 lbs/cy.  The DSNY’s aggregate C&D figures will be utilized as the  baseline to project the 

total quantity of non-putrescible waste from the year 2003 through 2024.
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2.3 Total Estimated Quantities of C&D Debris 

 

Table 2.3-1 presents the daily average tonnages of fill and non-putrescible material by quarter, 

for the years 2000 through the first three quarters of 2003.  As shown by this table, the amount of 

non-putrescible waste has increased by approximately 8.9% since the year 2000.  Fill material, 

however, has increased dramatically over the same period of time, increasing by 70.1%.  This 

same rate of growth cannot be expected to continue through the New SWMP Planning Period, 

and shows the high degree of variability in C&D generation from year to year.  This variability 

makes it difficult to predict the future generation of C&D quantities and leads to the conclusion 

that a range of values may be more appropriate for predicting future C&D quantities. 

 

Table 2.3-2 also presents the DSNY-reported quantities of clean fill and non-putrescible waste, 

which together equal the total quantity of C&D waste in the City, for the years 2000, 2001, 2002 

and 2003, both on a tons per day and tons per year basis.  C&D ranged from 6.35 million tons in 

2000 to 7.91 million tons in 2002.  For 2003, total tons are estimated at 8.64 million, by utilizing 

data from the first three quarters of 2003, and assuming that the 4th quarter would average 

100% of the 3rd quarter for fill, and 90% of the 3rd quarter for C&D (as was the case in years 

2000-2002).  Average daily tonnage is in the 20,000 to 27,000 range, and it has increased 

steadily over these four years.  It is not known if the trend will continue to rise, or if tonnages 

will, over time, revert to quantities more typical of the year 2000.  The average of the three years 

for which complete data is available is just under 7 million tons.  As also shown by the table, on 

average, clean fill represented approximately 60% of the total amount of C&D for the years 

2000 through 2002, and non-putrescible C&D represented the remaining 40%.  However, as 

shown by the 2003 data, clean fill appears to be accounting for an ever larger percentage of C&D 

debris, totaling almost 70%.  Therefore, in allocating the total quantity of non-putrescible waste 

into C&D and clean fill constituents, a range will be shown with clean fill constituting between 

60% and 70% of the total material, and C&D constituting between 30% and 40% of the total. 
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Table 2.3-1 
DSNY Quarterly Reports 

Year 2000-2003 
 

DSNY Quarterly Reports Data - Fill Material  

Period 
2000 
(tpd) 

2001 
(tpd) 

2002 
(tpd) 

2003 
(tpd) 

Quarter 1 8,847 9,192 12,347 14,801
Quarter 2 11,819 13,024 15,875 20,054
Quarter 3 11,687 12,258 19,186 20,718
Quarter 4 11,210 12,348 19,505 N/A
Average of all Quarters 10,891 11,706 16,728 18,524
% Change Year to Year   7.5% 42.9% 10.7%
% Change from Year 2000 to Year 2003       70.1%

DSNY Quarterly Reports Data - Non-Putrescible (C&D) Material  

Period 
2000 
(tpd) 

2001 
(tpd) 

2002 
(tpd) 

2003 
(tpd) 

Quarter 1 8,022 9,438 8,065 7,020
Quarter 2 9,854 10,562 8,567 9,303
Quarter 3 10,726 10,078 9,222 9,580
Quarter 4 9,301 8,862 8,587 N/A
Average of all Quarters 9,475 9,735 8,610 8,634
% Change Year to Year   2.7% 11.6% 0.3%
% Change from Year 2000 to Year 2003       -8.9%
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Table 2.3-2 
Total Estimated Quantity of C&D in New York City 

 
Year 

 
Item 2000 2001 2002 

 
Average 

 
 

2003(2) 
Tons per day input(1) 
     Non-Putrescible C&D 
     Clean Fill C&D 
     Total C&D 

 
9,475 
10,891 
20,366 

 
9,735 
11,706 
21,441 

 
8,610 
16,729 
25,340 

 
9,274 
13,109 
22,382 

 
8,626 
19,069 
27,695 

Tons per year input 
     Non-Putrescible C&D 
     Clean Fill C&D 
     Total C&D 

 
2,956,200 
3,398,070 
6,354,270 

 
3,037,398
3,652,194
6,689,592

 
2,686,398
5,219,526
7,905,924

 
2,893,332 
4,089,930 
6,983,262 

 
2,691,390 
5,949,450 
8,640,840 

Clean fill as percent of 
Total C&D 53.5% 54.6% 66.0% 58.6% 68.9% 

Notes: 
(1) Based upon 312 days per year of operation. 
(2) 2003 consists of first three quarters, plus fourth quarter estimated at 90% of third quarter for non-putrescible and 

100% of third quarter tonnages for fill material. 
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3.0 RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION DEBRIS ESTIMATES 
 
This section provides estimates of the generation of C&D debris from residential construction, 
demolition and renovation.  In order to approximate the difference in the characteristics of the 
City’s housing stock in Staten Island compared to the other four boroughs, single-family C&D 
generation factors are used for Staten Island, and multi-family/commercial figures are used for 
the remaining boroughs. 
 
3.1 Residential C&D Generation Factors 
 

In order to estimate residential construction, demolition and renovation debris, one must first 

obtain waste generation factors specific to these activities in the residential sector.  These waste 

generation factors were assembled, using a combination of sources obtained from the literature 

and surveys of construction firms and C&D haulers in the New York region.  Next, the square 

footage of residential construction, demolition and renovation is projected through the year 2024.  

Finally, the appropriate residential waste generation factor is multiplied by the square footage to 

estimate C&D generation. 

 

Table 3.1-1 presents the data used to derive waste generation factors.  In summary, these 

averages used to estimate C&D from construction, demolition and renovation are: 

 

� Residential construction debris at a rate of 4.10 pounds per square foot for 
single-family construction and 3.99 pounds per square foot for multi-family 
construction. This is combined into a weighted average of 4.02 pounds per square 
foot.  

� Residential demolition debris at a rate of 85.10 pounds per square foot for 
single-family dwellings and 50.50 pounds per square foot for multi-family dwellings. 

� Residential renovation at a weighted average rate of 27.30 pounds per square foot. 
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Table 3.1-1 
Residential Construction, Demolition and Renovation Waste Generation Factors 

 
Generation 

Factor 
(Pounds per 
Square Foot) 

 
Comments Source 

4.00 National single-family 
Jim Johnson, “OCC Means Volume at Sites,”   
Waste News, March 31, 2003.  Source:  National Association of 
Home Builders Research Center. 

5.47 Converted from 0.012 to 0.02 cubic yards/square 
foot @ 342 lbs/cubic yard.  (See Table A-2) 

Illinois Construction and Demolition Site Recycling Guidebook, 
Illinois Department of Commerce and Community Affairs.  
November 1997. 

4.38 National single-family 

Franklin Associates, Ltd.  Characterization of Building-Related 
Construction and Demolition Debris in the United States, United 
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Office of 
Solid Waste, EPA530-R-98-010.  June 1998. 

2.96 Illinois sample.  Average of range 1.92 –4.0 
pounds per square foot.   

DuPage County Construction and Demolition Waste Survey and 
Education Program Report, DuPage County Solid Waste 
Department and Illinois Department of Commerce and 
Community Affairs, November 1997. 

3.35 1.5 pounds of wood /square foot, comprising 
44.8% of residential construction debris. 

Jim Johnson, “All Roads Lead to Landfill,”   
Waste News, March 31, 2003.   Source: National Association of 
Home Builders Research Center. 

4.47 
Average of 1.3 to 2.1 lbs. of wood /square foot, 
comprising 44.8% of residential construction 
debris. 

Lynn Merrill, “Small Guys, Big Business,”  Waste Age, October 
2000 Source: National Association of Home Builders Research 
Center. 

4.10 National single-family.  Average of 3.0 to 5.2 
pounds per square foot. 

Residential Construction Waste Management:  A Builder’s Field 
Guide, National Association of Home Builders Research Center. 

4.10 Average Single-Family Construction  

3.99 Average Multi-Family Construction (New 
York City) 

Interviews with five construction companies in New York 
City. 

115.00 National single-family (1) 
Franklin Associates, Ltd.  Characterization of Building-Related 
Construction and Demolition Debris in the United States, 
USEPA, Office of Solid Waste, EPA530-R-98-010.  June 1998. 

55.20 Single-family demolition, 0.1 cubic yards per 
square foot, converted at 552 pounds per sq. ft.  

Interview with Haggard Construction and WLNNS Demolition, 
Hopatcong, New Jersey. 

85.10 Average Single-Family Demolition  

64.40 Multi-family public housing in Hartford, CT. USEPA, Building Savings: Strategies for Waste Reduction of 
Construction and Demolition Debris from Buildings, June 2000. 

36.56 
Multi-family demolition, estimated at 0.0666 
cubic yards per square foot, converted at 549 
pounds per square foot. 

Interview with URS Engineers, New York, New York (Chief 
Estimating Engineer). 

50.50 Average Multi-Family Demolition  

9.0 Average of 7 to 11 pounds for whole house 
remodeling.  10% weighting. 

A Field Guide for Residential Remodelers, National Association 
of HomeBuilders Research Center. 

35.5 Average of 4 to 67 pounds per square foot, 
kitchen remodeling.  40% weighting.   

A Field Guide for Residential Remodelers, National Association 
of HomeBuilders Research Center. 

37.5 Average of 5 to 70 pounds per square foot, 
bathroom remodeling.  30% weighting.   

A Field Guide for Residential Remodelers, National Association 
of HomeBuilders Research Center. 

4.0 Average of 3 to 5 pounds per square foot, roof 
remodeling.  10% weighting.   

A Field Guide for Residential Remodelers, National Association 
of HomeBuilders Research Center. 

5.5 Average of 3 to 8 pounds per square foot, deck 
remodeling.  10% weighting.   

A Field Guide for Residential Remediless, National Association 
of Homebuilders Research Center. 

27.3 New York City Residential Renovation 
Weighted Average  

 

Note: 
(1) This estimate includes concrete from basements, slabs, and driveways.  Without these inclusions, the Franklin 

Associates figure for single-family is 49.5 pounds per square foot. 
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The waste generation factors for residential construction debris in Table 3.1-1 indicate that there 

is a general consensus on the waste generation rates per square foot of residential construction.  

Of the seven sources, four are in the 4.00 to 4.50 pounds per square foot range.  The average 

waste generation is 4.10 pounds per square foot.   

 

For multi-family construction waste generation, the average of information obtained during 

interviews with five City construction firms is used.  This is derived based on the following 

average scenario: container use over the course of an average multi-family construction job 

averages one 30-cubic-yard container per week.  This would apply to construction of a 25-story 

building with 375,000 square feet, occurring over 18 to 24 months, or in 21 months on average.  

Over the course of this 1.75-year period, 2,730 cubic yards of debris would be generated, which 

equates to 749 tons of debris, using a construction debris density of 549 lbs/cy.  (See 

Attachment 1 and Table A-2.)  This equates to a generation rate of 3.99 pounds per square foot.  

This is the generation factor used for multi-family construction.4  Except for Staten Island, which 

has a high proportion of single-family housing, most of the City’s residential construction is 

multi-family units.  A weighted average generation factor of 4.02 pounds per square foot was 

applied to account for the relative weighting of projected square footage of single- and 

multi-family construction in the City. 

 

3.2 Projections of Residential Construction, Demolition and Renovation Activity 

 

Data on the annual square feet of residential construction in each of the City’s five boroughs was 

obtained from F.W. Dodge.  These data are actual figures through 2002, and estimates through 

2007.  A least squares regression was fitted to the available data and the resulting equation was 

used to estimate square feet of construction in the City through 2024.  The square feet of 

residential construction within the City between 1997 and 2007 can be estimated using the 

following equation: 

                                                 
4 As most of the United States is housed in single-family or low-rise multi-family structures, there are few estimates 
of higher-rise multi-family C&D generation rates in the literature.  
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MRSF = 10.4583 + 3.92963 * ln(t)                     R2=0.83 
              (10.09)      (6.60) 
 

where: 
 

MRSF = millions of residential square feet 

10.4583 = the intercept of the equation computed by least squares regression 

ln(t) = the natural logarithm of the variable t, which represents time and takes the 
value of 1 for 1997, 2 for 1998, and so on through 28 for 2024 

3.92963 = the coefficient of the variable ln(t), computed by least squares 
regression 

 

The values of the t-statistics show the precision with which the intercept and the coefficient of 

the independent variables have been estimated and are presented in parentheses below the 

estimated constants.  These values indicate significance at a 99% level of confidence.  The 

R2 indicates the percentage of the overall variation in the data, which is explained by the 

equation – more than 83% of the variation is explained by this simple estimating equation.  This 

methodology is used to estimate the new square footage of residential construction that is shown 

in Table 3.2-1. 

 

With respect to demolition debris, given the City’s built environment, new construction generally 
requires the demolition of existing buildings.  Most often, the replacement building is larger than 
the demolished building.  A timeline for demolition on any plot of land was hypothesized as a 
basis for estimating the quantity of residential demolition debris.  That timeline is: 
 

� 50% would have been demolished in the year prior to construction; 
� 30% two years before construction; 

� 10% three years before construction; and  

� 10% four years before construction.   

 
The square footage demolished is assumed to equal 90% of new construction.  These 

assumptions generated a time series for residential square feet demolished that closely mirrors 

that of residential construction.  The square feet demolished are multiplied by the per square foot 

demolition debris factor to estimate residential demolition debris.  The residential square feet of 

demolition are shown in the third column of Table 3.2-1. 
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Table 3.2-1 
Projected Residential Construction, Demolition and Renovation in New York City 

 

 
Year 

Residential 
Construction 

(Millions of Square 
Feet) 

Residential 
Demolition 
(Millions of 

Square Feet) 

Residential 
Renovation 
(Millions of 

Square Feet) 
2000 16.688 15.69 4.75 
2001 18.932 16.37 3.93 
2002 17.163 15.82 3.10 
2003 16.944 16.31 0.52 
2004 18.904 17.40 1.06 
2005 20.225 17.77 0.44 
2006 19.626 17.29 0.80 
2007 18.529 16.91 1.26 
2008 18.870 17.20 1.36 
2009 19.184 17.46 1.51 
2010 19.474 17.71 1.69 
2011 19.745 17.94 1.91 
2012 19.998 18.16 2.17 
2013 20.235 18.36 2.45 
2014 20.460 18.56 2.76 
2015 20.672 18.74 3.10 
2016 20.873 18.91 3.46 
2017 21.064 19.08 3.85 
2018 21.246 19.24 4.26 
2019 21.420 19.39 4.70 
2020 21.587 19.54 5.16 
2021 21.747 19.68 5.64 
2022 21.901 19.81 6.14 
2023 22.049 19.94 6.66 
2024 22.192 20.06 7.21 
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The square footage demolished is assumed to equal 90% of new construction.  These 

assumptions generated a time series for residential square feet demolished that closely mirrors 

that of residential construction.  The square feet demolished are multiplied by the per square foot 

demolition debris factor to estimate residential demolition debris.  The residential square feet of 

demolition are shown in the third column of Table 3.2-1. 

 
Data on the square feet of residential renovations are not readily available.  However, 
F.W. Dodge does collect data reporting the total value of residential renovation and new 
construction for each of the City’s boroughs.  The estimated square footage of residential 
renovation can be derived from this overall estimate.  (See Attachment 1 for a description of how 
these computations were performed.) 
 
Residential expenditures for renovation and new construction are projected from 2008 to 2024 at 
the average rate of growth projected from 2003 to 2007 -- 2.18%.  Table 3.2-1 presents estimates 
of annual square footage of residential renovation, using a generation factor per square foot of 
residential space renovated, shown in Table 3.1-1.  This factor is computed by taking a weighted 
average of generation rates for different types of remodeling.  Kitchens, with an average of 
35.5 pounds per square foot, and baths, with an average of 37.5 pounds of waste per square foot, 
are rooms most frequently remodeled, and they are accorded 40% and 30%, respectively, in the 
weighted average.  The other types of remodeling are: whole house, generating an average of 
9 pounds per square foot; roof renovation, generating an average of 4 pounds per square foot; 
and deck renovation, generating an average of 5.5 pounds per square foot.  Each of these 
categories is weighted 10% in the average.  The weighted average debris generation factor is 
27.3 pounds per square foot of residential renovation. 
 
3.3 Projected Residential C&D Debris 
 
Estimates of residential C&D debris are presented in Table 3.3-1.  The form of the equation used 

to predict future construction activity in the residential sector is one that does not create any 

peaks or troughs, but rather generates a steady increase over time.  Although the construction 

industry is known for its cyclical behavior, it is beyond the scope of this Commercial Waste 

Management Study (Study) to predict when economic cycles will occur.  Thus, what will 

actually occur can be expected to differ from the steady trend predicted in this estimate. 
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Estimates of residential construction debris increases from 21,003 tons in 1997 to 31,952 in 

2000, with further increases occurring at a slower rate of growth.  Thus, in 2024, 44,589 tons of 

residential construction debris are predicted.  How much of this material will require disposal 

will depend on recycling activities.  What is certain is that transfer stations will be necessary to 

process the materials, either for reuse or for disposal. 

 
As indicated in Table 3.1-1, the quantity of demolition debris generated per square foot 

demolished is much greater than the quantity of debris generated per square foot constructed.  

(Note: Debris generated during construction is 4.10 pounds per square foot for single-family and 

3.99 pounds per square foot for multi-family residential structures, as shown in Table 3.1-1.)  For 

single-family buildings, the average waste per square foot demolished is 85.10 pounds, with a 

range of 55.20 to 115.00 pounds per square foot.  The comparable number for multi-family 

housing is 50.50 pounds per square foot demolished, with a range of 36.56 to 64.40 pounds.  The 

amount of waste generated by a square foot of demolition is 12 to 20 times the quantity 

generated from constructing a square foot of residential space.   

 

Estimates of annual generation of residential demolition debris are contained in Table 3.3-1.  The 

estimated quantities increase from 431,526 tons in 1999 to 597,653 in 2024.  The estimates are 

made using a blended waste generation rate, reflecting the mix of multi-family and single-family 

type housing stock in the City of 59.6 pounds per square foot demolished.  The proportion of 

residential construction debris that will require disposal will depend on recycling activities; 

however transfer stations will be necessary to process this waste. 
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Table 3.3-1 
Projected Residential Construction, Demolition and Renovation Debris for New York City, 

1997-2024 
 

 
Year 

Residential 
Construction 

Debris in Tons 

Residential 
Demolition 

Debris in Tons 

Residential 
Building 

Renovation 
Debris in Tons 

Total 
Residential 
Sector C&D 

Debris 
1997 21,003 NA NA NA 
1998 26,492 NA NA NA 
1999 29,686 431,526 96,765 557,977 
2000 31,952 467,262 64,865 564,079 
2001 33,710 487,773 53,685 575,168 
2002 35,146 471,105 42,397 548,648 
2003 36,360 485,872 7,180 529,412 
2004 37,412 518,212 14,524 570,148 
2005 38,339 529,421 6,088 573,848 
2006 39,169 515,098 11,029 565,296 
2007 37,230 503,626 17,267 558,123 
2008 37,915 512,223 18,673 568,811 
2009 38,546 520,167 20,652 579,365 
2010 39,130 527,549 23,178 589,857 
2011 39,673 534,444 26,181 600,298 
2012 40,181 540,913 29,621 610,715 
2013 40,659 547,006 33,483 621,148 
2014 41,109 552,765 37,729 631,603 
2015 41,535 558,223 42,329 642,087 
2016 41,939 563,410 47,297 652,646 
2017 42,323 568,354 52,607 663,284 
2018 42,689 573,074 58,231 673,994 
2019 43,040 577,592 64,182 684,814 
2020 43,375 581,922 70,434 695,731 
2021 43,696 586,081 77,000 706,777 
2022 44,005 590,082 83,866 717,953 
2023 44,302 593,936 91,032 729,270 
2024 44,589 597,653 98,485 740,727 

 
As can be observed, residential renovation and construction debris waste quantities are roughly 

of the same magnitude.  Renovation debris peaks in 1999, declines through 2005, and gradually 

increases through 2024, when it is roughly equivalent to the quantity produced in 1999.   

 

Quantities of residential demolition debris are projected at 8 to 10 times the quantity of 

residential construction debris.  Residential demolition debris increases from approximately 

500,000 tons in the early 2000s to just under 600,000 tons per year in 2024.  In the aggregate, 

residential C&D debris from all three activities is projected to increase from approximately 

550,000 tons in 1999 to approximately 740,000 tons per year in 2024. 
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4.0 COMMERCIAL CONSTRUCTION, DEMOLITION AND RENOVATION DEBRIS 
 

4.1 Commercial C&D Generation Factors 

 

Commercial construction, demolition and renovation debris is estimated using a methodology 

comparable to that used to estimate residential C&D debris.  First, waste generation factors 

specific to construction, demolition and renovation are assembled, using a combination of 

sources obtained from the literature and surveys of construction firms and C&D haulers in the 

New York region.  Next, the square footage of commercial construction, demolition and 

renovation is projected through the year 2024.  Finally, the appropriate commercial waste 

generation factor is multiplied by the square footage to estimate C&D generation. 

 

Table 4.1-1 presents the data used to derive waste generation factors.  In summary, these 

averages used to estimate C&D from construction, demolition and renovation are: 

 

� Commercial construction debris at a rate of 3.8 pounds per square foot; 

� Commercial demolition at a rate of 130.3 pounds per square foot; and 

� Commercial renovation at a rate of 11.3 pounds per square foot.  

 

4.2 Projections of Commercial Construction, Demolition and Renovation Activity 

 

F.W. Dodge provided data indicating the number of square feet of new construction from 

1993 to 2002, with predictions through 2007.  They also provided dollar expenditures for 

commercial renovation and construction for the same period.  In order to predict the 

square footage of commercial construction for the period 2008 through 2024, a least squares 

regression was fitted to the available data, and the resulting equation was used to project forward 

in time.  The square feet of commercial construction within the City between 1993 and 2007 can 

be estimated using the following equation: 
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Table 4.1-1 
Commercial Construction, Demolition and Renovation Waste Generation Factors 

 
Pounds 

per 
Square 

Foot 

 
 

Comments 

 
 

Source 

4.11 
Commercial construction.  New York City data.  C&D 
generation ranges from 0.005-0.01 cubic yards per square 
foot, which averages 0.0075 cubic yards, converted to 
pounds as 549 lbs/cy (see Table 2.2-2) 

 
Summary of information provided by local 
construction contractors. 

3.08 Commercial construction.  Madison, Wisconsin. 
Jenna Kunde and Sonya Newenhouse, “Leading 
the Way to New C&D Markets,” Resource 
Recycling, January 2002. 

3.89 Commercial construction.  National Data. 

Franklin Associates, Ltd.  Characterization of 
Building-Related Construction and Demolition 
Debris in the United States, USEPA, Office of 
Solid Waste, EPA530-R-98-010, June 1998. 

4.10 Commercial construction.  Four Times Square, New York 
City. 

USEPA, Building Savings: Strategies for Waste 
Reduction of Construction and Demolition 
Debris from Buildings, June 2000. 

3.80 Average Commercial Construction  

116.9 Commercial demolition.  Four Times Square, New York 
City. 

USEPA, Building Savings: Strategies for Waste 
Reduction of Construction and Demolition 
Debris from Buildings, June 2000. 

186.2 Commercial demolition.  Salem, Oregon. 
USEPA, Building Savings: Strategies for Waste 
Reduction of Construction and Demolition 
Debris from Buildings, June 2000. 

155.0 Commercial demolition.  National data. 

Franklin Associates, Ltd.  Characterization of 
Building-Related Construction and Demolition 
Debris in the United States, USEPA, Office of 
Solid Waste, EPA530-R-98-010. June 1998. 

63.2 
Commercial demolition.  New York City.  0.088 cubic 
yards converted @ 711 lbs/cy. 
(See Attachment 1, Table A-2) 

 
Summary of information provided by local 
construction contractors.  (URS Engineers) 

130.3 Average for Commercial Demolition  

10.0 Commercial renovation.  San Diego, CA. 
USEPA, Building Savings: Strategies for Waste 
Reduction of Construction and Demolition 
Debris from Buildings, June 2000. 

7.1 Commercial renovation.  Austin, TX. 
USEPA, Building Savings: Strategies for Waste 
Reduction of Construction and Demolition 
Debris from Buildings, June 2000. 

16.0 
Commercial renovation, New York City.  A 2,500-square-
foot building generates about 20 tons of C&D debris – or 
16 pounds per square foot. 

 
Summary of information provided by local 
construction contractors. 

12.0 
Commercial renovation, New York City.  A 15,000-
square-foot building generates about 90 tons of C&D, or 
12 pounds per square foot. 

 
Summary of information provided by local 
construction contractors. 

11.3 Average for Commercial Renovation  
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TCSF = 2891.564 + 4683.209 * ln(t)  R2 = .65 

                (1.50)             (4.91) 

where: 

TCSF = thousands of commercial square feet constructed 

2891.564 = the intercept of the equation computed by least squares regression 

ln(t) = the natural logarithm of the variable t, which represents time and takes the 
value of 1 for 1993, 2 for 1994, and so on through 32 for 2024 

4683.209 = the coefficient of the variable ln(t), computed by least squares 
regression 

 
 
Values for t-statistics showing the precision with which the intercept and the coefficient of the 

independent variables have been estimated are presented in parentheses below the estimated 

constants.  The value of the intercept is not significantly different from zero.  The coefficient of 

ln(t) is estimated with sufficient precision that one can be 99% confident that its value is 

different from zero and positive.  The R2  indicates the percentage of the overall variation in the 

data which is explained by the equation – more than 65% of the variation is explained by this 

simple estimating equation.  This methodology was used to estimate the new square footage of 

commercial construction in the City from 1999 to 2024 that is presented in Table 4.2-1. 

 

Because almost all new commercial construction takes place on sites where other buildings once 

stood, the following assumptions and timeline over which demolition occurs prior to new 

construction were assumed. 

 
� 70% of commercial construction is preceded by demolition.  (This is consistent with 

either new buildings being larger than the ones they replace and/or with some 
buildings being constructed on previously long-vacant plots.) 

� 50% of the demolition occurs in the year prior to new construction; 

� 30% two years before construction; 

� 10% three years prior to construction; and  

� 10% four years before construction. 
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Table 4.2-1 
Projected Commercial Construction, Demolition and Renovation 

 

 
Year 

Commercial 
Construction 
(Thousands of 
Square Feet) 

Commercial 
Demolition 

(Thousands of 
Square Feet) 

Commercial 
Renovation 

(Thousands of 
Square Feet) 

1999 12,418   9,561 107,651 
2000 12,727 10,887 107,570 
2001 21,204 12,491 108,120 
2002 15,109 10,047 107,828 
2003 13,178  9,594 108,114 
2004 13,918  9,977 108,430 
2005 14,525 10,261 108,771 
2006 14,891 10,350 109,134 
2007 14,469 10,326 109,466 
2008 14,770 10,576 109,805 
2009 15,054 10,831 110,153 
2010 15,322 11,093 110,509 
2011 15,575 11,361 110,873 
2012 15,815 11,635 111,247 
2013 16,044 11,916 111,629 
2014 16,261 12,204 112,021 
2015 16,470 12,499 112,422 
2016 16,669 12,801 112,833 
2017 16,860 13,110 113,253 
2018 17,044 13,427 113,684 
2019 17,220 13,751 114,126 
2020 17,391 14,083 114,578 
2021 17,555 14,424 115,040 
2022 17,714 14,772 115,515 
2023 17,867 15,129 116,000 
2024 18,016 15,494 116,497 
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These assumptions are the basis of a time series projecting the square feet of commercial space 

demolished in the City each year, as a function of the square feet constructed in each of the next 

four years.  That time series is presented in Table 4.2-1. 

 
Projections of commercial square footage renovated in the City involved the following steps: 

 

1. Data on number of employees in broad categories of employment were developed for the 
City. 

2. A literature search yielded estimates of the square feet of workspace per employee in 
specific employment categories. 

3. The number of employees and square foot per employee yielded an estimate of the total 
amount of commercial space in the City. 

4. It was assumed that 8% of the City’s commercial space was renovated each year. 
 

Table 4.2-2 presents the factors used to derive total estimated square footage by employment 
category.  Attachment 2 to this report provides a more detailed description of this methodology.   
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Table 4.2-2 

Estimated Commercial Space in New York City 
 

 
 
 

Type of 
Employment 

Commercial 
Floor Space in 

Northeast 
(Millions of  

Square Feet)(1)(2) 

Thousands of 
Employees in 
Northeast(1)(3) 

 
 

Square 
Feet Per 

Employee

 
Thousands of 

Employees 
In New York 

City(3) 

Estimated 
Commercial 

Floor Space in 
New York City 

(Millions of 
Square Feet) 

Education and 
Health Services 

 
2,162 

 
3,949 

 
547 

 
626.2 

 
342.8 

Transportation, 
trade and utilities 

 
3,156 

 
4,693 

 
672 

 
526.1 

 
353.8 

Hospitality and 
leisure 

 
1,807 

 
1,888 

 
957 

 
576.4 

 
551.8 

 
Office 

 
2,389 

 
8,524 

 
280 

 
1,578.2 

 
442.3 

 
Total 

 
9,514 

 
19,054 

 
499 

 
3,306.9 

 
1,690.7 

Notes:  
(1) Northeast Region includes Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island and Vermont in New 

England, and New Jersey, New York and Pennsylvania in the Middle Atlantic Regions. 
(2) Commercial square feet of floor space from Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration, 1999.  

Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey: Building Characteristics Table B3: Census Region, Number of 
Buildings and Floor space, 1999. 

(3) Number of employees from Bureau of Labor Statistics, Current Employment Statistics Survey, Table 5.  Employees 
on non-farm payrolls by state and selected industry division, for the Northeast Region.  Number of employees from 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, Current Employment Statistics Survey.  Current Employment by Industry for New York 
City.   
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The estimates appear reasonable.  Office space is estimated at 442.3 million square feet for the 

year 2002.  This total compares relatively closely with that reported by the Citizen’s Budget 

Commission -- 408.6 million square feet in 1999.  The total commercial square footage in the 

City is estimated at 1,690.7 million square feet in 2002.  Because DSNY collects from 

educational and institutional customers, these categories were excluded from the above square 

footage estimates.  Then, for each year going forward from 2002, the aggregate commercial 

square footage is computed as the previous year’s total, plus the new construction in the current 

year, less the demolition in the current year.  A similar computation to subtract net additions is 

employed to move back to years before 2002. 

 
Once the aggregate commercial square footage is computed for each year from 1999 to 2024, the 

estimated square footage that is renovated is computed.  Usually, commercial space is renovated 

when there is a change in tenancy, e.g., at the end of a lease which is not renewed, or when a 

restaurant goes out of business and is replaced with another restaurant or business of a different 

type.  Some space may go several decades without renovation, while other spaces may turn over 

and consequently be renovated several times a decade.  The analysis assumes that 8% of the 

commercial space is renovated each year.5  Thus, for 2002, the aggregate commercial space in 

the City is 1,690.7 million square feet, less the space in the education and health services 

industry (342.8 million square feet), or 1,347.9 million square feet.  Eight percent (8%) of this 

space amounts to 107,828 square feet.  The figures represent 8% of commercial space excluding 

education and health services space.   

 
4.3 Projected Commercial C&D Debris 

 

The final computation necessary to estimate C&D debris for commercial construction, 

demolition and renovation is to multiply the square feet presented in Table 4.2-1 by the average 

generation factors presented in Table 4.1-1.  These results are presented below in Table 4.3-1. 

 

 

 

                                                 
5 This figure was obtained in the course of conversations with property managers of office buildings.  Information 
about other types of commercial buildings was not available.   
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Table 4.3-1 
Projected Commercial Construction, Demolition and Renovation Debris 

in New York City, 1999-2024 
 

 
Year 

Commercial 
Construction 

(Tons) 

Commercial 
Demolition 

(Tons) 

Commercial 
Renovation 

(Tons) 

Commercial 
Total 

(Tons) 
1999 23,563 622,924 606,884 1,253,371 
2000 24,149 709,347 606,425 1,339,921 
2001 40,234 813,838 609,525 1,463,597 
2002 28,670 654,580 607,879 1,291,129 
2003 25,005 625,097 609,495 1,259,597 
2004 26,409 650,021 611,273 1,287,703 
2005 27,560 668,533 613,196 1,309,289 
2006 28,255 674,335 615,244 1,317,834 
2007 27,455 672,804 617,112 1,317,371 
2008 28,118 689,057 619,025 1,336,200 
2009 28,797 705,702 620,985 1,355,484 
2010 29,493 722,750 622,992 1,375,235 
2011 30,205 740,209 625,047 1,395,461 
2012 30,935 758,089 627,152 1,416,176 
2013 31,682 776,403 629,308 1,437,393 
2014 32,447 795,158 631,516 1,459,121 
2015 33,231 814,366 633,778 1,481,375 
2016 34,034 834,039 636,094 1,504,167 
2017 34,856 854,186 638,466 1,527,508 
2018 35,698 874,820 640,895 1,551,413 
2019 36,560 895,953 643,383 1,575,896 
2020 37,444 917,596 645,931 1,600,971 
2021 38,348 939,762 648,541 1,626,651 
2022 39,285 962,464 651,213 1,652,962 
2023 40,223 985,714 653,950 1,679,887 
2024 41,195 1,009,525 656,754 1,707,474 

Note:   
Because data presented in Tables 4.1-1 and 4.2-2 are rounded, and the data in Table 4.3-1 are computed from underlying 
spreadsheets where data are not rounded, a simple multiplication of waste generation factors by square feet, and 
adjusting for tons rather than pounds, will yield slightly different estimates than those presented in Table 4.3-1.  For 
example, for 1999, commercial construction of 3.8 pounds per square foot multiplied by 12,418 thousand square feet 
yields an estimated C&D tonnage of 23,594 tons for that year.  The computation reflected in the table above is actually 
12,417.8 x 3.795 x 1000/2000= 23,563 tons.   
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Demolition and renovation account for almost all of the C&D debris in the commercial sector.  

For example, in 1999, commercial construction is 2% of all commercial sector C&D debris, 

while demolition accounts for just under half, and renovation accounts for the remaining 

approximately 48%.   

 

Commercial demolition debris is projected to increase from 622,924 tons in 1999 to 

1,009,525 tons by the year 2024.  In that year it would amount to 60% of the aggregate C&D 

debris from the commercial sector.  In 1999, commercial C&D debris totaled 1,253,371 tons; it 

is projected to increase to approximately 1,707,474 tons by 2024.  Commercial construction 

debris is relatively small, whereas commercial demolition and renovation account for roughly 

equal proportions of the commercial waste stream and together account for almost 98% of all 

commercial C&D debris.   
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5.0 SUMMARY OF RESULTS FOR BUILDING-RELATED C&D 
 

Table 5-1 summarizes the estimates of building-related C&D debris for both the residential and 

commercial sectors.  C&D debris was more than 1.75 million tons in each of the last five years.  

The building-related C&D debris peaked in 2001 at 2.04 million tons, and then decreased rapidly 

in 2002 and 2003 with the recession.  On a per capita basis, the City generates between 

0.228 and 0.253 tons of building-related C&D debris per resident.   

 
 

Table 5-1 
Building-Related C&D Debris 

 
Item 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 

Residential:   
     Construction 
     Demolition   
     Renovation                

29,686
431,526
96,765

31,952
467,262
64,865

33,710
487,773
53,685

 
35,146 

471,105 
42,397 

36,360
485,872

7,180
Subtotal 557,977 564,079 575,168 548,648 529,412
Commercial:    
     Construction 
     Demolition   
     Renovation                

23,563
622,924
606,884

24,149
709,347
606,425

40,234
813,838
609,525

 
28,670 

654,580 
607,879 

25,005
625,097
609,495

Subtotal 1,253,371 1,339,921 1,463,597 1,291,129 1,259,597
Total 1,811,348 1,904,000 2,038,765 1,839,777 1,789,009
City Population (1) 7,947,660 8,108,546 8,062,027 8,084,316 
Per capita building debris 0.22791 0.23481 0.25288 0.22757 

Notes: 
(1) 1999 population from Bureau of Economic Analysis, Population and Income Survey; 2000, 2001 and 2002 

population data from U.S. Census Bureau, GCT-T1.  Population Estimates. 
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Table 5-2 shows a breakdown of the quantities of commercial and residential C&D projected for 
the New SWMP Planning Period. 
 

Table 5-2 
Total Projected Building-Related C&D Debris, 2000-2024 

 

Year 

Commercial 
C&D Debris 

Total 

Residential 
C&D Debris 

Total 

Total 
Building-

Related C&D 
2000 1,340,000 564,000 1,904,000 
2001 1,464,000 575,000 2,039,000 
2002 1,291,000 549,000 1,840,000 
2003 1,260,000 529,000 1,789,000 
2004 988,000 570,000 1,558,000 
2005 1,309,000 574,000 1,883,000 
2006 1,318,000 565,000 1,883,000 
2007 1,317,000 558,000 1,875,000 
2008 1,336,000 569,000 1,905,000 
2009 1,355,000 579,000 1,935,000 
2010 1,375,000 590,000 1,965,000 
2011 1,395,000 600,000 1,996,000 
2012 1,416,000 611,000 2,027,000 
2013 1,437,000 621,000 2,059,000 
2014 1,459,000 632,000 2,091,000 
2015 1,481,000 642,000 2,123,000 
2016 1,504,000 653,000 2,157,000 
2017 1,528,000 663,000 2,191,000 
2018 1,551,000 674,000 2,225,000 
2019 1,576,000 685,000 2,261,000 
2020 1,601,000 696,000 2,297,000 
2021 1,627,000 707,000 2,333,000 
2022 1,653,000 718,000 2,371,000 
2023 1,680,000 729,000 2,409,000 
2024 1,707,000 741,000 2,448,000 
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6.0 NON-BUILDING-RELATED C&D  

 

Non-building debris includes waste materials generated in the process of constructing, 

demolishing and renovating bridges; dams, reservoirs and river banks; power plants and gas and 

communications facilities; sewerage and waste disposal facilities; streets and highways; water 

supply systems; and “other” non-building activities.  Data on the value of this construction in the 

City from 1993 to 2007 (the 2003 through 2007 data are projections) were obtained from 

F.W. Dodge, McGraw Hill Construction.  The data are expressed in constant 1996 dollars. 

 

6.1 Methodology 

 

Non-building debris generation resulted from the expenditure of $1.5 billion dollars in the City 

in 1993, increasing to a maximum of $3.4 billion in 2002.  The methodology to estimate the 

quantity of debris associated with these expenditures is as follows: 

 

1. Obtain the total quantity of C&D and non-building debris from the City’s non-putrescible 
and fill material Transfer Stations for 2000, 2001 and 2002, and available data from 
2003. 

2. Estimate the quantity of non-building-related C&D debris by subtracting the estimated 
building-related C&D debris for each of these years from the City total.  

3. Subtract the building-related C&D debris generation from the total of all reported debris 
generation (both C&D and non-building-related as used herein) to obtain an estimate of 
non-building debris generation. 

4. Correlate the tons of non-building debris generation in each of the years to the dollar 
value of non-building debris-generating activities (tons per thousand dollars of 
expenditures on non-building-related construction, demolition and renovation). 

5. Average these ratios for the three years. 

6. Based on F.W Dodge data, project the City’s expenditures for non-building-related 
construction, demolition and renovation using a least squares equation estimated over the 
period 1993 to 2007, projecting forward to 2024. 

7. Use the average tons per thousand dollars of expenditures on non-building construction, 
demolition and renovation to estimate non-building debris quantities for the City for the 
period through 2024. 
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6.1.1 Deriving Non-Building-Related Debris Generation Factors 

 

Table 6.1.1-1 presents the data used to compute the tons of non-building debris per thousand 

dollars of expenditures on the activities generating these waste materials.  Starting with the total 

C&D estimates in Table 7.1-1, the building-related component, as presented in Table 5-2 is 

subtracted to estimate the non-building related component.  The non-building component is then 

divided by the F.W. Dodge estimated value of non-building construction (in 1996 dollars), which 

yields a factor of non-building related debris per $1,000 of expenditure.  Reported total annual 

C&D debris generation increased from 6.4 million tons in 2000 to an estimated 8.6 million tons 

in 2003.  For the three years with full data available (2000 – 2002), the non-building-related 

debris generation factor is 1.96 tons per thousand dollars of expenditures on such projects.  For 

the year 2003, the rate increases to 2.97 tons per $1,000 expenditure.  

 

6.1.2 Projecting Non-Building Debris Generation 
 
F.W. Dodge provided data for the City indicating the dollars of activity in non-building 

construction from 1993 to 2002, with predictions through 2007.  In order to predict non-building 

activity for the period 2008 through 2024, a least squares regression is fitted to the available data.  

The resulting equation is used to project forward in time.  The value of non-building-related 

construction, demolition and renovation activity within the City between 1993 and 2007 can be 

estimated using the following equation: 

 
TDNBA = 14.1419 + 0.20628* ln(t)   R2 = .50 

              (123.42)      (3.61)   

where: 

TDNBA = thousands of constant dollars of activity in non-building-related construction, 
demolition and renovation 

14.1419 = the intercept of the equation computed by least squares regression 

ln(t) = the natural logarithm of the variable t, which represents time and takes the value of  
1 for 1993, 2 for 1994, and so on through 32 for 2024 

0.20628 = the coefficient of the variable ln(t), computed by least squares regression 
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Table 6.1.1-1 

Non-Building-Related Debris Generation Factors 
 

Applicable  Year 

Item 2000 2001 2002 
Average 

(2000-2002) 2003 
Total C&D (building & 
non-building) debris: 
Generated(1) 6,354,270 6,689,592 7,905,924 NA 8,640,840 
Aggregate building debris 
generation(2) 1,904,000 2,038,765 1,839,777 NA 1,789,009 
Estimated tons of non-
building-generated debris(3)  4,450,270 4,650,827 6,066,147 NA 6,851,831 
Value of non-building-
related construction, 
demolition and 
renovation(4) $2,535,203 $2,079,637 $3,236,764 NA $2,306,670 
Tons of non-building-
related debris per $1,000 of 
expenditure 1.76 2.24 1.87 1.96 2.97 

Notes:  
(1) From DSNY Quarterly Transfer Station Reports. 
(2) See Table 5-1.   
(3) Obtained by subtracting building-related C&D debris from total C&D debris. 
(4) Data obtained from F.W. Dodge, McGraw Hill Construction.  In thousands of 1996 constant dollars. 
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The value for the t-statistics, in parentheses below the estimated constants, shows the precision 

with which the intercept and the coefficient of the independent variables have been estimated.  

The value of the intercept is significantly different from zero, at a 99% confidence level.  The 

coefficient of ln(t) is estimated with sufficient precision that one can be 99% confident that its 

value is different from zero and positive. 

 

The R2 indicates the percentage of the overall variation in the data which is explained by the 

equation – 50% of the variation is explained by this simple estimating equation.  

 

Table 6.1.2-1 presents the dollar value of non-building-related construction, demolition and 

renovation in the City from 1999 to 2024.  This table also contains the estimated tons of 

non-building-related C&D debris, which will be generated as a result of the predicted level of 

economic activity, based both upon the average level for the years 2000 – 2002 (1.96 tons 

per $1,000) as well as for the latest level determined for the year 2003, or 2.97 tons 

per $1,000 expended on non-building-related construction, demolition and renovation.  The 

quantity of non-building-related C&D tons is projected to decline in 2004, and then increase 

steadily over the New SWMP Planning Period. 
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Table 6.1.2-1 
Projected Non-Building-Related Construction, Demolition and Renovation 

Debris in New York City, 2000-2024 
 

Year 

Value of Non-
Building-Related 

Construction 

Non-Building-
Related C&D 

Debris(1) 

Non-Building-
Related C&D 

Debris 

  (000s of 1996 $) (1.96 * Value) (2.97 * Value) 
    (Tons) (Tons) 

2000 $2,535,203  4,450,000  NA 
2001 $2,079,637  4,651,000  NA 
2002 $3,236,764  6,066,000 NA 
2003 $2,306,670  NA 6,852,000 
2004 $2,143,400  4,201,000 6,366,000 
2005 $2,177,569  4,268,000 6,467,000 
2006 $2,281,721  4,472,000 6,777,000 
2007 $2,340,870  4,588,000 6,952,000 
2008 $2,455,527  4,813,000 7,293,000 
2009 $2,486,428  4,873,000 7,385,000 
2010 $2,515,918  4,931,000 7,472,000 
2011 $2,544,135  4,987,000 7,556,000 
2012 $2,571,197  5,040,000 7,636,000 
2013 $2,597,205  5,091,000 7,714,000 
2014 $2,622,248  5,140,000 7,788,000 
2015 $2,646,404  5,187,000 7,860,000 
2016 $2,669,739  5,233,000 7,929,000 
2017 $2,692,316  5,277,000 7,996,000 
2018 $2,714,186  5,320,000 8,061,000 
2019 $2,735,399  5,361,000 8,124,000 
2020 $2,755,997  5,402,000 8,185,000 
2021 $2,776,019  5,441,000 8,245,000 
2022 $2,795,500  5,479,000 8,303,000 
2023 $2,814,473  5,516,000 8,359,000 
2024 $2,832,965  5,553,000 8,414,000 

Notes: 
(1) Utilized actual tons of non-building-related debris per $1,000 of expenditure for the years 

2000-2002, from Table 6.1.1-1. 
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7.0 SUMMARY OF TOTAL C&D ESTIMATES AND CONCLUSIONS 
 

7.1 Summary of Estimated Total C&D Generation 

 

The previous sections have provided separate estimates for residential, commercial and 

non-building-related debris generation in the City.  Table 7.1-1 summarizes the estimates derived 

for residential and commercial building-related C&D debris, and the non-building-related C&D, 

which together constitute total C&D waste.  The total estimated building-and non-building-

related C&D for 2003 is shown to be 8,641,000, as reported in the 2003 Quarterly Reports, with 

the fourth quarter estimated as mentioned previously in this report.  This quantity was utilized for 

the baseline in projecting waste quantities for the New SWMP Planning Period.  A low-to-high 

range is shown in this table to account for the differences between data for non-building-related 

C&D for the years 2000 to 2002 and for 2003, as discussed in the previous section.  Relative 

quantities of building-related residential and commercial waste and non-building-related 

materials will vary over time in accordance with the methodologies previously described. 

 

As discussed in Section 2.3, clean fill has historically constituted approximately 60% of the total 

quantity of C&D material, but in 2003 constituted almost 70% of total C&D.  Hence, both of 

these percentages were utilized in Tables 7.1-2 through 7.1-5, which disaggregate the total 

estimate for C&D debris into the clean fill and non-putrescible categories used by the City in 

regulating its Transfer Stations.  Tables 7.1-2 and 7.1-3 utilize the lower estimate of 1.96 tons per 

$1,000 expended, and show non-putrescible material ranging from 2.4 to 3.2 million tons in 

2024 (or 7,690 to 10,260 tpd).  Clean fill material would range from 4.8 to 5.6 million tons, or 

15,390 to 17,950 tpd.  Tables 7.1-4 and 7.1-5 utilize the higher estimate of 2.97 tons 

per $1,000 for non-building-related material expended, and show quantities of non-putrescible 

waste ranging from approximately 3.3 to 4.3 million tons in 2024, or 10,440 to 13,930 tons 

per day.  Clean fill material would range from 6.5 to 7.6 million tons per year, or 20,890 to 

24,370 tons per day.   
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Table 7.1-1 
Aggregate Estimate of C&D Debris, 2000 to 2024(1) 

 

  Total C&D Debris  

Year 
Average (2000-2002) 
Estimate (Using 1.96) 

Upper Estimate 
(Using 2.97) 

Average (2000-
2002) Estimate 

(Using 1.96) 

Upper 
Estimate 

(Using 2.97) 
  (Tons) (Tons) (tpd) (tpd) 

2000(2) 6,354,000 NA 20,400 NA 
2001(2) 6,690,000 NA 21,400 NA 
2002(2) 7,906,000 NA 25,300 NA 
2003(2) NA 8,641,000 NA 27,700 
2004 5,759,000 7,924,000 18,500 25,400 
2005 6,151,000 8,351,000 19,700 26,800 
2006 6,355,000 8,660,000 20,400 27,800 
2007 6,464,000 8,828,000 20,700 28,300 
2008 6,718,000 9,198,000 21,500 29,500 
2009 6,808,000 9,320,000 21,800 29,900 
2010 6,896,000 9,437,000 22,100 30,200 
2011 6,982,000 9,552,000 22,400 30,600 
2012 7,066,000 9,663,000 22,600 31,000 
2013 7,149,000 9,772,000 22,900 31,300 
2014 7,230,000 9,879,000 23,200 31,700 
2015 7,310,000 9,983,000 23,400 32,000 
2016 7,390,000 10,086,000 23,700 32,300 
2017 7,468,000 10,187,000 23,900 32,700 
2018 7,545,000 10,287,000 24,200 33,000 
2019 7,622,000 10,385,000 24,400 33,300 
2020 7,698,000 10,482,000 24,700 33,600 
2021 7,774,000 10,578,000 24,900 33,900 
2022 7,850,000 10,674,000 25,200 34,200 
2023 7,926,000 10,768,000 25,400 34,500 
2024 8,001,000 10,862,000 25,600 34,800 

Notes: 
(1) This table was derived by determining the annual changes for each of the discrete categories of waste (e.g., 

residential construction, renovation, etc.), quantifying the aggregate annual change and applying those changes 
to the 2003 baseline number.  

(2) The actual tons of non-building-related debris per $1,000 of expenditure was utilized for the years 2000-2003, 
as derived in Table 6.1.1-1. 
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Table 7.1-2 
Range of Quantities of Non-Putrescible and Fill Material, 2004-2024 

(based upon average data for 2000-2002, in tons per year) 
 

 Average (2000-2002) Estimate (Using 1.96) 
Year Non-Putrescible Fill 

  30% 40% 60% 70% 
2004 1,728,000 2,304,000 3,455,000 4,031,000 
2005 1,845,000 2,460,000 3,691,000 4,306,000 
2006 1,907,000 2,542,000 3,813,000 4,449,000 
2007 1,939,000 2,585,000 3,878,000 4,525,000 
2008 2,015,000 2,687,000 4,031,000 4,702,000 
2009 2,042,000 2,723,000 4,085,000 4,766,000 
2010 2,069,000 2,759,000 4,138,000 4,827,000 
2011 2,095,000 2,793,000 4,189,000 4,888,000 
2012 2,120,000 2,827,000 4,240,000 4,947,000 
2013 2,145,000 2,860,000 4,289,000 5,004,000 
2014 2,169,000 2,892,000 4,338,000 5,061,000 
2015 2,193,000 2,924,000 4,386,000 5,117,000 
2016 2,217,000 2,956,000 4,434,000 5,173,000 
2017 2,240,000 2,987,000 4,481,000 5,227,000 
2018 2,264,000 3,018,000 4,527,000 5,282,000 
2019 2,287,000 3,049,000 4,573,000 5,335,000 
2020 2,310,000 3,079,000 4,619,000 5,389,000 
2021 2,332,000 3,110,000 4,665,000 5,442,000 
2022 2,355,000 3,140,000 4,710,000 5,495,000 
2023 2,378,000 3,170,000 4,755,000 5,548,000 
2024 2,400,000 3,200,000 4,800,000 5,601,000 
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Table 7.1-3 
Range of Quantities of Non-Putrescible and Fill Material, 2004-2024 

(based upon average data for 2000-2002, in tons per day) 
 

 Average (2000-2002) Estimate (Using 1.96) 
Year Non-Putrescible Fill 

 30% 40% 60% 70% 
 (tpd) (tpd) (tpd) (tpd) 

2004 5,540 7,380 11,070 12,920 
2005 5,910 7,890 11,830 13,800 
2006 6,110 8,150 12,220 14,260 
2007 6,210 8,290 12,430 14,500 
2008 6,460 8,610 12,920 15,070 
2009 6,550 8,730 13,090 15,270 
2010 6,630 8,840 13,260 15,470 
2011 6,710 8,950 13,430 15,670 
2012 6,790 9,060 13,590 15,850 
2013 6,870 9,170 13,750 16,040 
2014 6,950 9,270 13,900 16,220 
2015 7,030 9,370 14,060 16,400 
2016 7,110 9,470 14,210 16,580 
2017 7,180 9,570 14,360 16,750 
2018 7,260 9,670 14,510 16,930 
2019 7,330 9,770 14,660 17,100 
2020 7,400 9,870 14,800 17,270 
2021 7,480 9,970 14,950 17,440 
2022 7,550 10,060 15,100 17,610 
2023 7,620 10,160 15,240 17,780 
2024 7,690 10,260 15,390 17,950 
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Table 7.1-4 
Range of Quantities of Non-Putrescible and Fill Material, 2004-2024 

(based upon 2003 data, in tons per year) 
 

  Upper Estimate (Using 2.97) 
Year Non-Putrescible Fill 
  30% 40% 60% 70% 

2004 2,377,000 3,169,000 4,754,000 5,547,000 
2005 2,505,000 3,340,000 5,010,000 5,845,000 
2006 2,598,000 3,464,000 5,196,000 6,062,000 
2007 2,648,000 3,531,000 5,297,000 6,180,000 
2008 2,759,000 3,679,000 5,519,000 6,439,000 
2009 2,796,000 3,728,000 5,592,000 6,524,000 
2010 2,831,000 3,775,000 5,662,000 6,606,000 
2011 2,866,000 3,821,000 5,731,000 6,686,000 
2012 2,899,000 3,865,000 5,798,000 6,764,000 
2013 2,932,000 3,909,000 5,863,000 6,841,000 
2014 2,964,000 3,952,000 5,927,000 6,915,000 
2015 2,995,000 3,993,000 5,990,000 6,988,000 
2016 3,026,000 4,034,000 6,052,000 7,060,000 
2017 3,056,000 4,075,000 6,112,000 7,131,000 
2018 3,086,000 4,115,000 6,172,000 7,201,000 
2019 3,115,000 4,154,000 6,231,000 7,269,000 
2020 3,145,000 4,193,000 6,289,000 7,337,000 
2021 3,173,000 4,231,000 6,347,000 7,405,000 
2022 3,202,000 4,269,000 6,404,000 7,471,000 
2023 3,230,000 4,307,000 6,461,000 7,538,000 
2024 3,259,000 4,345,000 6,517,000 7,603,000 
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Table 7.1-5 

Range of Quantities of Non-Putrescible and Fill Material, 2004-2024 
(based upon 2003 data, in tons per day) 

 
  Upper Estimate (Using 2.97) 

Year Non-Putrescible Fill 
  30% 40% 60% 70% 
  (tpd) (tpd) (tpd) (tpd) 

2004 7,620 10,160 15,240 17,780 
2005 8,030 10,710 16,060 18,740 
2006 8,330 11,100 16,650 19,430 
2007 8,490 11,320 16,980 19,810 
2008 8,840 11,790 17,690 20,640 
2009 8,960 11,950 17,920 20,910 
2010 9,070 12,100 18,150 21,170 
2011 9,180 12,250 18,370 21,430 
2012 9,290 12,390 18,580 21,680 
2013 9,400 12,530 18,790 21,920 
2014 9,500 12,670 19,000 22,160 
2015 9,600 12,800 19,200 22,400 
2016 9,700 12,930 19,400 22,630 
2017 9,800 13,060 19,590 22,860 
2018 9,890 13,190 19,780 23,080 
2019 9,990 13,310 19,970 23,300 
2020 10,080 13,440 20,160 23,520 
2021 10,170 13,560 20,340 23,730 
2022 10,260 13,680 20,530 23,950 
2023 10,350 13,810 20,710 24,160 
2024 10,440 13,930 20,890 24,370 
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7.2 Comparison to Other Jurisdiction 
 
C&D debris can be expressed as pounds per capita per day, facilitating comparisons across 

jurisdictions.  Table 7.2-1 presents comparative data for various jurisdictions.  The data 

presented in this report estimate building-related C&D debris for the City in 2000 at 1.29 pounds 

per capita per day and 1.25 pounds per capita per day in 2002.  The slight decrease is due to a 

decrease in construction and renovation attributable to the economic recession.  Overall, 

including non-building debris, C&D debris increased from 4.64 pounds per capita per day in 

2000 to 5.54 pounds per capita per day in 2002.  This increase is due to the extra debris from 

9/11 and to a slight decrease in the City’s population in the interval.   

 

The estimates presented for other jurisdictions include two for the United States and one for 

Massachusetts.  With the exception of the United States estimate published by Chartwell, all the 

sources are in the 4.0 to 5.5 pounds per capita per day range.  The United States estimate is 

almost 8 pounds per capita per day.  This obviously reflects rural areas, where the quantity of 

asphalt per resident is undoubtedly greater than in strictly urban areas such as the City.  The 

estimates from this report coincide closely with those in the 2000 Preliminary Report and the 

2002 update of the Preliminary Report.  These reports provide daily tons of non-putrescible 

waste, daily tons of clean fill, and recyclables.  A per capita C&D debris estimate derived from 

these data is 4.29 and 4.85 pounds per capita per day for 2000 and 2002, respectively.6   

                                                 
6 Including material delivered to a rock crushing plant at Fresh Kills Landfill, where clean fill and aggregates that 
are processed and recycled on site increases the C&D per capita by 0.09 pound in 2000 and 0.07 pounds in 2002.   
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Table 7.2-1 

Comparative Data on Construction and Demolition Debris Generation 
 

Pounds per Capita per Day  
 

Jurisdiction 

 
 

Year 
Building- 
Related 

C&D Debris 

 
Total 

C&D Debris 

 
 

Source 

New York City 2000 1.29 4.64 This report 
New York City 2002 1.25 5.54 This report 
New York City 2000 NA 4.29 (1) 
New York City 2002 NA 4.85 (2) 
United States 1996 2.8 NA (3) 
United States 2002 NA 7.84 (4) 
Massachusetts 2001 NA 4.99 (5) 

Sources:  
(1) Data obtained from New York City Department of Sanitation and Urbitran Associates, Inc., New York City 

Comprehensive Commercial Waste Management Study, Preliminary Report.  New York City Department 
of Sanitation.  June 2002.  Appendices.  Tonnages for individual Transfer Stations were summed to obtain 
the annual totals.  Increase the pounds per capita per day by 0.09 to account for materials processed at the 
rock crushing plant at Fresh Kills Landfill.   

(2) Update of Preliminary Report.  {[(23116.47*312) – 60000)]*2000/365}/8084316.  Increase the pounds per 
capita per day by 0.07 to account for materials processed at the rock crushing plant at Fresh Kills Landfill. 

(3) Franklin Associates, Characterization of Building-Related Construction and Demolition Debris in the 
United States.  USEPA, Municipal and Industrial Solid Waste Division, Office of Solid Waste, # EPA 530-
R98-010.  June 1998. 

(4) Chartwell Information, Solid Waste Digest.  Vol 13, Number 7-8 (July/August 2003) p. 1.  153,430,312 
tons of C&D at landfills or other waste disposal sites, plus an estimated 100,000,000 tons of concrete and 
150,000,000 tons of asphalt (97% of which is recycled). 

(5)  Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, Beyond 2000 Solid Waste Master Plan, Section 1: 
2001 Solid Waste Data and Waste Management Capacity Projections.   

 

 

Franklin Associates’ 1998 report for the United States Environmental Protection Agency 

(USEPA) estimates only building-related C&D debris.  Their estimate of 2.8 pounds per capita 

per day is significantly higher than that obtained from any other jurisdiction.  However, it should 

be noted that their methodology did not allow for any on-site use of C&D debris.  They assumed 

that all C&D generated in the course of construction, demolition or renovation would be hauled 

off to a disposal site.  In fact, much of the excavation and fill material created in building or 

demolishing a structure is frequently put to use for site grading and preparation of roadbeds or 

driveway beds.  Thus, it is to be expected that estimates derived using this methodology would 

be greater than those estimating only those materials delivered to a disposal site. 
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One final comment is appropriate concerning the quantity of C&D debris in the City.  Only those 

materials delivered to Transfer Stations are included in these totals.  In renovating large 

buildings, it is not uncommon for many appliances and fixtures to be stripped from the building 

and taken to a recycling center – bathroom fixtures are often recycled in this way – and they are 

some of the heaviest components of C&D debris.  This would be an additional explanation as to 

why the Franklin Associate estimates would exceed those of jurisdictions measuring C&D debris 

as delivered to the disposal site. 



 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 1 
 

Construction and Demolition Debris Density Derivations and Discussion 
and Note on Calculation of Residential Renovation Activity 

 



 

  

C&D DEBRIS ESTIMATION METHODOLOGY 
 

 
A.1 Non-Putrescible Mixed C&D Estimations (From Licensed New York City Non-

Putrescible Transfer Stations) 
 
All private non-putrescible Transfer Stations in the City are required to provide quarterly reports 
to the DSNY on the quantities of materials received, processed, recycled and disposed.  In 2003, 
four (4) of these Transfer Stations did not use scales to weigh inbound loads; they estimate tons 
by multiplying the cubic yards received by a density factor (lbs/cy).  The density factor for C&D 
debris that these Transfer Stations have been instructed to use is 1,500 lbs/cy.1  By 2003, 
approximately 80% of C&D handled by non-putrescible Transfer Stations was weighed. 

 
In order to more accurately estimate C&D debris tonnages, an analysis of typical weights of 
C&D loads in the City was conducted with the cooperation of Waste Management at their 
facility at 123 Varick Street in Brooklyn.  The analysis consisted of recording the volume, type 
of C&D debris and weight of more than 500 loads during one week in July 2003.  From these 
data, density factors were computed for the following types on inbound C&D loads: 

 
� Residential and commercial construction; 

� Demolition and renovation debris, and 

� Non-building debris.   

 
Table A-1 presents the results of this analysis.  There is a very wide range in the density of C&D 
debris.  For commercial construction debris, for example, the average density was 532 pounds, 
with a range of 77 to 2,536 pounds.  The standard deviations of the samples are typically 
relatively large – ranging from one third of the sample mean to almost as large as the mean itself.   

                                                 
1 This is the density factor for C&D provided by the NYSDEC.  



 

  

Table A-1 
C&D Debris Density in New York City, July 2003 

 
Pounds per Cubic Yard by Type of C&D Debris  

Item Single-
Family 

Multi-
Family Commercial Non-

Building Other 

Construction (n)(1) 
Average 
Standard deviation 
Minimum 
Maximum 

40
517
270
62

1,345

48
481
296
116

1,535

112
532
404
77

2,536

23 
881 
790 
227 

3,512 

9
446
225
160
842

Demolition (n) 
Average 
Standard deviation 
Minimum 
Maximum 

57
656
433
152

2,110

55
546
269
173

1,188

131
582
522
55

2,422

33 
610 
421 
136 

2,629 

15
542
482
91

1,707
Renovation (n) 
Average 
Standard deviation 
Minimum 
Maximum 

35
470
304
54

1,518

44
476
251
27

1,188

50
461
264
121

1,168

8 
860 

1,223 
177 

3,864 

14
707
549
39

1,679
Other           (n) 
Average 
Standard deviation 
Minimum 
Maximum 

6
337
122
206
553

5
494
486
106

1,319

16
365
210
79

768

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

5
272
176
87

559
Note: 
(1)  n = Number of samples. 

 
 
The data in Table A-1 are somewhat useful in determining the density of C&D debris.  However, 
given the wide variance in density factors observed here, and given that this Transfer Station is 
one of the few C&D Transfer Stations with a scale, additional sources were desired.2 
Accordingly, literature searches and interviews with selected C&D haulers operating in the City 
were conducted to identify additional sources of data for comparison with this sample data.  The 
density data from these sources are displayed in Table A-2. 

                                                 
2 The Varick Street Transfer Station has a scale. Many Transfer Stations receiving C&D debris do not have scales. It 
is possible that drivers with loads of particularly heavy materials would go to the Transfer Stations without scales.  



 

  

 
Table A-2 

C&D Densities, Multiple Sources 
 

Type of C&D Pounds/Cubic Yard Source & Comments 
Single-Family Construction 517 

160 
350 
Average = 342 

New York City data (1)   
Probably single-family (2)   
Probably single-family (3)    

Single-Family Renovation 470 
433 
133 
Average = 345 

New York City data (1)   
New York City data (4)   
New York City data (5)   

Single-Family Demolition 656 
150 
930 
472 
Average = 552 

New York City data (1) 

Unknown location (6) 
Unknown location (7) 
Shredded residential material (6)   

Commercial/Multi-Family 
Construction 

481 
532 
600 
581 
Average = 549 

New York City multi-family (1)   

New York City commercial (1)   
New York City commercial (4)   
New York City commercial (9)   

Commercial/Multi-Family 
Renovation 

461 
476 
Average = 469 

New York City multi-family (1)   
New York City commercial (1)   

Commercial/Multi-Family 
Demolition 

546 
582 
867 
850 
Average = 711 

New York City multi-family (1)    
New York City commercial (1)   
New York City commercial (4)   
New York City commercial (8)   

Non Building Construction, 
Renovation and Demolition 

881 
610 
860 
950 
Average = 825 

New York City construction (1)    
New York City demolition (1)   
New York City renovation (1)   
New York City non-building (9)   

Sources:     
(1) New York City Data Collection, Varick Street, July 2003. 
(2) Peter Yost, “C&D/Wood Debris Management Trends,” Resource Recycling, November 1998. 
(3) National Association of Home Builders Research Center, “Does Grinding and Buying at the Construction Site 

Work?” Construction Materials Recycler, February 12, 1999. 
(4) Interview with Boro Wide Recycling, New York City (Michael Christina). 
(5) Interview with Alta Recycling, New York City (Omar Diez). 
(6) Shred Max web site http://www.shredmax.com. 
(7) Bette K. Fishbein, Building for the Future: Strategies to Reduce Construction and Demolition Waste in 

Municipal Projects, INFORM Special Report, June 1998. 
(8) Interview with Kids Waterfront Corporation (Louis Sanzo). 
(9) One week’s worth of C&D load tickets, from Point Recycling. 



 

  

As shown in Table A-2, density figures from the literature and interviews are generally lower 
than those derived from the Varick Street observations. 
 

Table A-2 combines and summarizes the data obtained from all sources for specific types of 

C&D and non-building materials.  Averaging the data on density from all sources for specific 

material types results in estimated densities as follows: 

 
� Single-family residential construction at 342 lbs/cy. 

� Single-family residential renovation at 345 lbs/cy. 

� Single-family residential demolition at 552 lbs/cy. 

� Commercial and multi-family construction at 549 lbs/cy. 

� Commercial and multi-family renovation at 469 lbs/cy. 

� Commercial and multi-family building demolition debris at 711 lbs/cy. 

� Non-building construction, renovation and demolition at 825 lbs/cy, obtained from 
the survey at a non-putrescible Transfer Station, which receive mainly mixed C&D 
waste. The City also licenses clean fill Transfer Stations.  Most of the material they 
receive is heavy concrete, asphalt, rocks and dirt, with weights per cubic yard in the 
2,400 pound range.  Many of these stations report incoming tons as mixed C&D, 
which the DSNY converts to tons at the 1,500-pounds-per-cubic-yard factor  
described above.  If the unweighed C&D debris at the non-putrescible Transfer 
Stations is in the 800-pounds-per-cubic-yard density range, and that at the fill 
material Transfer Stations in the 2,200-pounds-per-cubic-yard density range, then an 
average of 1,500 pounds for both stations appears reasonable. 

 
 

A.2  Residential Renovation Estimation Computations 

 

1. Multiply the known square footage of new residential construction by the cost/square foot 
($83). 

2. Subtract this estimated cost of new construction from the combined cost of new 
construction and renovation. 

3. Divide the resulting estimated cost of renovation by the cost per square foot to renovate 
($70). 

4. Result:  Estimated square feet renovated. 

 

NOTE:  The value of construction and renovation is presented in constant 1996 dollars. 
 

 



 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 2 
 

Commercial Renovation Estimation Computations 



 

  

Commercial Renovation Estimation Computations 
 
 

1. From the 1999 Department of Energy’s Energy Information Administration’s 1999 
Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey, data were obtained regarding total 
commercial floor space by type of industry in the Northeast Region.   

2. The numbers of employees for each of these categories employed in the Northeast 
Region and in New York City (City) were obtained from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
Current Employment Statistics Survey. 

3. From these data, the square feet of commercial space occupied by different types of 
employees in the Northeast Region was computed. 

4. The computed square feet of space per employee was then applied to the City 
employment figures to estimate commercial square footage by type of industry.   

 
NOTE:   
These data series are displayed in Table 4.2-2.  The City’s service employees (these data 
exclude producers of goods) are about 48% employed in the Office category.  For the 
Northeast region, a slightly smaller percentage of employees, 45%, are employed in this 
category.  The Northeast has 25% of its workers in transportation, trade and utilities, 
compared to just 16% for the City.  Though the percentage representation of each of these 
industries in the employment base may differ between the region and the City, one may 
assume that the square feet occupied by each employee in different industries would be 
comparable between the region and the City.  There is a significant difference in the space 
occupied by employees is different industries.  For example, transportation, trade and utility 
workers each occupy an average of 672 square feet whereas office workers occupy just 280 
square feet each.  Using the actual employment figures for the City and the average square 
footage occupied by each employee in the four different industry groupings, the estimated 
commercial square footage for the City was computed.   
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Weighted Average Densities, Non-Putrescible Waste 



 

  

Weighted Average Densities, Non-Putrescible Waste 
 

 
Item 

 
Year 2000 

Tons 

 
Percent of 

Total 
 

Density 

Weighted 
Average 
Pounds 

Residential 
     Construction 
     Demolition 
     Renovation 
Commercial 
     Construction 
     Demolition 
     Renovation 

 
31,952 
467,262 
37,353 

 
24,149 
709,347 
606,425 

 
1.70% 
24.90% 
2.00% 

 
1.29% 
37.80% 
32.3% 

 
342 
552 
345 

 
549 
711 
469 

 
6 

137 
9 
 
7 

269 
152 

Total Building- 
Related C&D 

 
1,876,488 

 
100.00% 

 
 

 
580 

Non-Building 
Related C&D 

   
825 

 
825 

 
See Table A-2 for the density figures and their sources.  Tonnages derived from various 
tables in text. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 

COMMERCIAL WASTE MANAGEMENT STUDY 
 
 

VOLUME III 
 
 

CONVERTED MARINE TRANSFER STATIONS -  
 

Commercial Waste Processing and  
Analysis of Potential Impacts 

 
 
 

March 2004 
 

Prepared for: 
 

New York City Department of Sanitation 
for submission to the New York City Council 

 
 

Prepared by: 
 

Henningson, Durham & Richardson 
Architecture and Engineering, P.C. 

 
and its  

Subconsultants 
 

 
 

 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This report was prepared by  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Henningson, Durham & Richardson 
Architecture and Engineering, P.C. 

 
 

and its  
Subconsultants  

 
  

 

 
 

 

 



  

PREFACE 

 

Local Law 74 of 2000 (LL74) mandated the conduct of a comprehensive study of commercial 

waste management (Commercial Waste Management Study or Study) in New York City (City) 

by a Consultant funded by the City Department of Sanitation (DSNY).  This Study undertaken to 

comply with LL74 will assist the City in managing the commercial waste stream in the most 

efficient and environmentally sound manner, and assist in the development of the City’s Solid 

Waste Management Plan (New SWMP) for the New SWMP Planning Period. 

 

As stated in LL74, the Study should include an analysis of “whether putrescible and 

non-putrescible solid waste transfer stations and city-owned marine transfer stations should 

receive and process both residential and commercial solid waste and the options for 

transporting such solid waste to and from such transfer stations, including an analysis of 

potential environmental, economic and public health impacts.”  The Commercial Waste 

Management Study Final Scope of Work describes the approach used to address this issue. 

 

In addition to this Volume III, the Study consists of five other volumes: 

 

� Volume I: Private Transfer Station Evaluations; 

� Volume II: Commercial Waste Generation and Projections; 

� Volume IV: Evaluation of Waste Disposal Capacity Potentially Available to New 
York City; 

� Volume V: Manhattan Transfer Station Siting Study; and 

� Volume VI: Waste Vehicle Technology Assessment. 

 

This volume, Volume III: Converted Marine Transfer Stations (MTSs) – Commercial Waste 

Processing and Analysis of Potential Impacts, reports on: (i) the capacity required by DSNY for 

DSNY-managed Waste at each of the Converted MTSs; (ii) the quantity of capacity 

potentiallyavailable for private carters delivering commercial waste; and (iii) the results of the 
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environmental review evaluating whether that capacity can be used without causing potentially 

unmitigatible adverse environmental impacts.  The reports and appendices that provide the 

analyses and data in support of this Executive Summary are: 

 

“Summary Report on Commercial Waste Processing at Converted MTSs” and its 

Appendix: 

Appendix A: MTS Environmental Evaluation 

 
Technical Backup for the MTS Environmental Evaluation is available on request by contacting 

the office of the DSNY Assistant Commissioner, Harry Szarpanski, P.E., (917) 237-5501. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Scope of Analysis/Approach 

 

LL74 requires the Study to consider whether the City’s MTS system could accommodate 

commercial waste as well.  When LL74 was adopted, the concept of developing an 

MTS Conversion Program for containerizing waste for long-term export was not established as a 

policy objective of the City.  Given this policy objective, addressing the issue of processing 

commercial waste at the Converted MTSs first required, as a foundation, an environmental 

review of the potential impacts associated with processing DSNY-managed Waste at the new 

facilities.  That environmental review, using City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) 

methodologies, is reported in Volume III, Appendix A, MTS Environmental Evaluation, to this 

report.  It concludes that the DSNY-managed Waste generated in the wastesheds that historically 

delivered to the MTS system can be containerized for export without causing potentially 

unmitigatible significant adverse environmental impacts.  The next step was to analyze what 

impacts would result from the potential delivery of commercial putrescible waste to the 

Converted MTSs.   

 

It is important to emphasize that this assessment focuses solely on environmental considerations.  

It should not be interpreted as a general conclusion that export of commercial waste through the 

Converted MTSs is feasible.  Some of the additional factors that bear on the issue of feasibility 

that are not addressed in this report are: 

 

� The economics of export through the MTSs, which will be determined in part by 
proposals from private vendors for transport and disposal of containerized waste from 
the Converted MTSs.  The City has just received and begun evaluating these 
proposals.  Thus the economics of commercial waste export through the Converted 
MTSs is not yet known. 

� The types of business arrangements that the City would enter into with carters for 
exporting commercial waste through the MTSs, which are not yet defined. 

� Whether further development of the designs for the Converted MTSs will substantiate 
the operational assumptions or necessitate that the assumed operational capacity be 
reduced.  
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� The comparative cost of exporting through the existing private Transfer Stations, 
which could be more attractive.  

� The potential permit limitations that NYSDEC may place on the operation of the 
Converted MTSs. 

� The location of some MTSs in relation to the sources of commercial waste 
generation, which may not provide the same efficiencies and consequently be as 
attractive to private carters as delivering to private Transfer Stations.  

 

The evaluation of processing commercial putrescible waste at the Converted MTSs is an 

incremental analysis, complying with the CEQR procedures, that builds on the foundation of the 

Volume III, Appendix A, MTS Environmental Evaluation report.  The analysis of the potential 

on-site-related impacts associated with processing DSNY-managed Waste is based on the design 

capacities of the Converted MTSs and concluded that there were no unmitigatible significant 

adverse impacts.  Since commercial putrescible waste deliveries would not exceed these facility 

design capacities, the potential processing of some quantities of the City’s commercial 

putrescible waste would not cause any incremental significantly adverse impacts attributable to 

on-site operations.   

 

The analysis of off-site impacts associated with processing putrescible commercial waste 

required an incremental environmental review of the potential for on-site air quality and off-site 

(mobile) air quality and noise impacts attributable to delivery of such commercial waste. 

 

The starting point in evaluating the potential capacity available for commercial putrescible waste 

was defining a scenario for DSNY’s capacity requirements that reserved the block of time from 

8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. for processing DSNY-managed Waste and assumed that deliveries of 

DSNY-managed Waste during the 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. period would have priority over 

deliveries of commercial waste.  Table ES-1 summarizes: 

 

� The design capacity in tons per day (tpd) that each Converted MTS is capable of 
processing under a normal operations scenario; 

� The capacity reserved for DSNY-managed Waste; and  

� The potential available excess capacity at each of the Converted MTSs. 
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The column showing DSNY-managed Waste reserved capacity reflects the historical average 

peak day generation in the respective MTS wastesheds.  Under conditions of high peak 

generation, the MTSs can be operated to process DSNY-managed Waste in excess of the tpd 

quantities shown in the table.  

 
Table ES-1 

DSNY-managed Waste Reserved Capacity Scenario 
 

Converted MTS Facility 

Converted MTS 
Design Capacity(1) 

(tpd) 

DSNY-managed 
Waste Reserved 

Capacity 
(tpd) 

Excess 
Capacity, 

8:00 a.m. to 
8:00 p.m. 

(tons) 

Excess 
Capacity, 

 8:00 p.m. to 
8:00 a.m. 

(tons) 
West 135th Street 4,290 1,180 1,211 1,853 
East 91st Street 4,290 880 1,227 2,183 

West 59th Street(2) 2,145 880 279 956 
South Bronx 4,290 2,190 333 1,732 
North Shore 4,290 2,370 622 1,000 
Greenpoint 4,290 2,360 575 1,145 

Hamilton Avenue 4,290 2,170 630 1,337 
Southwest Brooklyn 4,290 1,090 1,418 1,725 

Totals 32,175 13,120 6,295 11,931 
Notes: 
(1) Based on operating MTSs under normal operating conditions.  Spare operating lines are not used to process 

waste. 
(2) West 59th Street is a lift and load operation, not an open top-loading slot system. 

 

Given the DSNY-managed Waste Reserved Capacity Scenario, a Commercial Waste Capacity 

Scenario was defined to determine the potential available capacity that could be used by private 

carters delivering waste from commercial sources.  This scenario identified the potential 

available capacity on an hourly basis at each Converted MTS, and provided the basis for 

evaluating the potential on-site air quality, off-site air quality and off-site noise impacts 

associated with the delivery of commercial waste in nighttime hours.  The maximum capacity 

potentially available for processing commercial waste was evaluated with a spreadsheet model 

that incorporates both Converted MTS design and operating parameters developed by the 

DSNY’s Consultant design team and arrival profiles for DSNY-managed Waste.  It is assumed 

that, between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m., both DSNY-managed Waste and commercial 

waste could be received and processed at the Converted MTSs.  Table ES-2 summarizes the 
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results of this evaluation.  As shown in the “Potential Available Capacity, 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m.” 

column, the total capacity potentially available for processing commercial waste during this 

period totals 11,931 tons, allocated among the eight MTSs.  This does not take into account any 

environmental constraints that may limit the potential delivery of commercial waste. 

 

Table ES-2 
Available Potential Excess Capacity at Converted MTSs  

Based on the Capacity Reserved for DSNY-managed Waste 
 

Average Peak Day 

Converted 
MTS Facility 

Average Day 
Design 

Capacity (1) 

(tpd) 

 
Potential 
Available 
Capacity, 

Average Peak 
Day 
(tpd) 

Potential 
Available 
Capacity,  
8:00 a.m.  

to 
 8:00 p.m. 

(tons) 

Potential 
Available 
Capacity, 
8:00 p.m.  

to  
8:00 a.m. 

(tons) 

Potential 
Additional 
Number of 

Commercial 
Vehicles,  
8:00 p.m. 

 to  
8:00 a.m.(2) 

(per day) 

Maximum 
Number of 

DSNY 
Collection 
Vehicles,  
8:00 a.m. 

to 
8:00 p.m. 

(peak hour) 

Potential Range of 
Maximum Number of 
Collection Vehicles(3) 

8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. 
(peak hour) 

West 135th 
Street 4,290 3,110 1,211 1,853 175 30 20-22 
East 91st 
Street 4,290 3,410 1,227 2,183 199 28 19-21 
West 59th 
Street (4) 2,145 1,265 279 956 91 21 10-12 
South Bronx 4,290 2,100 333 1,732 163 64 21-23 
North Shore 4,290 1,920 622 1,000 95 39 24-26 
Greenpoint 4,290 1,930 575 1,145 109 61 22-24 
Hamilton 
Avenue 4,290 2,120 630 1,337 129 32 23-25 
Southwest 
Brooklyn 4,290 3,200 1,418 1,725 162 27 21-23 
Totals 32,175 19,055 6,295 11,931 1,123   

Notes: 
(1) Based on operating the MTSs under normal operating conditions.  Spare operating line is not used to process waste.   
(2) Assuming commercial collection vehicles deliver an average of 11 tons per truck.  (Field data indicates commercial 

collection vehicles average between 11 and 13 tons per truck.) 
(3) DSNY collection vehicles and commercial Waste Hauling Vehicles. 
(4) West 59th Street is a lift and load operation - not an open top-loading slot system. 
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Findings 

Processing of Commercial Waste at the Converted MTSs 

 

1. The CEQR analyses in the MTS Environmental Evaluation show there are no potentially 

significant unmitigatible adverse environmental impacts associated with on-site 

processing of DSNY-managed Waste.  This would also apply to processing of 

commercial waste at each converted MTS in the quantities shown in Table ES-2.  

However, further evaluation of potential on-site air quality, off-site noise and off-site air 

quality impacts from nighttime deliveries of commercial waste was required. 

2. The on-site air quality analysis of processing DSNY-managed Waste at some of the 

Converted MTS sites showed that using the facility average design capacity (including 

the processing of commercial waste) to estimate pollutants did not cause an exceedance 

of annual average standards.  

3. The off-site air quality analysis of processing DSNY-managed Waste at some of the 

Converted MTS sites showed that using the conservative assumption that peak hour 

conditions occur 24 hours per day (a Tier I analysis) resulted in unmitigatible 

environmental impacts for PM10 and PM2.5.  (See Section 10 of the individual chapters in 

the MTS Environmental Evaluation for these analyses.)  Therefore, a Tier II air quality 

analysis was also performed for deliveries of commercial waste at intersections near each 

of the Converted MTS sites.  The analysis used data on actual hourly traffic volumes on 

routes to and from the site and included the higher number of commercial collection 

vehicles assumed to deliver to each Converted MTS during the 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. 

period.  No significant adverse unmitigatible environmental off-site air quality impacts 

were identified. 

4. Evaluating the potential for off-site noise impacts required the use of a second-level noise 

screening analysis.  (See Section 3.14.5.2 of Volume III, Appendix A for a detailed 

explanation.)  The results of this analysis indicate that the number of potential 

commercial Waste Hauling Vehicles that could be routed to the MTSs during various 

hours within the 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. period must be limited to less than the available 
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excess capacity to avoid causing potential impacts at sensitive receptors on the analyzed 

routes these vehicles might take to the MTSs.  The amount of available capacity that can 

potentially be used to process commercial waste during the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 

8:00 p.m. without causing any significant adverse noise impacts is summarized in 

Table ES-3. 

 

Table ES-3 
Converted MTS  

Potential Commercial Waste Capacities Summary Table 
 

Converted MTS  
Design Capacity 

Potential Converted MTS 
Capacity with  

Off-Site Noise Constraints 

Location 

Total 
Potential 

Commercial 
Vehicles 
(per day) 

Potential 
Commercial 

Waste Tonnage 
8:00 p.m. to 8:00 

a.m. 
(tons) 

DSNY- 
managed Waste 

Delivered  
8:00 p.m. to 

8:00 a.m. 
(tons) 

Total 
Potential 

Commercial 
Vehicles 
(per day) 

Potential 
Commercial 

Waste 
Tonnage 

8:00 p.m. to  
8:00 a.m. 

(tons) 

West 135th Street 175 1,853 301 95 1,029 

East 91st Street(1) 199 2,183 17 71 781 

West 59th 
Street(2) 91 956 114 91 956 

South Bronx(1) 163 1,732 433 150 1,611 

North Shore(3) 95 1,000 901 95 1,000 

Greenpoint(1)  109 1,145 793 109 1,145 

Hamilton 
Avenue(1) 129 1,337 710 124 1,306 

Southwest 
Brooklyn(4) 162 1,725 418 76 828 

Total 1,123 11,931 3,687 811 8,656 

Notes: 
(1) Need to use different routes for potential commercial Waste Hauling Vehicles to deliver the full amount of 

excess capacity for commercial waste. 
(2) Can take all potential commercial Waste Hauling Vehicles without any noise constraints. 
(3) There is a route to the North Shore Converted MTS that does not pass sensitive receptors that must be used 

from 12:00 a.m. to 6:00 a.m. to deliver the full amount available for commercial capacity.  The route should 
not be used at other times upon request from the City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) due to 
congestion that occurs at certain intersections along the route during daytime traffic hours. 

(4)  Outbound trucks passing 26th Street between Cropsey Avenue and Shore Road limit the number of inbound 
commercial Waste Hauling Vehicles that can be accommodated at the Southwest Brooklyn Converted MTS. 
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Since these results are based on a second-level screening for noise impacts, a detailed 
off-site noise analysis, utilizing the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic 
Noise Model (TNM) Version 2.1, is being performed to determine if noise impacts would 
actually occur at these sensitive receptor locations and/or if additional potential 
commercial Waste Hauling Vehicles could be routed to the MTS during the 8:00 p.m. to 
8:00 a.m. hour, without causing unmitigatible significant adverse off-site noise impacts, 
to fully utilize the potentially available capacity of the MTSs.  The results of the off-site 
detailed noise analyses will be available at a later date. 
 

5. This evaluation of potential processing commercial waste at the Converted MTSs was 
limited to an environmental review that focused on traffic, on-site and off-site air quality 
and noise, and on-site odor impacts.   

 
Processing of DSNY-Managed Waste at the Converted MTSs 
 
This section summarizes key findings from Volume III, Appendix A, MTS Environmental 
Evaluation, an environmental review of operations for the Converted MTSs in processing 
DSNY-managed Waste. 
 

1. Table ES-4 summarizes the facility design capacity assumptions and the assumed 

tons of DSNY-managed Waste processed during average peak days that were the 

basis of the MTS Environmental Evaluation.  The assumed tons of DSNY-managed 

Waste in this table vary from the tons shown in the DSNY-managed Waste Reserved 

Capacity Scenario Table ES-1.  This reflects a contingency added to DSNY average 

peak day deliveries to provide a margin of conservatism in the analysis. 

2. Based on the design capacity and operating assumption, described in more detail in 

Volume III, the MTS Environmental Evaluation found there were no unmitigatible 

significant adverse environmental impacts associated with processing the average 

peak day deliveries of DSNY-managed Waste.  The environmental evaluation 

demonstrates the Converted MTSs will enable export of DSNY-managed Waste in an 

efficient and environmentally sound manner.  This summary conclusion is supported 

by the environmental evaluation that addressed: Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy; 
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Table ES-4 
MTS Environmental Analysis Information 

 

Converted 
MTS Facility 

Total 
Number 

of 
Loading 

Slots 

DSNY-
managed 

Waste 
Average 

Peak Day 
Deliveries, 

(tons)(1) 

Number 
of 

DSNY-
Managed 
Vehicles, 
Average 

Peak Day

Average 
Day 

Design 
Capacity(2) 

(tpd) 

Peak-Hour 
Number of 

DSNY 
Collection 
Vehicles  

West 135th 
Street 4 1,416 222 4,290 30 
East 91st Street 4 1,093 130 4,290 28 
West 59th 
Street(3) 3 1,068 124 2,145 21 
South Bronx 4 2,804 363 4,290 64 
North Shore 4 2,672 329 4,290 39 
Greenpoint 4 3,387 423 4,290 61 
Hamilton 
Avenue 4 2,248 267 4,290 32 
Southwest 
Brooklyn 4 1,388 166 4,290 27 
Totals  16,076 2,024 32,175  

Notes: 
(1) All MTSs based on scale data from Fiscal Year 1998 received from the DSNY Bureau of Cleaning and 

Collection with a 20% contingency allowance, except for the South Bronx MTS.  South Bronx MTS data 
is based on Fiscal Year 1997 with a 20% contingency allowance.   

(2) Based on operating the MTS under normal operating conditions.  Spare operating line is not used to 
process waste.   

(3) West 59th Street is a lift and load operation - not an open top-loading slot system. 
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Socioeconomic Conditions; Neighborhood Character; Community Facilities and Services; 

Open Space and Parklands; Cultural Resources; Traffic and Transportation; Air Quality; 

Noise; Infrastructure and Energy and Solid Waste; Natural Resources (including Endangered 

Species and Habitats); Water Quality; Waterfront Revitalization Program; Hazardous 

Materials; and Urban Design and Visual Quality.  For the eight MTSs, the following 

measures were identified to mitigate estimated adverse impacts for traffic and on-site noise: 

 

� Traffic signal timing adjustments would mitigate estimated traffic impacts 
identified at five intersections near the South Bronx Converted MTS; three 
intersections near the Southwest Brooklyn Converted MTS; three intersections 
near the Greenpoint Converted MTS; two intersections near the Hamilton Avenue 
Converted MTS; one intersection near the West 135th Street Converted MTS; two 
intersections near the East 91st Street Converted MTS; and two intersections near 
the North Shore Converted MTS.  No traffic impacts were estimated at traffic 
study intersections identified near the West 59th Street Converted MTS. 

� Construction of a 20-foot-tall (from the ramp surface) noise barrier located on the 
southern side of the ramp at the South Bronx Converted MTS would mitigate the 
potential noise impact on a nearby prison barge.  A 20-foot-tall (from the ramp 
surface) noise barrier located on the southeast property line of the Southwest 
Brooklyn Converted MTS and a restriction on the number of nighttime arrivals of 
collection vehicles queuing on trucks and ramps would mitigate the potential 
noise impact on a nearby residential complex. 

� Subsurface site investigations at the Southwest Brooklyn, Greenpoint, and 
Hamilton Avenue Converted MTS sites are underway.  Results will be provided 
at a later date. 

 

These analyses and findings are detailed in the MTS Environmental Evaluation, the 

appendix to this volume. 
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List of Acronyms/Definitions 
 

Acronyms 
  
CD community district 
  
CEQR City Environmental Quality Review 
  
CO carbon monoxide 
  
DEIS Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
  
DSNY New York City Department of Sanitation 
  
FHWA Federal Highway Administration 
  
LL74 Local Law 74, effective December 19, 2000, enacted 

by the City Council, requiring a comprehensive 
assessment of commercial solid waste management in 
New York City 

  
MTS  marine transfer station 
  
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
  
NYCDOT New York City Department of Transportation 
  
NYSDOT New York State Department of Transportation 
  
PCE passenger car equivalent 
  
ppm parts per million 
  
PM10  particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter 
  
PM2.5  particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter 
  
STV screening threshold value 
  
SWMP Solid Waste Management Plan 
  
TNM Traffic Noise Model 
  
tpd tons per day 
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Acronyms 
µg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter 
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Definitions 

City  New York City 
  
Commercial Waste Capacity Scenario Scenario which identifies the available 

capacity on an hourly basis at each 
Converted MTS, and provides the basis on 
which potential air quality and noise 
impacts associated with the delivery of 
commercial waste in nighttime hours can be 
evaluated 

  
Converted MTS  One of DSNY’s eight marine transfer 

stations, modified to containerize waste for 
out-of-City export by barge or rail 

  
DSNY-managed Waste  Solid waste that DSNY collects from all 

residential households in the City and the 
institutional waste of City, state and federal 
agencies that DSNY collects and/or for 
which DSNY arranges disposal 

  
DSNY-managed Waste Reserved Capacity 
Scenario 

Scenario which determines the Converted 
MTS capacity that would be required for 
DSNY-managed Waste to provide for an 
adequate margin to meet its peak demand 
requirements under all conditions except 
declared waste disposal emergencies 

  
Final Study Scope or Final Scope of Work Commercial Waste Management Study 

Final Scope of Work issued on July 31, 
2003 

  
MTS Conversion Program The City's initiative to develop, at the sites 

of the existing marine transfer stations 
(MTSs), new converted MTSs that will 
containerize solid waste for long-term 
export by barge with the potential for 
additional intermodal transfers to enable 
delivery of containerized waste to disposal 
facilities outside of the City 
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Definitions 
New SWMP The new comprehensive Solid Waste 

Management Plan to be developed in 2004 
for both DSNY-managed Waste and 
commercial waste for the planning period 
2004 through 2024 

  
New SWMP Planning Period The 20-year period from 2004 to 2024 

addressed by the City’s New Solid Waste 
Management Plan 

  
Study  Commercial Waste Management Study 
  
Transfer Station(s)  Privately owned and operated transfer 

station in New York City that accepts, 
transfers and transports some portion of 
municipal solid waste or construction and 
demolition (C&D) debris or fill material 
generated in the private sector for out-of-
City disposal 

  
Waste Hauling Vehicles  Collection vehicles/transfer trailers that are 

used to transport municipal solid waste, 
C&D debris or fill material to or from the 
Transfer Stations 

  
 

Commercial Waste Management Study v March 2004 
Volume III – Converted Marine Transfer Stations: Acronyms and Definitions 



 

1.0 POTENTIAL PROCESSING OF COMMERCIAL WASTE AT THE 
CONVERTED MARINE TRANSFER STATIONS AND RELATED POTENTIAL 
IMPACTS 

 

1.1 Introduction 
 

This report evaluates the capacity that would potentially be available at the Converted Marine 

Transfer Stations (MTSs) to containerize commercial waste delivered by private carters.  When 

Local Law 74 (LL74) was adopted, the concept of developing an MTS Conversion Program for 

containerizing waste for long-term export was not established as a policy objective of New York 

City (City).  Given this policy objective, addressing the issue of processing commercial waste at 

the Converted MTSs first required, as a foundation, an environmental review of the potential 

impacts associated with processing City Department of Sanitation (DSNY)-managed Waste.  

That environmental review, using City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) methodologies, 

is reported in Volume III, Appendix A, MTS Environmental Evaluation.  It addressed: Land Use, 

Zoning and Public Policy; Socioeconomic Conditions; Neighborhood Character; Community 

Facilities and Services; Open Space and Parklands; Cultural Resources; Traffic and 

Transportation; Air Quality; Odor; Noise; Infrastructure and Energy and Solid Waste; Natural 

Resources (including Endangered Species and Habitats); Water Quality; Waterfront 

Revitalization Program; Hazardous Materials; and Urban Design and Visual Quality.  It 

demonstrates the Converted MTSs will enable export of DSNY-managed Waste in an efficient 

and environmentally sound manner and provides the basis on which the incremental 

environmental effects of containerizing and exporting commercial waste from the Converted 

MTSs are evaluated.   

 

The Converted MTSs, if included in the new Solid Waste Management Plan (New SWMP), 

would be developed at up to eight of the existing MTS sites with the tons per day (tpd) design 

capacities indicated below: 

 
� West 135th Street (Manhattan) – 4,290 tpd 

� East 91st Street (Manhattan) – 4,290 tpd 

� West 59th Street (Manhattan) – 2,145 tpd 
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� South Bronx (Hunts Point) – 4,290 tpd 

� North Shore (Queens) – 4,290 tpd  

� Greenpoint (Brooklyn) – 4,290 tpd  

� Hamilton Avenue (Brooklyn) – 4,290 tpd 

� Southwest Brooklyn– 4,290 tpd 

 

Based on these design capacities and the operating assumption, described in more detail in 

Appendix A, MTS Environmental Evaluation, there were no unmitigatible significant adverse 

environmental impacts associated with processing the average peak day deliveries of 

DSNY-managed Waste.  For the eight MTSs, the following measures were identified to mitigate 

estimated adverse impacts for traffic and on-site noise: 

 

� Traffic signal timing adjustments would mitigate estimated traffic impacts identified 
at five intersections near the South Bronx Converted MTS; three intersections near 
the Southwest Brooklyn Converted MTS; three intersections near the Greenpoint 
Converted MTS; two intersections near the Hamilton Avenue Converted MTS; one 
intersection near the West 135th Street Converted MTS; two intersections near the 
East 91st Street Converted MTS; and two intersections near the North Shore 
Converted MTS.  No traffic impacts were estimated at traffic study intersections 
identified near the West 59th Street Converted MTS. 

� Construction of a 20-foot-tall (from the ramp surface) noise barrier located on the 
southern side of the ramp at the South Bronx Converted MTS would mitigate the 
potential noise impact on a nearby prison barge.  A 20-foot-tall (from the ramp 
surface) noise barrier located on the southeast property line of the Southwest 
Brooklyn Converted MTS and a restriction on the number of nighttime arrivals of 
collection vehicles queuing on trucks and ramps would mitigate the potential noise 
impact on a nearby residential complex. 

� Subsurface site investigations at the Southwest Brooklyn, Greenpoint, and Hamilton 
Avenue Converted MTS sites are underway.  Results will be provided at a later date. 

 

These analyses and findings are detailed in the MTS Environmental Evaluation, the appendix to 

this volume.  

 

This report evaluates the use of available Converted MTS capacity, after processing all 

DSNY-managed Waste on a priority basis, to potentially containerize commercial waste without 

causing potentially significant unmitigatible adverse impacts.   
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It is important to emphasize that this assessment focuses solely on environmental considerations.  

It should not be interpreted as a general conclusion that export of commercial waste through the 

Converted MTSs is feasible.  Some of the additional factors that bear on the issue of feasibility 

that are not addressed in this report are: 

 

� The economics of export through the MTSs, which will be determined in part by 
proposals from private vendors for transport and disposal of containerized waste from 
the Converted MTSs.  The City has just received and begun evaluating these 
proposals, thus the economics of commercial waste export through the Converted 
MTSs are not yet known. 

� The types of business arrangements that the City would enter into with carters for 
exporting commercial waste through the MTSs, which are not yet defined. 

� Whether further development of the designs for the Converted MTSs will substantiate 
the operational assumptions or necessitate that the assumed operational capacity be 
reduced.  

� The comparative cost of exporting through the existing private Transfer Stations, 
which could be more attractive.  

� The potential permit limitations that NYSDEC may place on the operation of the 
Converted MTSs. 

� The location of some MTSs in relation to the sources of commercial waste 
generation, which may not provide the same efficiencies and consequently be as 
attractive to private carters as delivering to private Transfer Stations.  

 

1.2 Summary of On-Site Impact Analyses in the MTS Environmental Evaluation 

 

On-site air quality, odor and noise impacts in the MTS Environmental Evaluation were evaluated 

assuming that the Converted MTSs operated at their design capacities.  Appropriate CEQR-

based methodologies were applied to evaluate the potential for any significant unmitigatible 

adverse environmental impacts.  As noted in Table 1.2-1, the design capacities are significantly 

higher than the anticipated quantities of DSNY-managed Waste.  The MTS design capacities 

were based on, among other things, the following considerations:  

 

� Ensuring a facility design with the capacity to containerize DSNY-managed Waste at 
the peak hourly arrival rates of DSNY collection vehicles;  
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� Providing redundancy in the system to deal with upset conditions affecting operations 
at a facility or with weather-related emergencies; and  

� Allowing for future growth.   

 

Table 1.2-1 
MTS Environmental Analysis Information 

 

Converted 
MTS Facility 

Total 
Number 

of 
Loading 

Slots 

DSNY-
managed 

Waste 
Average 

Peak Day 
Deliveries, 

(tons)(1) 

Number 
of 

DSNY-
managed 
Vehicles, 
Average 

Peak Day

Average 
Day 

Design 
Capacity(2) 

(tpd) 

Peak-Hour 
Number of 

DSNY 
Collection 
Vehicles  

West 135th 
Street 4 1,416 222 4,290 30 
East 91st Street 4 1,093 130 4,290 28 
West 59th 
Street(3) 3 1,068 124 2,145 21 
South Bronx 4 2,804 363 4,290 64 
North Shore 4 2,672 329 4,290 39 
Greenpoint 4 3,387 423 4,290 61 
Hamilton 
Avenue 4 2,248 267 4,290 32 
Southwest 
Brooklyn 4 1,388 166 4,290 27 
Totals  16,076 2,024 32,175  

Notes: 
(1) All MTSs based on scale data from Fiscal Year 1998 received from the DSNY Bureau of Cleaning and 

Collection with a 20% contingency allowance, except for the South Bronx MTS.  South Bronx MTS data 
is based on Fiscal Year 1997 with a 20% contingency allowance.   

(2) Based on operating the MTS under normal operating conditions.  Spare operating line is not used to 
process waste.   

(3) West 59th Street is a lift and load operation - not an open top-loading slot system.  
 

Although these peak hourly arrival rates are not sustained over a 24-hour period, the MTS 

Environmental Evaluation of on-site impacts conservatively modeled these peak hour conditions 

to predict the potential for on-site noise and odor impacts, and air quality impacts for short-term 

(1-hour, 3-hour, 8-hour and 24-hour) averaging periods.  Because the analyses of short-term 

averaging periods were based on facility operations at the design capacity, no additional 

evaluation of on-site noise and odor impacts related to the processing of commercial waste was 

required.   
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An evaluation of potential on-site air quality impacts for pollutants compared to annual average 

standards was modeled assuming commercial waste was processed at the Converted MTSs.  

Based on these analyses, the potential processing of some quantities of the City’s commercial 

putrescible waste would not cause any incremental significantly adverse impacts attributable to 

on-site operations (see Attachment 4). 

 

Table 1.2-1 also presents the average peak day1 assumptions for delivery of DSNY-managed 

Waste used in the environmental analyses performed at each Converted MTS.  For the on-site 

analysis, a 20% contingency factor (i.e., expected peak volumes were increased by 20%) was 

applied to the average peak day number of DSNY collection vehicles. 

                                                 
1 The average peak day is the average of historic DSNY-managed Waste delivered to the existing MTSs on the peak 
day each week for 52 weeks (i.e., the average of 52 Tuesdays). 
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2.0 DSNY CAPACITY REQUIREMENTS AND POTENTIALLY AVAILABLE 
COMMERCIAL WASTE CAPACITY 

 

2.1 DSNY-managed Waste Reserved Capacity Scenario 
 

In evaluating the potential quantity of commercial waste that could be processed at the 

Converted MTSs, DSNY first determined the facility capacity that would be required for 

DSNY-managed Waste to provide for an adequate margin to meet its peak demand requirements 

under all conditions except declared waste disposal emergencies.  This is referred to as the 

DSNY-managed Waste Reserved Capacity Scenario.  This scenario differs in certain respects 

from the assumptions made in the MTS Environmental Evaluation.  It is based on historical 

waste delivery patterns for the average peak days, not including a 20% contingency factor, and 

reserves all capacity between 8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. for DSNY-managed Waste deliveries.  

Under conditions of high peak generation, the waste processing throughput of the Converted 

MTSs can be increased over a short period of time with the addition of personnel and extended 

shift operating time. 

 

DSNY has defined the allocation of the total number of loads and tons of DSNY-managed Waste 

that would be delivered to each Converted MTS based on each MTS’s historical wasteshed.  

They used a historical annual average of peak day deliveries to the existing MTSs as a basis for 

reserving sufficient capacity for processing DSNY-managed Waste at each Converted MTS.  An 

hourly distribution of the loads and tons delivered to each MTS was developed based on 

historical delivery data to the existing MTSs provided by DSNY.  For each Converted MTS, a 

model was set up using this delivery data to simulate the operation of each MTS for processing 

its allotted DSNY-managed Waste on an hourly basis under normal operating conditions.  The 

following assumptions were made about the normal operations of the Converted MTSs: 

 
� The Converted MTS would process ten containers per hour with three loading slots in 

operation, except for the West 59th Street MTS; 

� The West 59th Street MTS would process five containers per hour using a 
lift-and-load-type operation and two of the three loading slots; 

� The loader level would be kept as clear of waste as possible during processing hours 
by loading all waste received into containers as soon as possible and keeping 
stockpiles at a minimum; 
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� Each container would be loaded with approximately 20 to 22 tons of waste; 

� Each barge would be loaded with 48 containers of waste; 

� Barge switches would not interrupt waste processing operations; and 

� Employees would effectively work six and one-half hours out of an eight-hour shift 
due to shift changes and break time during the shift. 

 

Based on these assumptions, the Converted MTSs, except for the West 59th Street facility, would 
containerize a maximum of 220 tons of waste per hour and 4,290 tons of waste per day under 
normal operating conditions.  The West 59th Street Converted MTS would containerize a 
maximum of 110 tons of waste per hour and 2,145 tons of waste per day.   
 
Waste delivery profiles were established for each Converted MTS and tons and loads were 
allotted to each Converted MTS on an hourly basis.  Facility performance was modeled on an 
hour-to-hour basis for 24 hours beginning with the first (8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.) of three shifts.  
The model calculated the difference between the incoming tonnage and the maximum available 
processing capacity during the same hour.  If the incoming tonnage exceeded the processing 
capacity of the Converted MTS for that hour, the excess tonnage is stockpiled.  Stockpiled waste 
is processed during a subsequent hour, when additional capacity became available.  If the total 
incoming waste plus any waste in the stockpile is less than the processing capacity of the 
Converted MTS, the model computed the capacity available during that hour to process 
additional waste. 
 
In addition to calculating the available waste capacity at the Converted MTSs, the model 

calculated the cumulative tons received, cumulative tons containerized and cumulative number 

of DSNY collection vehicles that delivered waste to the MTS on an hourly basis.  The capacity 

model also calculated the fluctuation in the stockpile and tonnage in the stockpile by hour and 

the approximate hour in which barge switches would occur.  Table 2.1-1 presents a summary of 

the reserved capacity for DSNY-managed Waste and available excess capacity at each of the 

Converted MTSs.  The column showing DSNY-managed Waste reserved capacity reflects the 

historical average peak day generation in the respective MTS wastesheds.   

Commercial Waste Management Study 7  March 2004 
Volume III – Converted Marine Transfer Stations: Summary Report 



 

 
Table 2.1-1 

DSNY-managed Waste Reserved Capacity Scenario 
 

Converted MTS Facility 

Converted MTS 
Design Capacity(1) 

(tpd) 

DSNY-managed 
Waste Reserved 

Capacity 
(tpd) 

Excess 
Capacity, 

8:00 a.m. to 
8:00 p.m. 

(tons) 

Excess 
Capacity, 

8:00 p.m. to 
8:00 a.m. 

(tons) 
West 135th Street 4,290 1,180 1,211 1,853 
East 91st Street 4,290 880 1,227 2,183 
West 59th Street(2) 2,145 880 279 956 
South Bronx 4,290 2,190 333 1,732 
North Shore 4,290 2,370 622 1,000 
Greenpoint 4,290 2,360 575 1,145 
Hamilton Avenue 4,290 2,170 630 1,337 
Southwest Brooklyn 4,290 1,090 1,418 1,725 
Totals 32,175 13,120 6,295 11,931 

Notes: 
(1) Based on operating MTSs under normal operating conditions.  Spare operating lines are not used to process 

waste. 
(2) West 59th Street is a lift and load operation, not an open top-loading slot system. 
tpd = tons per day 

 

2.2 Commercial Waste Capacity Scenario 
 

Given the DSNY-managed Waste Reserved Capacity Scenario, a Commercial Waste Capacity 

Scenario was defined to determine the potential available capacity that could be used by private 

carters delivering waste from commercial sources.  This scenario identified the potential 

available capacity on an hourly basis at each Converted MTS, and provided the basis for 

evaluating the potential off-site air quality and off-site noise impacts associated with the delivery 

of commercial waste in nighttime hours.  The Commercial Waste Capacity Scenario involved the 

following steps: 

 
� Quantifying the tons of waste and number of DSNY-managed Waste collection 

vehicles delivering waste to each Converted MTS on an hourly basis; 

� Identifying hours in which additional waste could be delivered to the Converted 
MTSs; 

� Calculating the additional tons of waste that could be delivered to each Converted 
MTS on an hourly basis; 
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� Estimating the additional number of collection vehicles it would take to deliver the 
additional waste;  

� Identifying the potential commercial waste vehicle routes by approach direction 
(north, south, east, or west); 

� Identifying the potential commercial wastesheds for each MTS;  
� Estimating the number of commercial vehicles along each route based on the location 

of the waste source; and 
� Determining if additional environmental analyses are required at each Converted 

MTS based on the additional number of collection vehicles that would deliver 
commercial waste and their assumed routes. 

 
The following assumptions were made about commercial waste deliveries to the 

Converted MTSs: 

 
� Commercial waste deliveries would occur only during the 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. 

period; 
� Commercial collection vehicles would deliver an average of 11 tons per vehicle; and 
� Commercial waste deliveries would not exceed the hourly waste processing capacity 

of each Converted MTS, thus commercial waste would not be stockpiled at the 
Converted MTSs. 

 
It was assumed that all DSNY-managed Waste would be processed before any commercial waste 

was accepted at  the MTS.  Thus, the stockpile was reduced to zero tons, and all incoming 

DSNY-managed Waste containerized during an hour before excess capacity was allotted for 

commercial waste.  Based on the available commercial waste tonnage, the model calculated the 

additional number of commercial collection vehicles required to deliver the commercial waste 

totaling the excess capacity.  Additionally, the model calculated the total number of 

DSNY-managed Waste and potential commercial waste collection vehicles that could deliver 

waste in each hour.  

 

Excess capacity was calculated for every hour of the day.  Excess capacity on the first shift and 
first half of the second shift (8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.) was considered additional contingency for 
DSNY-managed Waste.  Because the hourly distribution is subject to fluctuation and cannot 
exactly replicate the delivery patterns of DSNY-managed Waste to the Converted MTSs, the 
total available capacity was summarized as a total tonnage between the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 
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8:00 p.m.  Table 2.2-1 shows the capacity potentially available to commercial carters, based on 
the capacity assumptions for processing DSNY-managed Waste.  The hourly results of the 
modeling, provided in tables in Attachment 1 to this report, show the hour-by-hour capacity 
analysis for each Converted MTS.  
 
Table 2.2-1 also presents information on the potential additional number of commercial waste 
collection vehicles.  It assumes that delivery of commercial waste by private carters uses all the 
remaining available capacity during the 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. period not required for processing 
of DSNY-managed Waste, not taking into account any environmental constraints that might limit 
deliveries of commercial waste.  As shown in the “Potential Available Capacity, 8:00 p.m. to 
8:00 a.m.” column, the total capacity potentially available for processing commercial waste 
during this period totals 11,931 tons, allocated among the eight MTSs, not taking into account 
the environmental constraints.   
  

Table 2.2-1 
Available Potential Excess Capacity at Converted MTSs  

Based on the Capacity Reserved for DSNY-managed Waste 
 

Average Peak Day 

Converted 
MTS Facility 

Average Day 
Design 

Capacity (1) 

(tpd) 

 
Potential 
Available 
Capacity, 
Average 

Peak Day 
(tpd) 

Potential 
Available 
Capacity,  
8:00 a.m.  

to 
8:00 p.m. 

(tons) 

Potential 
Available 
Capacity, 
8:00 p.m.  

to  
8:00 a.m. 

(tons) 

Potential 
Additional 
Number of 

Commercial 
Vehicles,  
8:00 p.m. 

 to  
8:00 a.m.(2) 

(per day) 

Maximum 
Number of 

DSNY 
Collection 
Vehicles,  
8:00 a.m. 

to 
8:00 p.m. 

(peak hour) 

Potential Range of 
Maximum Number of 
Collection Vehicles(3) 

8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. 
(peak hour) 

West 135th 
Street 4,290 3,110 1,211 1,853 175 30 20-22 
East 91st Street 4,290 3,410 1,227 2,183 199 28 19-21 
West 59th 
Street (4) 2,145 1,265 279 956 91 21 10-12 
South Bronx 4,290 2,100 333 1,732 163 64 21-23 
North Shore 4,290 1,920 622 1,000 95 39 24-26 
Greenpoint 4,290 1,930 575 1,145 109 61 22-24 
Hamilton 
Avenue 4,290 2,120 630 1,337 129 32 23-25 
Southwest 
Brooklyn 4,290 3,200 1,418 1,725 162 27 21-23 
Totals 32,175 19,055 6,295 11,931 1,123   

Notes: 
(1) Based on operating the MTSs under normal operating conditions.  Spare operating line is not used to process waste.   
(2) Assuming commercial collection vehicles deliver an average of 11 tons per truck.  (Field data indicates commercial 

collection vehicles average between 11 and 13 tons per truck.) 
(3) DSNY collection vehicles and commercial Waste Hauling Vehicles. 
(4) West 59th Street is a lift and load operation - not an open top-loading slot system. 
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3.0 SUMMARY OF OFF-SITE IMPACT ANALYSES 
 

A definitive determination of the quantity of potential commercial waste that can be processed at 

the Converted MTSs requires an assessment of whether commercial waste deliveries would 

cause any traffic, off-site air quality or off-site noise impacts.  The MTS Environmental 

Evaluation evaluated the potential for traffic, off-site air quality and off-site noise impacts based 

on waste delivery profiles for DSNY-managed Waste with a 20% contingency to allow for 

potential variations in waste deliveries.  This section identifies where those analyses were also 

sufficient for purposes of assessing the impacts associated with the delivery of commercial 

waste, and where additional analyses were required to determine whether commercial waste 

deliveries would potentially cause unmitigatible significant adverse environmental impacts. 

 

To perform refined traffic, off-site air quality and noise analyses, it was necessary to identify 

likely locations where commercial waste might originate and be delivered to each Converted 

MTS and to develop potential routes for commercial waste vehicles to each Converted MTS.  

General commercial Waste Hauling Vehicle routes were developed by approach direction (north, 

south, east, or west).  In some cases, more than one route per direction was identified as 

providing access to a Converted MTS.  Waste Hauling Vehicle routes were identified to and 

from major highways and roadways in the vicinity of each Converted MTS, along local truck 

routes in the vicinity of each Converted MTS, and following the most direct route along local 

roads to a Converted MTS from the nearest truck route.  As in the MTS Environmental 

Evaluation, it was assumed that commercial Waste Hauling Vehicles originating in different 

locations and delivering to the same Converted MTS will converge along routes in close 

proximity to the Converted MTS where access roads become limited. 

 

To establish the approximate numbers of commercial Waste Hauling Vehicles along routes to 
each Converted MTS, an assessment was performed of commercial waste-generating 
establishments by zip code.  The information developed in Volume II on commercial waste 
generation was used to develop commercial waste tonnages for an average peak day by zip code.  
Zip code boundaries for the City were plotted on a map, and commercial waste from 
establishments within those zip codes was assigned to each Converted MTS based on the 
community district (CD) assignment used in the Converted MTS Environmental Evaluation.  
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Those zip codes that fell within multiple CDs assigned to multiple Converted MTSs were 
assigned to the Converted MTS in which a greater proportion of the zip code boundary was 
contained.  Once zip codes were assigned to a Converted MTS, the corresponding tonnage 
associated with that zip code was also assigned to the same Converted MTS.  It was assumed that 
excess commercial tonnage that could not be processed at a Converted MTS would be processed 
at a private facility. 
 
To analyze the full commercial capacity at each Converted MTS, additional zip codes were 
added to the wasteshed of a Converted MTS, until enough commercial waste would be delivered 
to the Converted MTS to fill the excess capacity.  The additional zip codes were assigned based 
on geographic proximity to a Converted MTS and the commercial waste generated within a zip 
code.  It was assumed that zip codes that generate greater volumes of commercial waste would 
be more likely to make up the difference between the excess capacity and allotted commercial 
tonnage. 
 
Once sufficient commercial tonnage had been allotted to each Converted MTS, the trucks 
delivering tonnage from each zip code assigned to the Converted MTS were assigned along an 
approach to the Converted MTS.  After all zip codes and their corresponding tonnages had been 
assigned, percentages by approach direction were calculated for each Converted MTS.  These 
percentages were used to distribute the commercial waste vehicles along the assumed truck routes 
for the time period between 8:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m.  Commercial waste vehicles were assigned 
hourly in this manner as no hourly breakdown of commercial waste deliveries was available.  
The distribution of commercial waste vehicles by direction was then used for traffic, off-site air 
and off-site noise analyses. 
 
3.1 Traffic 
 
In the MTS Environmental Evaluation, traffic impacts were analyzed during background peak 
and facility-generated peak traffic hours using the appropriate CEQR-based methodologies.  In 
evaluating the effect of additional commercial waste deliveries on traffic conditions, the analysis 
assumed that all remaining available capacity (i.e., the capacity not required to process 
DSNY-managed Waste) during the 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. period was used to process 
commercial waste. 
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The results of the analysis show that peak hour assumptions for processing of DSNY-managed 

Waste had higher background traffic volumes, lower (poorer) levels of service and a higher 

number of collection vehicles than would apply to commercial waste deliveries during the 8:00 p.m. 

to 8:00 a.m. period.  (See Section 9 of the individual MTS chapters in the MTS Environmental 

Evaluation for these analyses.)  Peak hour truck arrival rates during the 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. 

period (commercial waste plus DSNY collection vehicles) are lower than the peak hour number 

of DSNY collection vehicles analyzed during the peak hours at all eight Converted MTSs. 

 

Table 2.2-1 illustrates the number of peak hour DSNY collection vehicles evaluated for the MTS 

Environmental Evaluation and the potential range of peak hour vehicles during commercial 

waste delivery hours.  The peak hour number of vehicles during commercial delivery hours 

represents both DSNY collection vehicles and commercial Waste Hauling Vehicles.  Since the 

traffic analysis in the MTS Environmental Evaluation found no significant adverse unmitigatible 

traffic impacts, there would also be no significant adverse unmitigatible environmental traffic 

impacts related to processing commercial waste during a peak period between 8:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m., 

when there are lower background traffic volumes, higher (better) levels of service and a lower 

number of collection vehicles. 

 

As noted in Section 1.1, for the eight MTSs, traffic signal timing adjustments would mitigate 

estimated traffic impacts identified at certain intersections related to delivery of DSNY-managed 

Waste. 

 

3.2 Air Quality  
 

The off-site air quality analyses during the peak hours for processing DSNY-managed Waste at 

each Converted MTS were based upon higher background traffic volumes, lower (poorer) levels 

of service and a higher number of collection vehicles than would be the case for deliveries of 

commercial waste during the 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. period.  (See Section 10 of the individual 

chapters in the MTS Environmental Evaluation for these analyses.) 
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The peak hour conditions over 24 hours per day were conservatively assumed to occur under a 

Tier I2 air quality analysis.  Under these assumptions, there were no significant adverse 

unmitigatible environmental impacts.  Therefore, there would also be no significant adverse 

unmitigatible air quality impacts related to processing commercial waste during an 8:00 p.m. to 

8:00 a.m. peak period, when there are lower background traffic volumes, higher (better) levels of 

service and a lower number of collection vehicles. 

 

The off-site air quality analysis of processing DSNY-managed Waste at some of the Converted 

MTS sites showed that using the conservative assumption that peak hour conditions occur 

24 hours per day under a Tier I analysis resulted in unmitigatible environmental impacts for 

particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) and less than 2.5 microns in diameter 

(PM2.5).  (See Section 10 of the individual chapters in the MTS Environmental Evaluation for 

these analyses.)  Therefore, a Tier II air quality analysis was performed at intersections near 

these Converted MTS sites that utilized actual hourly traffic volumes, including the higher 

number of collection vehicles used for deliveries of commercial waste to each Converted MTS 

during the 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. period, and there were no significant adverse unmitigatible 

environmental impacts.  Tables in Attachment 4 provide more detailed information on the results 

of the off-site air quality analyses. 

 

3.3 Noise 
 

In the MTS Environmental Evaluation, off-site noise impacts were screened over a 24-hour 

period at intersections where sensitive receptors exist near convergence points along truck routes 

to and from the Converted MTSs.  If required, based on screening, noise analyses were 

conducted for the worst hour (the hour when the greatest difference in noise levels was expected) 

during daytime (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) hours.  (See 

Section 3.14 in the MTS Environmental Evaluation for a detailed description of the off-site 

screening and analyses.) 

 

                                                 
2 The Tier I air quality analysis conservatively assumed that the peak hour traffic conditions occur 24 hours per day. 
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The screening analyses identified the potential for DSNY-managed Waste collection vehicles to 

double passenger car equivalents (PCEs) at two locations for the 91st Street Converted MTS, two 

locations for the North Shore Converted MTS, one location for the Hamilton Avenue Converted 

MTS and one location for the Southwest Brooklyn Converted MTS, at various hours during the 

nighttime.  Off-site noise analyses were conducted during the worst daytime and nighttime hours 

identified through the screening process at these six locations with the potential to double PCEs.  

The off-site noise analyses results indicate an impact at one access road to the 91st Street 

Converted MTS, two locations on one access road to the North Shore Converted MTS and one 

access road to the Hamilton Avenue Converted MTS.  Adjustments in the distribution of trucks 

and truck routes were made at these four locations.  The screening, and, if required, the off-site 

noise analyses, were performed based on the adjusted lower levels of DSNY-managed Waste 

collection vehicles at these four locations.  The results show that processing DSNY-managed 

Waste at any of the Converted MTSs would not cause any unmitigatible significant adverse 

off-site noise impacts.  Results of the screening analyses and off-site noise analyses are provided 

in Sections 4.12 through 11.12 of the MTS Environmental Evaluation. 

 

The off-site noise analysis of DSNY-managed Waste deliveries is not sufficient for purposes of 

assessing any impacts that would be associated with delivery of commercial waste.  To 

determine if an adverse impact would be caused by the delivery of commercial waste, a 

screening level analysis was performed for each hour where additional truck volumes are 

estimated to determine if an off-site noise analysis would be required of commercial Waste 

Hauling Vehicle quantities and routes to and from the Converted MTSs. 

3.3.1 Noise Impact Analysis of Commercial Waste Deliveries 

 

A sequence of analyses were performed to determine if an adverse noise impact would be caused 

by the delivery of commercial waste to the MTSs, utilizing the noise methodology for the off-site 

screening, monitoring and detailed analysis provided in Section 3.14 of the MTS Environmental 

Evaluation.  Results of the second-level noise screening analyses limit the number of commercial 

Waste Hauling Vehicles that could be routed to the MTSs during various hours within the 

8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. period without causing potentially significant adverse impacts at sensitive 
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receptors.  Although a Converted MTS may have available capacity to process commercial waste 

during the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., the potential for off-site noise impacts, based on 

second-level screening, limits the use of that available processing capacity. 

 

Noise-sensitive receptors were identified along the proposed commercial collection vehicle 

routes and existing traffic data were gathered for those locations.  A first-level screening analysis 

(based on total traffic volumes and axle factors from the New York State Department of 

Transportation [NYSDOT]) and a second-level screening analysis (based on actual vehicle 

classification counts) were performed.  The Future Build PCEs -- including DSNY-managed 

Waste collection vehicles, employee vehicles and commercial collection vehicles -- were 

compared to the Future No-Build PCEs for each hour during the 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. period, to 

determine if the proposed action would double PCEs and therefore cause a possible impact.  

Table 3.3.1-1 summarizes the results of that analysis. 

 

Since these results are based on a second-level screening for noise impacts, a detailed off-site 

noise analysis, utilizing the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model 

(TNM) Version 2.1, is being performed to determine if noise impacts would actually occur at 

these sensitive-receptor locations and/or if additional potential commercial Waste Hauling 

Vehicles could be routed to the MTS during the 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. hour, without causing 

unmitigatible significant adverse off-site noise impacts, to fully utilize the potentially available 

capacity of the MTSs.  The results of this off-site detailed noise analyses will be provided in the 

Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).   

 

Tables in Attachment 5 provide more detailed information on the results of the second-level 

screening analysis, identifying the estimated range of commercial collection vehicles that can be 

routed through each of the roadways without causing an unmitigatible significant adverse off-site 

noise impact.  (See Section 3.14.5.2 of the MTS Environmental Evaluation for a detailed 

description of the second-level screening analysis.) 
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Table 3.3.1-1 
Converted MTS  

Potential Commercial Waste Capacities Summary Table 
 

Converted MTS  
Design Capacity 

Potential Converted MTS 
Capacity with  

Off-Site Noise Constraints 

Location 

Total 
Potential 

Commercial 
Vehicles 
(per day) 

Potential 
Commercial 

Waste Tonnage 
8:00 p.m. to  

8:00 a.m. 
(tons) 

DSNY- 
managed Waste 

Delivered  
8:00 p.m. to 

8:00 a.m. 
(tons) 

Total 
Potential 

Commercial 
Vehicles 
(per day) 

Potential 
Commercial 

Waste 
Tonnage 

8:00 p.m. to  
8:00 a.m. 

(tons) 

West 135th Street 175 1,853 301 95 1,029 

East 91st Street(1) 199 2,183 17 71 781 

West 59th 
Street(2) 91 956 114 91 956 

South Bronx(1) 163 1,732 433 150 1,611 

North Shore(3) 95 1,000 901 95 1,000 

Greenpoint(1)  109 1,145 793 109 1,145 

Hamilton 
Avenue(1) 129 1,337 710 124 1,306 

Southwest 
Brooklyn(4) 162 1,725 418 76 828 

Total 1,123 11,931 3,687 811 8,656 

Notes: 
(1) Need to use different routes for potential commercial Waste Hauling Vehicles to deliver the full amount of 

potential excess capacity for commercial waste. 
(2) Can take all potential commercial Waste Hauling Vehicles without any noise constraints. 
(3) There is a route to the North Shore Converted MTS that does not pass sensitive receptors that must be used 

from 12:00 a.m. to 6:00 a.m. to deliver the full amount available for commercial capacity.  The route should 
not be used at other times upon request from the City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) due to 
congestion that occurs at certain intersections along the route during daytime traffic hours. 

(4)  Outbound trucks passing 26th Street between Cropsey Avenue and Shore Road limit the number of inbound 
commercial Waste Hauling Vehicles that can be accommodated at the Southwest Brooklyn Converted MTS. 
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List of Acronyms/Definitions 
 
 

Acronyms 
C&D  construction and demolition 
  
DSNY New York City Department of Sanitation 
  
LL74 Local Law 74, effective December 19, 2000, enacted 

by the City Council, requiring a comprehensive 
assessment of commercial solid waste management in 
New York City 

  
MSW municipal solid waste 
  
PADEP Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 
  
tpd tons per day 
  
WTE waste-to-energy 
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Definitions 

City  New York City 
  
Consultant The DSNY’s Consultant Team, including 

Henningson, Durham & Richardson 
Architecture and Engineering, P.C.; Parsons 
Brinckerhoff Quade and Douglas, Inc.; 
Ecodata, Inc.; Franklin Associates, Ltd.; 
Urbitran Associates, Inc.; HydroQual, Inc.; 
and Cambridge Environmental, Inc., who 
prepared the Commercial Waste 
Management Study 

  
DSNY-managed Waste  Solid waste that DSNY collects from all 

residential households in the City and the 
institutional waste of City, state and federal 
agencies that DSNY collects and/or for 
which DSNY arranges disposal 

  
Final Study Scope or Final Scope of Work Commercial Waste Management Study 

Final Scope of Work issued on July 31, 
2003 

  
New SWMP The new comprehensive Solid Waste 

Management Plan to be developed in 2004 
for both DSNY-managed Waste and 
commercial waste for the planning period 
2004 through 2024 

  
New SWMP Planning Period The 20-year period from 2004 to 2024 

addressed by the City's New Solid Waste 
Management Plan 

  
Study  Commercial Waste Management Study 
  
Transfer Station Privately owned and operated transfer 

station in New York City that accepts, 
transfers and transports some portion of 
municipal solid waste or construction and 
demolition (C&D) debris or fill material 
generated in the private sector for 
out-of-City disposal 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 



  

PREFACE 

 
Local Law 74 of 2000 (LL74) mandated a comprehensive study of commercial waste 

management (Commercial Waste Management Study or Study) in New York City (City) by a 

Consultant funded by the City Department of Sanitation (DSNY).  This Study undertaken to 

comply with LL74 will assist the City in managing the commercial waste stream in the most 

efficient and environmentally sound manner, and assist in the development of the City’s Solid 

Waste Management Plan (New SWMP) for the New SWMP Planning Period. 

 
As stated in the Commercial Waste Management Study Final Scope of Work, one of the Study’s 

objectives is to “evaluate trends in the supply and cost of waste disposal capacity that will be 

available to the City.”  Specifically, “The Study will evaluate the volume of out-of-City waste 

disposal capacity that is economically accessible by export in transfer trailers from the City.  If 

the Study projects a decline, the Study will also identify the means to encourage a shift in 

commercial waste transport operations to barge or rail modes to ensure access to more remote 

disposal sites.” 

 
In addition to this Volume IV, the Study consists of five other volumes: 

 
� Volume I: Private Transfer Station Evaluations; 

� Volume II: Commercial Waste Generation and Projections; 

� Volume III: Converted Marine Transfer Stations – Commercial Waste Processing and 
Analysis of Potential Impacts; 

� Volume V: Manhattan Transfer Station Siting Study; and 

� Volume VI: Waste Vehicle Technology Assessment. 

 

This Volume IV: Evaluation of Waste Disposal Capacity Potentially Available to New York 

City, examines the waste disposal capacity potentially available within seven states (Georgia, 

New York, New Jersey, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina and Virginia) for accepting City 

waste, either via truck transfer or by barge or rail.  Historic market price information was also 

gathered and reviewed. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Scope of Analysis/Approach 

 

The survey was primarily based on interviews with landfill and waste-to-energy (WTE) 

operators and municipal solid waste management employees.  (The surveyed area includes states 

that can be reasonably accessed by truck transfer, ocean-going vessel transport, and rail.)   

 

In addition to conducting the surveys, data on historic market prices in the surveyed area were 

reviewed.  Historical market price information was gathered from Solid Waste Digest published 

reports. 

 

An attempt was made to develop a reasonable econometric model based on the survey results.  

The econometric model approach was formulated and a determination was made that the data 

gathered was not sufficient to obtain meaningful results, primarily due to the lack of responses 

from the landfill operators on questions concerning long-term contract tip fees.  Though the 

econometric model was not developed, the data was analyzed to estimate or determine: 

 
� The excess capacity at high-capacity1 landfills; 

� Trends of historical spot market disposal price (i.e., tip fee) levels; 

� Ownership of high-capacity landfills with rail access; 

� Comparison of tip fees at rail-accessible and non-rail-accessible landfills; and 

� Inflation-adjusted, real per ton tip fees. 

 

                                                 
1 High-capacity landfills are those that accepted at least 1,000 tons per day (tpd) of municipal solid waste (MSW) in 
2003. 

Commercial Waste Management Study ES-2  March 2004 
Volume IV – Evaluation of Waste Disposal Capacity Potentially Available to New York City: Executive Summary 



  

Findings 

 
The results of this assessment are summarized below: 

 
� In the list of high-capacity2 disposal sites, there are a number of mega-landfills  

(landfills with a substantially larger capacity than 1,000 tons per day [tpd]) in states 
within the mid-Atlantic, Southeast and Midwest regions, exclusive of Pennsylvania 
and New York, that appear to have sufficient physical capacity to meet the additional 
demand of both DSNY-managed Waste and commercial waste generated by the City.  

� Dispose of all the DSNY-managed Waste and commercial waste generated by the 
City over the New SWMP Planning Period.  Most of the identified long-term disposal 
capacity is located more than 400 miles from the City and, therefore, is most likely 
economically accessible by rail, and to a lesser extent, by barge. 

� Assuming the continuation of existing regulatory policies, landfill capacity in 
Pennsylvania will continue to decrease, and real tip fees should increase.  (It is 
reasonable to assume, however, that some additional landfill capacity will be 
permitted to accommodate waste generated in Pennsylvania.)  Data gathered during 
2002 and 2003 indicate that there have been limited expansion/modification permits 
granted to mega-landfills in Pennsylvania, and while real (inflation-adjusted) spot 
market tip fee prices decreased over the six-year period of 1997 to 2003, these fees 
have increased in real dollars during the past two years (2002 to 2003).  Part, but not 
all, of this increase is due to the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Protection (PADEP)-imposed $4.00 per ton fee applied to all solid waste disposed of 
in Pennsylvania municipal solid waste (MSW) landfills, which went into effect in 
June of 2002.  

� Assuming a relatively competitive marketplace, and given that there appears to be a 
sufficient amount of landfill capacity in the surveyed area, it is reasonable to expect 
that the long-term real (inflation-adjusted) contract tip fees in the surveyed area 
(exclusive of New York and Pennsylvania) will remain relatively stable in the near 
term. 

� The above conclusion assumes a relatively competitive marketplace for disposal 
capacity.  Two firms own approximately 70% of the high-capacity landfills with rail 
access, including 100% of the capacity in both Georgia and South Carolina, and more 
than 80% of the landfills meeting this criteria in Pennsylvania.  The result of this 
effective duopoly could lead to market conditions and pricing structures that deviate 
from normal, competitive marketplaces. 

 

                                                 
2 There were 87 high-capacity landfills identified in this report.  Of these 87 landfills, 30 have rail access and one 
has barge access.   
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1.0 OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS 

 

To better understand New York City’s (City’s) requirements for a commercial waste transfer 

infrastructure over the New SWMP Planning Period, as part of the Commercial Waste 

Management Study (Study), an economic study was performed to develop information on the 

economic market for the disposal of waste exported from the City.  As part of the assessment, 

surveys were conducted of 282 landfill and waste-to-energy (WTE) facility operators and 

municipal solid waste management employees in seven states (Georgia, New York, New Jersey, 

Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina and Virginia – collectively referred to as the “surveyed 

area”).  In addition to these surveys, available data from state regulatory agencies and Solid 

Waste Digest published reports were analyzed.  From this data, an assessment was made of the 

potential available disposal capacity and pricing, which included consideration of the regulatory 

policies, economic accessibility and market competition that may affect the pricing. 

 

The results of this assessment are summarized below: 

 

� In the list of high-capacity1 disposal sites, there are a number of mega-landfills  
(landfills with a substantially larger capacity than 1,000 tons per day [tpd]) in states 
within the mid-Atlantic, Southeast and Midwest regions, exclusive of Pennsylvania 
and New York, that appear to have sufficient physical capacity to meet the additional 
demand of both DSNY-managed Waste and commercial waste generated by the City.  

 

� Dispose of all the DSNY-managed Waste and commercial waste generated by the 
City over the New SWMP Planning Period.  Most of the identified long-term disposal 
capacity is located more than 400 miles from the City and, therefore, is most likely 
economically accessible by rail, and to a lesser extent, by barge. 

 

� Assuming the continuation of existing regulatory policies, landfill capacity in 
Pennsylvania will continue to decrease, and real tip fees should increase.  (It is 
reasonable to assume, however, that some additional landfill capacity will be 
permitted to accommodate waste generated in Pennsylvania.)  Data gathered during 
2002 and 2003 indicate that there have been limited expansion/modification permits 
granted to mega-landfills in Pennsylvania, and while real (inflation-adjusted) spot 

                                                 
1 There were 87 high-capacity landfills identified in this report.  Of these 87 landfills, 30 have rail access and one 
has barge access.   
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market tip fee prices decreased over the six-year period of 1997 to 2003, these fees 
have increased in real dollars during the past two years (2002 to 2003).  Part, but not 
all, of this increase is due to the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Protection (PADEP)-imposed $4.00 per ton fee applied to all solid waste disposed of 
in Pennsylvania municipal solid waste (MSW) landfills, which went into effect in 
June of 2002.  

 

� Assuming a relatively competitive marketplace, and given that there appears to be a 
sufficient amount of landfill capacity in the surveyed area, it is reasonable to expect 
that the long-term real (inflation-adjusted) contract tip fees in the surveyed area 
(exclusive of New York and Pennsylvania) will remain relatively stable in the near 
term 

 

� The above conclusion assumes a relatively competitive marketplace for disposal 
capacity.  Two firms own approximately 70% of the high-capacity landfills with rail 
access, including 100% of the capacity in both Georgia and South Carolina, and more 
than 80% of the landfills meeting this criteria in Pennsylvania.  The result of this 
effective duopoly could lead to market conditions and pricing structures that deviate 
from normal, competitive marketplaces. 
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2.0 METHODOLOGY 

 

The survey was primarily based on interviews with landfill and WTE operators and municipal 

solid waste management employees.  (The surveyed area includes states that can be reasonably 

accessed by truck transfer, ocean-going vessel transport, and rail.)   

 

In addition to conducting the surveys, data on historic market prices in the surveyed area were 

reviewed.  Historical market price information was gathered from Solid Waste Digest published 

reports. 

 

An attempt was made to develop a reasonable econometric model based on the survey results.  

The econometric model approach was formulated and a determination was made that the data 

gathered was not sufficient to obtain meaningful results, primarily due to the lack of responses 

from the landfill operators on questions concerning long-term contract tip fees.  Though the 

econometric model was not developed, the data was analyzed to estimate or determine: 

 

� The excess capacity at high-capacity2 landfills; 

� Trends of historical spot market disposal price (i.e., tip fee) levels; 

� Ownership of high-capacity landfills with rail access; 

� Comparison of tip fees at rail-accessible and non-rail-accessible landfills; and 

� Inflation-adjusted, real per ton tip fees. 

 

 

                                                 
2 High-capacity landfills are those that accepted at least 1,000 tpd of municipal solid waste (MSW) in 2003. 
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3.0 RESULTS 

 

3.1 Potentially Available Long-Term Disposal Capacity 

 

The survey results were not sufficient to estimate the actual remaining excess capacity of all or 

most of the landfills in the surveyed area.  This was due to both a lack of complete responses to 

the survey and responses indicating landfills with “unlimited” permitted capacity that didn’t 

provide the physical capacity information, which would have been used to estimate excess 

capacity of the landfill.  However, the information gathered from the sources mentioned above 

was combined to assess the available capacity.  The results of this assessment are shown in 

Table 3.1-1. 

 

Table 3.1-1 
Available Landfill Capacity and Average Tip Fees 

 
One-Way Travel Distance 

from New York City 
(miles)(1) 

Number 
of 

Landfills(2)

2003 Calculated 
Available Excess 
Capacity(3) (tpd)

2003 Average Spot 
Market Tip Fees 

($/ton) 
0-150 7 N/A(4) $57.60 
150-400 5 1,750 $42.80 
>400 16 44,000 $31.10 
TOTAL 28 45,750   

 Notes: 
(1) Over-the-road distance. 
(2) Of the 282 surveyed landfills, these are the only ones that met the criteria of having a significant (1,000 tpd) amount 

of excess capacity, or in the case of the landfills within 150 miles of the City, having 2003 average levels of intake of 
at least 2,500 tpd.   

(3) For landfills with no daily limits on capacity, tpd excess capacity was calculated based on an assumed 20-year 
landfill life and subtraction of the 2003 tpd intake. 

(4) Unless current regulatory policy trends change, there appears to be less than 20 years of remaining capacity within 
150 miles of the City, assuming a continuation of current intake levels. 

 

A total of 28 landfills within the surveyed area with current significant available capacity are 

included in the results from this survey and research effort.  Sixteen of the landfills are located 

more than 400 miles from the City.  The cost of truck transportation increases significantly once 

the distance that a single driver can travel (round trip) in one day without an extended off-duty 

break is exceeded, as required by the U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Motor Carrier 

Safety Administration guidelines.  These guidelines limit the hours that drivers may drive 
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without going off-duty.  A truck relay is an option, but the increased operations or capital costs 

required for this option increases the truck transportation costs.  While barging is also an export 

option, only one landfill surveyed (located in Virginia) is accessible by barge. 

 

The 44,000 tpd of estimated excess capacity in landfills greater than 400 miles from the City is 

primarily attributable to six remote regional mega-landfills with no daily permit limits.  The 

operators of these six landfills indicated having a minimum of 30 million tons of remaining 

capacity.  The available daily capacity at these landfills was based on an assumed 20-year 

landfill life.  In addition to the predominance of capacity available in the 400-mile plus range, 

these landfills reported significantly lower tip fees than those closer to the major centers of waste 

generation.  As indicated in Table 3.1-1, costs tend to decrease inversely with distance from the 

New York metropolitan area. 

 

3.2 Disposal Capacity in Pennsylvania 

 

The primary results of “A Report on Pennsylvania Landfill Capacity for the New York 

Department of Sanitation” completed in April 2002 for the City Department of Sanitation 

(DSNY) are: 

 

� “Based on current utilization rates and assuming a favorable permit renewal policy, 
the existing permitted capacity in Pennsylvania that is within 250 miles of New York 
City would be exhausted in approximately 7.6 years and all of the state’s landfill 
capacity would be exhausted in 11.1 years.  This assumes a continuation of 
steady-state conditions.  But data obtained from landfill operators shows a significant 
increase [in] utilization rates in 2001 over 2000 and the City is but one of numerous 
out-of-state sources that are heavily dependent on Pennsylvania’s landfill capacity.”  

 
� “There are applications for an additional 50,000,000 tons of landfill capacity within 

the 250-mile radius pending before the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Protection ([PA]DEP)3.  Approval of all of these applications for expansions and 
renewals would increase the available capacity within a 250-mile radius of New York 
by 32%.”  

                                                 
3 Based on survey information obtained by HDR from [PA]DEP and landfill operators/owners. 
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�  “Pennsylvania environmental officials are advocating legislation on the state and 
federal level that would, respectively: (i) legalize what is now a temporary 
moratorium on issuance of permit expansions and renewals; and (ii) increase state 
authority to limit and otherwise regulate imports.4 In recent actions, Pennsylvania 
DEP has denied landfill expansion (Empire Alliance) and renewal (Tullytown) 
applications.” 

 

Since the submittal of the above report, there have been several developments in the status of the 

permit expansions/modifications for mega-landfills in Pennsylvania, as summarized below: 

 

� Tullytown Resource Recovery Facility – PADEP approved an expansion that will add 
about 2.5 years of disposal life to the landfill at its current average daily volume.  
Without expansion, the landfill would have reached capacity in about six months or 
less. 

� Southern Alleghanies Landfill – PADEP approved a modification that increased the 
capacity of the landfill by approximately 60 acres of disposal area, but does not 
increase the daily tonnage of waste to be accepted. 

� Conestoga Landfill – PADEP approved a modification that increased the average 
daily volume of waste by 2,000 tpd. 

� J&J Landfill – PADEP approved an expansion that increases waste acceptance from 
650 tpd on average to 1,200 tpd.  Expansion of the J&J Landfill will extend the 
operational life of the facility by approximately 11 years. 

� Dauphin Meadows Landfill – PADEP denied an expansion on the basis that the 
harms outweighed the benefits. 

� Pottstown Landfill – the operators have dropped their plans for a vertical expansion 
on the western portion of the landfill. 

 

In addition to the permit expansion and modification updates since the time of the April 2002 

report, remaining capacity information in Pennsylvania was gathered, as shown in Table 3.2-1.  

These data shows the remaining capacity in Pennsylvania continuing to decline in 2002, albeit at 

a lower rate than the previous two years.  It is reasonable to assume, however, that additional 

capacity will be permitted to dispose of waste generated in Pennsylvania. 

                                                 
4 2001 Testimony of David Hess, Secretary of Pennsylvania DEP [PADEP] before state and federal legislative 
committees. 
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Table 3.2-1 
Pennsylvania Landfill Remaining Capacity 

 

Year Remaining Capacity (Tons) Year over Year % Change
1999 255,897,000  
2000 230,849,000 -10%  
2001 203,945,000 -12% 
2002 187,869,000 -7.9% 

 

Both the permit expansion/modification updates and remaining capacity quantities for 2002 

support the conclusions reached in the April 2002 report.  While the expansion/modification 

permits granted to Tullytown, Southern Alleghanies, Conestoga and J&J landfills may increase 

the time period originally estimated for the exhaustion of landfill capacity, the data continues to 

support the conclusion that the landfill capacity in Pennsylvania over the New SWMP Planning 

Period will not be sufficient to dispose of both DSNY-managed Waste and commercial waste. 

 

3.3 Landfill Disposal Tip Fee Pricing Structure 

While only seven mega-landfill operators were willing to discuss possible long-term contract 

fees, the information gathered from these operators proved valuable.  On average, these landfill 

operators indicated these long-term (defined as 20 years) contract tip fees to be approximately 

50% lower than the spot market tip fees.  This supports the reasonable assumption that a party 

that can make a long-term commitment of a large volume of waste would obtain a substantially 

better price than the spot market rate. 

In order to make an assessment of the overall pricing structure, trends of spot market tip fees of 

high-capacity landfills over the six-year period between 1997-2003 were analyzed.  Tip fee data 

was provided by Solid Waste Digest published reports.  Only those landfills where all six years 

of spot market tip fee data were available were included.  Table 3.3-1 shows the results of the 

analysis of all the landfills satisfying the above criteria.   
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Table 3.3-1 
Trends in Average Spot Market Tip Fees by State and by Year of Selected High-Capacity Landfills 

 

  
State 

  
  

  
1997 

  
1998 

  
1999 

  
2000 

  
2001 

  
2002 

  
2003 

Average 
Spot 

Market Tip 
Fee  

(1997-2003) 
in 2003$ 

6-yr 
Change 

(1997-2003) 
Avg Spot Mkt Price per Ton $29.87 $29.90  $30.38 $29.62 $29.29 $29.58 $30.40  $0.52
Inflation Adjusted Avg Spot Mkt Price per Ton $34.24 $33.74 $33.55 $31.64 $30.43 $30.25 $30.40 $32.03   Ohio 

Inflation Adjusted Annual Percent Change in Tip Fees - -1.4%  -0.6% -5.7% -3.8% -0.6% 0.5%  -11.2%
Avg Spot Mkt Price per Ton $27.20 $27.78  $29.82 $30.97 $31.00 $31.33 $33.94  $6.74
Inflation Adjusted Avg Spot Mkt Price per Ton $31.17 $31.35 $32.94 $33.08 $32.21 $32.05 $33.94 $32.39   South Carolina 

Inflation Adjusted Annual Percent Change in Tip Fees - 0.6%  5.1% 0.4% -2.6% -0.5% 5.9% 8.9%
Avg Spot Mkt Price per Ton $29.94 $30.61  $32.17 $32.24 $32.73 $32.75 $33.98  $4.03
Inflation Adjusted Avg Spot Mkt Price per Ton $34.32 $34.54 $35.52 $34.45 $34.00 $33.49 $33.98 $34.33   Georgia 

Inflation Adjusted Annual Percent Change in Tip Fees - 0.7%  2.8% -3.0% -1.3% -1.5% 1.4% -1.0%
Avg Spot Mkt Price per Ton $41.02 $39.72  $39.86 $41.01 $41.26 $42.11 $42.83  $1.81
Inflation Adjusted Avg Spot Mkt Price per Ton $47.02 $44.83 $44.02 $43.81 $42.87 $43.06 $42.83 $44.06   Virginia 

Inflation Adjusted Annual Percent Change in Tip Fees - -4.7%  -1.8% -0.5% -2.1% 0.4% -0.5% -8.9%
Avg Spot Mkt Price per Ton $45.03 $42.04  $42.51 $42.58 $42.65 $41.38 $38.50  -$6.53
Inflation Adjusted Avg Spot Mkt Price per Ton $51.60 $47.44 $46.94 $45.49 $44.31 $42.31 $38.50 $45.23   New York 

Inflation Adjusted Annual Percent Change in Tip Fees - -8.1%  -1.1% -3.1% -2.6% -4.5% -9.0% -25.4%
Avg Spot Mkt Price per Ton $48.32 $48.45  $49.32 $49.71 $49.36 $50.54 $53.11  $4.80
Inflation Adjusted Avg Spot Mkt Price per Ton $55.37 $54.67 $54.46 $53.10 $51.28 $51.69 $53.11 $53.38   Pennsylvania 

Inflation Adjusted Annual Percent Change in Tip Fees - -1.3%  -0.4% -2.5% -3.4% 0.8% 2.8% -4.1%
New Jersey(1) Avg Spot Mkt Price per Ton   N/A       N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Note: 
(1) There were no high-capacity New Jersey landfills.   
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Table 3.3-1 shows that the average spot market tip fees are less expensive in states that are a 

greater distance from the New York metropolitan area.  In addition, the data on this table show 

that in all states except South Carolina, spot market tip fees decreased in real (inflation-adjusted) 

dollars from 1997 to 2003.  The trends shown for tip fees in Pennsylvania support the discussion 

earlier in this report on the diminishing remaining capacity and the resulting increasing tip fees, 

as can be observed in the 2002 and 2003 real (inflation-adjusted) increases in tip fees.   

 

3.4 Potential Effect of Ownership of Landfills on the Competition in the Disposal 
Marketplace 

 

As shown in Table 3.4-1, two firms own approximately 70% of the high-capacity landfills with 

rail access, including 100% of the capacity in both Georgia and South Carolina, and more than 

80% of the landfills meeting this criteria in Pennsylvania.  The result of this effective duopoly 

could lead to market conditions and pricing structures that deviate from normal, competitive 

marketplaces. 

 

Table 3.4-1 
Ownership of Selected High-Capacity Landfills with Rail Access 

 

State 

Number of Landfills 
Meeting Selection 

Criteria 

Number of Landfills 
owned by Two 

Companies 

Percent of Total 
Selected Landfills 

Owned by Two 
Companies 

Georgia 2 2 100% 
South Carolina 4 4 100% 
Pennsylvania 12 10 83% 
Ohio 8 5 63% 
Virginia 2 0 0% 
New York 2 0 0% 
Totals 30 21 70% 
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ATTACHMENT A 

 

QUESTIONS FOR LANDFILL OWNERS/OPERATORS

 



    

Questions for Landfill Owners/Operators 

 

State/Landfill Name: 

Public/Private Ownership: 

Date/Time: 

Person Called/Title: 

Phone Number: 

 

The questions below pertain to a survey that HDR Engineering Inc., as consultants to the New 

York City Department of Sanitation, is conducting to determine the putrescible solid waste 

landfill market. 

 

1. What wastes (MSW, Commercial, C&D, ash residue, hazardous waste) are accepted at 
the landfill?   

 
2a. What is your historical spot market tip fee?  Please specify number of days/week and 

days/year that are used in your calculations. 
 
2b. What is your average contract tip fee?  Please provide public rate schedule. 

3a. At current rate of usage, what is the permitted remaining life of the landfill (in tons)?  
And what is the physical remaining life of the landfill? 

 
3b. What is your permitted average tons per day (tpd)? 
 
3c. What is the permitted maximum tpd? 
 
3d. What is the current average tpd? 

 

4. Do you accept waste from sources outside of your state?  From New York City (NYC)?  
How much waste is currently accepted from the NYC, tpd?   

 

5. Do you have a host community agreement to accept out-of-state waste?  Example: Would 
you require a host community agreement with a city in another community, region, or 
state, such as NYC? 

 

6. Do you accept waste from Municipalities and/or Private companies?  What is your % 
breakdown between municipal and private customers? 

 

 



    

7. Which municipalities are currently sending waste to your landfill?  Please provide a copy 
of any contracts you have with municipalities. 

 

8. Which private companies are currently sending waste to your landfill?  Please provide a 
copy of any contracts you have with private companies. 

 

9. Is the landfill accessible by rail?  If so, is there a transfer facility at the landfill for loading 
and unloading rail cars? 

 

10. Have you filed for an expansion permit for the landfill?  How big is the expansion?  What 
is the status of the expansion permit? 

 

11. What are the operational hours and days for receiving waste? 

 

12. How many operational days are there in one calendar year? 

 

13. When does the landfill’s operational permit expire?  How many years is a typical permit 
for? 

 

14. What would the tip fee be for a contract to deliver 600-1,200 tpd of commercial waste to 
the landfill for 20 years? 

 



    

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT B 
 

QUESTIONS FOR WASTE-TO-ENERGY FACILITY OWNERS/OPERATORS 

 



    

Questions for Waste-to-Energy Facility Owners/Operators  

 

State/Facility Name: 

Public/Private Ownership: 

Date/Time: 

Person Called/Title: 

Phone Number: 

 

The questions below pertain to a survey that HDR Engineering Inc., as consultants to the New 

York City Department of Sanitation, is conducting to determine the putrescible solid waste 

marketplace. 

 

1. What wastes besides Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) are accepted at the facility? 

 

2. What is your historical spot market disposal fee?  (Please specify number of days/week 
and days/year that are used in your calculations.) 

 

3a. What is your average contract tip fee?  (Please provide public rate schedule.) 
 
3b. What is your permitted average tons per day (tpd)? 
 
3c. What is the permitted maximum tpd? 
 
3d. What is the current average tpd? 

 

4. Do you accept waste from sources outside of your state?  From New York City (NYC)?  
How much waste is currently accepted from NYC, tpd? 

 

5. Do you have a host community agreement to accept out-of-state waste?  Example: Would 
you require a host community agreement with a city in another community, region, or 
state, such as NYC?  What is the host community fee payment (per ton)?  Please provide 
a copy of the host community agreement. 

 

6. Do you pay a PILOT (Payment in Lieu of Taxes) payment to your community?  If so, 
how much is this payment (per ton)? 

 

 



    

7. Do you accept waste from Municipalities and/or Private companies?  What is your % 
breakdown between municipal and private clients? 

 

8. Which municipalities are currently sending waste to your facility?  Please provide copies 
of any contracts you have with municipalities. 

 

9. Which private companies are currently sending waste to your facility?  Please provide 
copies of any contracts you have with private companies. 

 

10. Is the facility accessible by rail?  If so, is there a transfer facility at the facility for loading 
and unloading rail cars? 

 

11. What are the operational hours and days for receiving waste? 

 

12. How many operational days are there in one calendar year? 

 

13. When does the facility’s operational permit expire?  How many years is a typical permit 
for? 

 

14. Do you have plans for expansion at your facility? 

 

15. What would the tip fee be for a contract to deliver 600-1,200 tpd of commercial waste to 
your facility for 20 years? 

 

 

 

 



    

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT C 

 

QUESTIONS FOR MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT EMPLOYEES

 



    

Questions for Municipal Solid Waste Management Employees 

 

State/Community Name: 

Date/Time: 

Person Called/Title: 

Phone Number: 

 

The questions below pertain to a survey that HDR Engineering Inc., as consultants to the New 

York City Department of Sanitation, is conducting to determine the putrescible solid waste 

landfill market.  

 

1. How many tons of MSW (Municipal Solid Waste) does your community export per day?  
Per year? 

 

2. What landfills and/or Waste-to-Energy facilities are you currently sending your waste to? 

 

3. Please estimate the percent of your community’s waste going to each of these 
landfills/facilities. 

 

4. Please list the tipping/disposal fees that you pay for each of the landfills/facilities. 

 

5. Please list any Private companies that transport your community’s waste.  Please also 
provide approximate tonnage that these Private companies transport. 

 

6. Please provide a copy of any contracts you have with landfills/Waste-to-Energy facilities. 
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List of Acronyms/Definitions 
 

Acronyms 
DSNY New York City Department of Sanitation 
  
FHL Friends of the High Line 
  
LL74 Local Law 74, effective December 19, 2000, 

enacted by the City Council, requiring a 
comprehensive assessment of commercial solid 
waste management in New York City 

  
MTS  marine transfer station 
  
tpd tons per day 
  
TYP typical 
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Definitions 

2001 Plan February 2001 Final Comprehensive Solid 
Waste Management Plan Modification and 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

  
City New York City 
  
Consultant The DSNY’s Consultant Team, including 

Henningson, Durham & Richardson 
Architecture and Engineering, P.C.; Parsons 
Brinckerhoff Quade and Douglas, Inc.; 
Ecodata, Inc.; Franklin Associates, Ltd.; 
Urbitran Associates, Inc.; HydroQual, Inc.; 
and Cambridge Environmental, Inc., who 
prepared the Commercial Waste 
Management Study 

  
Converted MTS One of DSNY’s eight marine transfer 

stations, modified to containerize waste for 
out-of-City export by barge or rail 

  
Final Study Scope or Final Scope of Work Commercial Waste Management Study 

Final Scope of Work issued on July 31, 
2003 

  
New SWMP The new comprehensive Solid Waste 

Management Plan to be developed in 2004 
for both DSNY-managed Waste and 
commercial waste for the planning period 
2004 through 2024 

  
New SWMP Planning Period The 20-year period from 2004 to 2024 

addressed by the City's New Solid Waste 
Management Plan   

  
Study  Commercial Waste Management Study 
  
Transfer Station(s)  Privately owned and operated transfer 

station in New York City that accepts, 
transfers and transports some portion of 
municipal solid waste or construction and 
demolition debris or fill material generated 
in the private sector for out-of-City disposal 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 



 

PREFACE 

 
Local Law 74 of 2000 (LL74) mandated a comprehensive study of commercial waste 

management (Commercial Waste Management Study or Study) in New York City (City) by a 

Consultant funded by the City Department of Sanitation (DSNY).  This Study undertaken to 

comply with LL74 will assist the City in managing the commercial waste stream in the most 

efficient and environmentally sound manner, and assist in the development of the City’s Solid 

Waste Management Plan (New SWMP) for the New SWMP Planning Period. 

 
As stated in the Commercial Waste Management Study Final Scope of Work: “The potential 

need for new commercial waste transfer station capacity will be investigated…”  As one element 

of this investigation, the Consultant “…will investigate potential sites for truck-to-barge or 

truck-to-rail transfer stations in lower and midtown Manhattan.  This analysis will define facility 

design criteria, identify any sites that conform to these criteria, conduct a fatal flaw analysis of 

factors that would preclude siting at these locations, and, if no such flaws are identified, 

summarize the advantages and disadvantages of the sites that appear feasible.” 

 
In addition to this Volume V, the Study consists of five other volumes: 

 
� Volume I: Private Transfer Station Evaluations; 

� Volume II: Commercial Waste Generation and Projections; 

� Volume III: Converted Marine Transfer Stations – Commercial Waste Processing and 
Analysis of Potential Impacts; 

� Volume IV: Evaluation of Waste Disposal Capacity Potentially Available to New 
York City; and 

� Volume VI: Waste Vehicle Technology Assessment. 

 

Manhattan generates approximately 42% of the putrescible waste collected by private carters in 

the City, yet there are no private putrescible waste Transfer Stations located in this borough.  

This volume, Volume V: Manhattan Transfer Station Siting Study, investigates and evaluates 

potential sites for locating new transfer stations in Manhattan. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Scope of Analysis/Approach 

 

The purpose of this report is to evaluate the potential to develop Manhattan-based truck-to-barge 

or truck-to-rail transfer stations.  Facility conceptual designs and site plans were prepared to 

determine the feasibility of using each site as a transfer station, and research on land use 

regulations and applicable laws was also undertaken to identify other obstacles to development. 

 

Five screening criteria were established, which, for further consideration, potential sites were 

required to meet.  These criteria were: 

 
� Technical and operationally feasible transfer station sites with the capability to 

process at least 1,000 tons per day (tpd) of waste. 

� Conformance to the zoning and proximity to sensitive-use criteria outlined in 
DSNY’s Siting Rules. 

� Adherence to legislative restrictions on the use of the site for transfer stations. 

� Suitability for export of waste by barge or rail. 

� Collection vehicle access from nearby truck routes. 
 

Four sites were evaluated: West 140th Street, Pier 42, West 30th Street and West 13th Street 

(Gansevoort Property).  None of these four sites currently serve or are permitted as waste transfer 

facilities. 

 

Findings 

 
� The West 140th Street site was determined to be infeasible due to technical reasons.  

Specifically, there is insufficient property available to ramp trucks up to the required 
site level and at an acceptable grade due to the rail elevation.  Other operational 
problems included lack of maneuvering room, traffic problems and limited on-site 
parking.  In addition, the site is zoned M1 and is within 400 feet of Riverbank State 
Park. 
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� The Pier 42 site has significant technical disadvantages.  Prohibitions against its use 
as a transfer station agreed to between the City and other parties present serious 
obstacles to its development as a transfer station.  In addition, it is located in an 
M1-4 zone and is within 400 feet of a playground and park. 

� The West 30th Street site was determined to be infeasible for technical reasons.  It lies 
within two zones -- M1-6 and M2-3 -- and the portion located within the compliant 
M2-3 zone is too small to construct a 1,000 tpd transfer station.  In addition, due to 
the site’s limited size, rail operations would not be feasible, there would be 
insufficient space for storage of waste or for containers, there would be no room for 
on-site parking, and there would be limited queuing and maneuvering space. 

� The West 13th Street site is overseen and operated by the Hudson River Park Trust 
and is situated within the Hudson River Park.  It formerly served as the location of a 
marine transfer station (MTS) and is zoned M3-2.  In order for it to serve as a site for 
a new waste transfer facility, the state legislation that created the Hudson River Park 
would have to be amended.  Additionally, federal and state permits issued to allow for 
the development of the park, in particular those related to development over the 
water, would have to be modified.  Important obstacles exist to making this site a 
transfer station.   

 

As a result of the considerations noted above, all four Manhattan sites were determined to either 

be technically infeasible or have significant legislative, zoning, land use and/or technical 

obstacles for the development of a private putrescible transfer station. 
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MANHATTAN TRANSFER STATION SITING STUDY REPORT

 



 

1.0 OVERVIEW 

 

The Final Study Scope of the Commercial Waste Management Study (Study) includes an 

investigation of potential sites for new waste transfer stations in Manhattan. 

 

As reported in Volume II of this Study (Commercial Waste Generation and Projections), 

Manhattan generates approximately 42% of the putrescible waste in New York City (City) 

collected by private carters.  There are no private putrescible waste Transfer Stations in 

Manhattan.  The City Department of Sanitation (DSNY) has three marine transfer stations 

(MTSs) in the borough that have been inactive as waste transfer facilities for three years.  

However, the West 59th Street MTS continues to be used to transfer paper from DSNY’s 

Curbside Program to the Visy Plant on Staten Island. 

 

The Study evaluated three sites south of and one site north of 80th Street in Manhattan that met 

the minimum criteria discussed below.  Sites were selected based upon comments received 

during the Study scoping meetings, as well as sites previously identified in the 2001 Plan.  The 

four sites are: West 140th Street, Pier 42, West 30th Street and West 13th Street (Gansevoort 

Property), shown in Figure 1-1, Site Location Map.  None of these four sites currently serve or 

are permitted as waste transfer facilities.  Facility conceptual designs and site plans were 

prepared to determine the feasibility of using each site as a transfer station.  Research on land use 

regulations and laws applicable to these sites was also undertaken to identify regulatory or 

legislative obstacles to development of these sites. 
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Figure 1-1
Site Location Map

Site delineations and analysis boundaries are approximate.
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2.0 SCREENING CRITERIA 

 
Five screening criteria were established, which, for further consideration, potential sites were 
required to meet.  These criteria were: 
 

� Technical and operationally feasible transfer station sites with the capability to 
process at least 1,000 tons per day (tpd) of waste. 

� Conformance to the zoning and proximity to sensitive-use criteria outlined in 
DSNY’s Siting Rules. 

� Adherence to legislative restrictions on the use of the site for transfer stations. 

� Suitability for export of waste by barge or rail. 

� Collection vehicle access from nearby truck routes. 
 
 
While the 1998 Siting Rules were challenged in court after being announced and DSNY has 
committed to revise them, the published version (October 1998) of these rules was used for the 
purpose of evaluating the sites in this report.  This was done in anticipation that some aspects of 
those Siting Rules will be reflected in the modified Siting Rules, to be announced July 31, 2004.  
Therefore, the Siting Rules for new putrescible transfer stations used for this report include the 
following: 
 

� Transfer stations may only be located in either an M2 or an M3 zone; 

� Transfer stations may not be located in M1 zones; and 

� Transfer stations may not be located within 400 feet of a residential district, a public 
park or a school. 

 
According to the 1998 Siting Rules, the above restrictions would not apply to a putrescible 

transfer station that receives and removes by rail or barge all of the solid waste that it processes, 

provided all of such transfer station’s waste processing operations are enclosed.  However, since 

these Siting Rules will be revised, it was decided that these rules should be applied to all sites, 

regardless of mode of export.  This is to ensure the most thorough analysis, given the uncertainty 

of the content of the anticipated Siting Rules. 
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The minimum requirement for distance from a residential district, public park or school is 

400 feet (although a variance might be available if the facility would not cause adverse 

environmental impacts).  This distance was therefore used to identify the “Usable” portion of 

each site.  The figures labeled “Siting Requirements” for each site show the “Usable” portions of 

each site, according to the Siting Rules described above. 
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3.0 ASSESSMENT OF SITES 

 

The following describes each evaluated site, indicating location, land use, technical, operational 

and legislative considerations.1 

 

3.1 West 140th Street Site 

 

The West 140th Street site is located on Block 2101, which runs between the North River Water 

Pollution Control Plant on the Hudson River and the Henry Hudson Parkway, from about 

West 145th Street to just south of West 137th Street.  The site abuts the Henry Hudson Parkway 

and the Riverbank State Park directly to the west.  Directly to the east, the site abuts Riverside 

Park North, which in turn abuts Riverside Drive and a residential area zoned R8.  (See 

Figure 3.1-1, West 140th Street Zoning.)  There is a mapped recreational area north of the site at 

approximately 146th Street. 

 

The site is mapped as a public park and is zoned M1.  The M1 zone extends from Riverside Park 

North westward to the U.S. Pierhead Line in the Hudson River.  The existing rail lines run 

north-south through the site and are elevated approximately 20 feet over the existing grade.  Site 

access is gained via an existing access road at ground level from the southwest. 

 

The conceptual design evaluated for a truck-to-barge transfer station at West 140th Street has 

trucks entering and exiting the site using the existing access road.  (See Figure 3.1-2, 

West 140th Street Site Plan.)  The trucks are directed to any one of six tipping bays to unload 

onto the loading floor, which is at the same elevation as the tipping floor.  Front-end loaders then 

move the solid waste into one of three loading slots with empty open top-loaded containers 

located beneath the slots. 

 

                                                 
1 The lots and blocks were as identified by either the DSNY Office of Real Estate or the Tax Assessor’s Office. 

Commercial Waste Management Study 5 March 2004 
Volume V – Manhattan Transfer Station Siting Study 



W 141ST ST

W 140TH ST

W 136TH ST

W 138TH ST

W 139TH ST

W 14

W 142ND ST

W 133RD S

HAMILTON PL

DA

R
IV

ER
SI

D
E 

DR

W 137TH ST

W 135TH ST

W 134TH ST

W 143RD S

BR
O

AD
W

AY

R7-2

R8
M1-1

M2-3

M
1-

2

CITY OF NEW YORK
DEPARTMENT OF SANITATION

Figure 3.1-1   West 140th Street
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TECHNICAL/OPERATIONAL CONSIDERATIONS:

1. HIGH VOLUME OF BACKFILL IS NECESSARY TO LEVEL THE SITE.  APPROXIMATELY 96,800 CY
    OF BACKFILL WOULD BE NECESSARY TO ALLOW CONNECTION TO EXISTING RAIL LINES.
2. BACKFILLING WOULD ELIMINATE AN EXISTING ACCESS ROAD.
3. INSUFFICIENT AREA FOR TRUCK MANEUVERING.
4. SUBSTANTIALLY INSUFFICIENT PROPERTY TO RAMP TRUCKS UP TO REQUIRED SITE LEVEL.
5. LIMITED ON-SITE PARKING
6. THE EXISTING RAIL ELEVATION (+30') IS DRIVING THE BUILDING ELEVATION (+44').



 

Hydraulic excavators are used to tamp and pack the waste into the containers.  These containers 
are then lidded and moved into position where they can be loaded onto rail cars by a straddle 
crane.  Each 85-foot rail car has the capacity to carry four 8½-foot-wide-by-12-foot-high-by-
20-foot-long open top-loaded containers.  The average throughput for this facility is 3,003 tpd, 
assuming that two loading slots are in operation processing seven containers per hour with an 
average of 22 tons of waste per container for 19.5 hours a day. 
 
The investigation of the West 140th Street site for use as a waste transfer facility found it to be 
infeasible for the following reasons: 
 

� There is insufficient property to ramp trucks up to the required site level; and 
� The existing rail elevation (+30’) determines the building elevation (+44’).  The 

building elevation (+44’) is substantially higher than the existing road (+10’) and 
there is insufficient room to ramp up to the facility at an acceptable grade. 

 
In addition to these technical flaws, the assessment of the West 140th Street site also identified 
the following design and operational considerations: 
 

� Approximately 100,000 cubic yards of backfill would be required to construct a 
facility at the same elevation as the existing rail line; 

� Backfilling would eliminate the existing access road; 

� A new ramp providing truck access between the transfer station and West 144th Street 
would interfere with the current access to an existing facility in the northeast section 
of the site; 

� On-site truck maneuvering room would be severely constrained and is considered to 
be insufficient -- outbound commercial trucks would have tight turning radii and 
minimal queuing distance prior to the outbound scale; 

� Employee traffic will be mixed with collection truck traffic entering and leaving the 
site; and 

� There is limited on-site parking (the maximum number of parking stalls that fit on the 
design is seven). 

 
The site did not satisfy the Siting Rules criteria for zoning and minimum distance from a public 
park.  (See Figure 3.1-3, West 140th Street Siting Requirements.)  The entire site is within 
400 feet of Riverbank State Park.  Except for a small portion of the upland area, the site is also 
located within 400 feet of a residential zoning (R8) area to the east.  In conclusion, the West 
140th Street site was found technically infeasible and in conflict with Siting Rules criteria. 
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Siting Requirements
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3.2 Pier 42 Site 

 

Pier 42 is located on the East River and is bounded by South Street to the north and the U.S. 

Pierhead Line to the south.  Piers 41 and 44 abut the site to the west and east, respectively.  The 

site is located within an M1-4 zone that extends inland towards South Street.  The area to the 

north of South Street has C6-4 zoning.  (See Figure 3.2-1, Pier 42 Zoning.) 

 

The conceptual design evaluated for a truck-to-barge MTS at Pier 42 has collection vehicles 

entering and leaving the site from South Street.  (See Figure 3.2-2, Pier 42 Site Plan.)  Vehicles 

enter and exit the tipping floor from the north side of the transfer station.  They are directed to 

any one of six tipping bays to unload onto the loading floor, which is at the same elevation as the 

tipping floor.  Front-end loaders then pile the waste near the hydraulic excavators that are used 

for lift and load operations to fill and pack the containers. 

 

Container shuttle cars, located on the pier level of the transfer station, would be used to convey 

the containers back and forth between the gantry cranes, lidding stations and lidding slots.  After 

the containers are filled with waste, the shuttle cars convey them to the lidding station, where 

water-tight lids will be attached to the containers.  The containers are then loaded onto a deck 

barge by a gantry crane.  The deck barge has the capacity to transport 48 8½-foot-wide-by-12-

foot-high-by-20-foot-long open top-loaded containers to and from the transfer station.  The 

average throughput for this facility is 2,145 tpd assuming two ports in operation processing five 

containers per hour with an average of 22 tons of waste per container for 19.5 hours a day. 

 

While there were no technical or operational fatal flaws in the proposed conceptual plan, an 
assessment of the Pier 42 site identified the following design and operational considerations: 
 

� Queuing would be limited to only one truck on site. 

� As can be observed in the Site Plan (Figure 3.2-2), the relatively small size of the site 
would cause potential problems in locating an outbound scale and parking on site, and 
in providing adequate maneuvering room for trucks, front-end loaders and a gantry 
crane.
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TECHNICAL/OPERATIONAL CONSIDERATIONS:

1. NO TRUCK MANEUVERING AREA FOR BOTH CONTAINER TRANSFER AND TIPPING FLOOR.
2. NO AREA FOR OUTBOUND SCALE.
3. LIMITED OPERATING ROOM FOR FRONT-END LOADER.
4. NO ON-SITE PARKING.
5. INSUFFICIENT SPACE FOR OCEAN-GOING BARGE LOADING WITH GANTRY CRANE
6. GANTRY CRANE CANNOT PERMANENTLY PROJECT OVER U.S. PIERHEAD LINE.
    CRANE WOULD NEED TO RETRACT WHEN NOT IN USE.
7. LIMITED TO ONE HARBOR BARGE LOADING AT A TIME.
8. NO ROOM FOR RAMPS. THEREFORE, LIFT AND LOAD OPERATION IS NECESSARY.
9. NO ACCESS TO DOCK.
10. MINIMAL ON-SITE QUEUING.



 

� Since the gantry crane cannot permanently project over the U.S. Pierhead Line, the 
crane would need to retract when not in use. 

� There is no room for ramps.  Therefore, containers would be filled with waste, using a 
less efficient lift and load operation. 

� There is no access to the dock.  This limitation will not allow for waste processing 
equipment stock to be located at the dock level. 

 

In addition to the design and operational considerations mentioned above, an assessment of the 

Pier 42 site also identified the following traffic considerations: 
 

� All access to the Pier 42 site is gained by a proposed access drive at the intersection 
of South and Montgomery Streets.  The intersection is currently signalized.  South 
Street is a local, two-way, four-lane surface street that runs parallel to the elevated 
FDR Drive.  Montgomery Street is a two-way, two-lane roadway featuring a wide, 
painted, center median. 

� South Street is designated by the City as a local truck route between State Street and 
Pike Slip.  To access the site, trucks will be required to travel along South Street 
between Pike Slip and Montgomery Street, which is a section of South Street that is 
not designated as a local truck route.  For these movements to occur, the designation 
of South Street as a local truck route will need to be extended, by the City, to the 
Montgomery Street intersection.  This may be difficult to accomplish because the 
neighborhoods along the north side of South Street are heavily residential and are 
located in the “Zone E – Lower East Side” limited truck zone. 

 

The site did not satisfy the Siting Rules criteria with regards to zoning and land use, including 
minimum distance from a public park.  (See Figure 3.2-3, Pier 42 Siting Requirements.)  A 
playground on Cherry Street and a portion of East River Park are both within 400 feet of the site.  
The entire site is also zoned M1-4 and is therefore precluded from use by the Siting Rules.  
Additionally, language contained in a 1994 Memorandum of Understanding among the City, 
State Assembly Leader Sheldon Silver and Gouverneur Gardens Housing Corporation 
specifically precludes the City’s use of Pier 42 as a site for a waste transfer facility.  In 
conclusion, the Pier 42 site has significant technical disadvantages, and prohibitions against its 
use as a transfer station agreed to between the City and other parties present serious obstacles to 
its development. 
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3.3 West 30th Street Site 

 
The West 30th Street site, defined as Block 675, is bounded by 11th Avenue to the east, 

12th Avenue (West Side Highway) to the west, West 29th Street to the south and West 30th Street 

to the north.  The site is zoned as M1-6 and M2-3 for the western and eastern portions, 

respectively.  (See Figure 3.3-1, West 30th Street Zoning.)  An existing gas station with 

underground fuel storage tanks is located on the northeast portion of the site.  An existing 

(inactive) elevated rail line runs along the north side of West 30th Street. 

 

The elevated rail (also called the High Line) and the rail easement atop it are owned by CSX.  

The land beneath the High Line is owned in parcels by New York State, the City and over 20 

private property owners.  The High Line is currently not in use; the last train ran on the High 

Line in 1980.  A 501 (c)(3) organization called Friends of the High Line (FHL), made up of City 

residents, business owners, artists and gallery owners, architects and design professionals, is 

dedicated to its preservation and adaptive reuse.  As part of a federally-sanctioned railbanking 

program, a not-for-profit organization (such as FHL), or the City or state, can negotiate with a 

railroad for interim trail use of an out-of-service line.  FHL won an Article 78 lawsuit in March 

2002 effectively halting a demolition proposal negotiated in the early 1990s.  At this time, there 

is a financial feasibility study being conducted on the reuse of the High Line.  FHL is lobbying 

for its consideration as a park.  In opposition, an organization called the Chelsea Property 

Owners group, made up of landowners who own property beneath, and adjacent to, the High 

Line, is lobbying for its demolition.   

 

The two groups mentioned above are dedicated to planned uses of the High Line and appear to 

pose significant obstacles to the redevelopment of the High Line as an active rail line.  In 

addition to these obstacles, interconnecting with the existing elevated rail line would require 

construction of a processing facility and platform at the same elevation as the rail line and 

require providing a ramp up from the ground level.  The portion of the site that is appropriately 

zoned under the Siting Rules is limited to approximately 79,120 square feet.  The site’s limited 

size does not accommodate the structural arrangements necessary to connect to the existing 

overhead rail and, therefore, rail operations would not be feasible. 
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A conceptual evaluation of a transfer station at this site also found the following fundamental 

flaws: 

� There is insufficient storage area for waste; 
� There is no room on site for parking; 
� There is no room for container storage; and 
� The available square footage of the conforming portion of the site would severely 

limit queuing and maneuvering space. 
  

In addition to the design and operational considerations mentioned above, an assessment of the 

West 30th Street site also identified the following traffic considerations: 

 

� West 30th Street is the only street available for the trucks to access the site.  At the 
location of the site, West 30th Street is a one-way eastbound street.  The intersection 
of 12th Avenue and West 30th Street is a signalized intersection.  Twelfth Avenue is 
designated by the City as a local truck route, as well as West 30th Street between 
Broadway and 11th Avenue.  However, the section of West 30th Street used by traffic 
traveling to the proposed facility is not designated as a local truck route.  For 
operation of trucks to occur on West 30th Street between 12th Avenue and 
11th Avenue, the City will need to extend the truck route designation to this section. 

� The intersection of West 30th Street and 11th Avenue is a signalized intersection.  
Eleventh Avenue is a one-way southbound street at the intersection with West 
30th Street, and is designated by the City as a local truck route.  Upon exiting the 
facility, trucks must travel onto West 30th Street.  Access to the network of local truck 
routes can be gained via West 30th Street, 11th Avenue, 10th Avenue and West 
23rd Street.  The addition of the truck traffic expected at this facility may impact the 
operation of the site intersections. 

 

No portion of the site is within 400 feet of mapped residential districts, public parks or schools.  

The western portion of the site is zoned M1-6 and therefore does not comply with the DSNY’s 

Siting Criteria.  (See Figure 3.3-2, West 30th Street Siting Requirements.)  The remaining eastern 

portion of the site (approximately 79,120 square feet) is zoned M2-3 and therefore does comply 

with the Siting Rules.  Although a portion of the West 30th Street site was found to comply with 

the Siting Rules, this site is considered to be infeasible because the compliant portion is not large 

enough to construct a transfer station with the required capacity.   
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3.4 West 13th Street Site (Gansevoort Property) 
 
Located on Block 651 along the Hudson River, the West 13th Street site is bounded by a 
pedestrian walkway along the West Side Highway to the east and the U.S. Pierhead Line to the 
west.  Bloomfield Street and Gansevoort Street abut the site to the north and south, respectively.  
The site is zoned M3-2, use group 18, which allows for all manufacturing uses.  (See 
Figure 3.4-1, West 13th Street [Gansevoort Property] Zoning.)  The site was formerly used as an 
MTS, but was shut down in July 1991. 
 
The Gansevoort site plan in this report was developed by modifying a design similar to that 
proposed for DSNY’s Converted MTSs on upland sites such as the Greenpoint, Brooklyn, 
facility.  (See Figure 3.4-2, West 13th Street [Gansevoort Property] Site Plan.)  While there were 
no technical or operational fatal flaws in the proposed conceptual plan, an assessment of the 
Gansevoort site identified the following design and operational considerations: 
 

� Ramps would need to be structural ramps in lieu of earth-supported; 

� Construction of the in-bound ramp on Bloomfield Street and the facility on 
Gansevoort Street would be subject to the City’s Uniform Land Use Review 
Procedure; and 

� The out-bound ramp projects over Marginal Street.  This will impact pedestrian 
access to the parkland usages along the pedestrian way directly adjacent to the eastern 
end of the site. 

 
In addition to the design and operational considerations mentioned above, an assessment of the 

Gansevoort site also identified the following traffic considerations: 

 
� In-bound trucks must arrive at the site via 11th Avenue southbound.  Eleventh Avenue 

is recognized by the City as both a through truck route and a local truck route.  Local 
truck routes, which would provide in-bound access to 11th Avenue, are 12th Avenue 
and 10th Avenue, both of which merge with 11th Avenue north of Gansevoort Street, 
and West 14th Street. 

� Upon exiting the facility, trucks must travel south on 11th Avenue.  West Houston 
Street and Canal Street, located 16 blocks and 19 blocks south, respectively, of the 
site, are the closest truck routes that provide a means for exiting vehicles to reverse 
their direction. 
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TECHNICAL/OPERATIONAL CONSIDERATIONS:

1. SUBSTANTIAL DEMOLITION WOULD BE REQUIRED ON SITE.
    DSNY BUILDING, SALT SHED AND HARBOR BUILDING
    WOULD NEED TO BE REMOVED.
2. RAMPS WOULD NEED TO BE STRUCTURAL RAMPS IN LIEU
    OF EARTH SUPPORTED.
3. TRAFFIC SIGNALS WILL BE NEEDED TO ALLOW FOR OUTBOUND
    TRAFFIC TO ENTER THE HIGHWAY.
4. OUTBOUND RAMP PROJECTS OVER "MARGINAL STREET."

DSNY

OUTBOUND

INBOUND



 

Furthermore, there may be potential difficulties with respect to the Siting Rules, since the site is 
no longer owned by DSNY and is part of a public park.  (See Figure 3.4-3, West 13th Street 
[Gansevoort Property] Siting Requirements.)   
 
The Hudson Park River Trust, the city/state partnership charged with the development of the 
Hudson River Park, oversees and operates the site, and is currently in the planning stages for 
converting the Gansevoort property into parkland with recreational activities.  These recreational 
areas will include a sandy beach, baseball fields, batting cages, a play lawn, a sunning beach and 
a marina, as well as a stop for water taxis.  Fire Department Marine Company One, Manhattan's 
only remaining waterside fire station, will remain on Pier 53, adjacent to the Gansevoort property 
to the North.  Other future plans include an overlook platform and park concessions.  This plan is 
a part of a larger plan to convert the waterfront, from Battery Park City to West 59th Street, into 
park facilities between the U.S. Pierhead Line and the western boundary of West 11th and 
12th Streets. 
 
Current Law (Assembly Bill 9833-B of March 10, 1998) states: “The City of New York shall use 
its best efforts for the relocation of the sanitation garage and by December 31, 2003 relocate the 
salt pile and remove the incinerator.”  If the DSNY sought to change this language and pursued 
the development of the transfer station at Gansevoort, the legislation that created the park would 
have to be amended.  The DSNY would be seeking to develop non-park use on managed 
parkland.  Approval of this type of legislation is rare. 
 
State law also requires that any “alienation of parkland” pertaining to the Gansevoort property 
(as part of the larger parkland overseen by the Hudson River Park Trust) not only necessitates an 
act of the Legislature, but also requires that it be subject to the City’s Uniform Land Use Review 
Procedure.  Furthermore, the law designates the waterside area of the property, and all the 
property along the designated parkland, as an “estuarine sanctuary” and is thereby subject to 
applicable environmental conservation law.  Additionally, federal and state permits issued to 
allow for the development of the park, in particular those related to development over the water, 
would have to be modified.  Important obstacles exist to making this site a transfer station. 
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In addition to the legislative restrictions mentioned above, the site is adjacent to public parks on 

Pier 51 that include a new maritime-themed playground, a water play area, climbing equipment 

and slides and viewing scopes, which have been open to the public since Spring 2003. 

 

In conclusion, it may be possible to obtain a permit for the site, but the substantial land use and 

legislative constraints pose obstacles to the development of this site as a transfer station. 
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4.0 CONCLUSIONS 

 

This Study has reviewed four potential sites for possible use as waste transfer facilities capable 

of processing 1,000 tpd.  The four sites are: West 140th Street, Pier 42, West 30th Street and West 

13th Street (Gansevoort Property).  As a result of location, land use, technical, operational and 

legislative criteria considerations, all four potential sites present either significant problems in 

terms of technical feasibility or present major obstacles in terms of legislative or land use 

constraints, as summarized in Table 4-1. 

 

Table 4-1 
Results of Screening Evaluation 

 
Site Screening Result 

West 140th Street Infeasible due to technical issues 
Pier 42 Very significant technical and land use obstacles to overcome 

West 30th Street Infeasible due to technical issues 
West 13th Street 

(Gansevoort Property) 
Important legislative and zoning obstacles exist to making this 
a transfer station 
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List of Acronyms/Definitions 
 

Acronyms 
AFV  alternative fuel vehicle 
  
CAA  Clean Air Act 
  
CH4  methane gas  
  
CMAQ  Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement 

Program 
  
CNG  compressed natural gas 
  
CO carbon monoxide 
  
CO2  carbon dioxide 
  
DOC diesel oxidation catalyst 
  
DOE  Department of Energy 
  
DPF diesel particulate filter 
  
DSNY New York City Department of Sanitation 
  
EGR exhaust gas recirculation 
  
EPACT  Energy Policy Act 
  
ETBE  ethyl tertiary butyl ether 
  
GVWR  gross vehicle weight rating 
  
HAP  hazardous air pollutant 
  
HC hydrocarbon 
  
HEV  hybrid electric vehicle 
  
hp horsepower 
  
hp-hr horsepower-hour 
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Acronyms 
LL74 Local Law 74, effective December 19, 2000, enacted by the 

City Council, requiring a comprehensive assessment of 
commercial solid waste management in New York City 

  
LNG liquefied natural gas 
  
MTA Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
  
NOX  nitrogen oxide 
  
NYCDEP New York City Department of Environmental Protection 
  
NYCDOT New York City Department of Transportation 
  
NYCT New York City Transit 
  
NYSDEC New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
  
NYSERDA New York State Energy Research and Development 

Authority 
  
O3 ozone 
  
OEM  original equipment manufacturer 
  
PM  particulate matter 
  
ppm  parts per million 
  
psi  pounds per square inch 
  
SCR selective catalytic reduction 
  
SO2  sulfur dioxide 
  
TEA-21  Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century 
  
USDA United States Department of Agriculture 
  
ULSD ultra-low-sulfur diesel fuel 
  
USEPA  United States Environmental Protection Agency  
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Definitions 

City  New York City 
  
B5 A blend of biodiesel fuel, made up of 95% 

petroleum-based diesel fuel and 5% biodiesel fuel 
  
B20  A blend of biodiesel fuel, made up of 80% 

petroleum-based diesel fuel and 20% biodiesel 
fuel 

  
B100  Biodiesel fuel in its pure form with no petroleum 

diesel fuel added 
  
Consultant The DSNY’s Consultant Team, including 

Henningson, Durham & Richardson Architecture 
and Engineering, P.C.; Parsons Brinckerhoff 
Quade and Douglas, Inc.; Ecodata, Inc.; Franklin 
Associates, Ltd.; Urbitran Associates, Inc.; 
HydroQual, Inc.; and Cambridge Environmental, 
Inc., who prepared the Commercial Waste 
Management Study 

  
E10  Ethanol blend of 10% ethanol and 90% gasoline 
  
E85  Ethanol blend of 85% ethanol and 15% gasoline 
  
E95  Ethanol blend of 95% ethanol and 5% gasoline 
  
Final Study Scope or Final Scope of Work Commercial Waste Management Study Final 

Scope of Work issued on July 31, 2003 
  
M85  Mixture of 85% methanol and 15% gasoline 
  
M100  Pure methanol 
  
New SWMP The new comprehensive Solid Waste 

Management Plan to be developed in 2004 for 
both DSNY-managed Waste and commercial 
waste for the planning period 2004 through 2024 

  
New SWMP Planning Period The 20-year period from 2004 to 2024 addressed 

by the City's New Solid Waste Management Plan  
  
Study Commercial Waste Management Study 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



  

 

PREFACE 

 

Local Law 74 of 2000 (LL74) mandated a comprehensive study of commercial waste 

management (Commercial Waste Management Study or Study) in New York City (City) by a 

Consultant funded by the City Department of Sanitation (DSNY).  This Study undertaken to 

comply with LL74 will assist the City in managing the commercial waste stream in the most 

efficient and environmentally sound manner, and to assist in the development of the City’s Solid 

Waste Management Plan (New SWMP) for the New SWMP Planning Period. 

 

Among the topics that LL74 requires the Study to address are: “. . . the size and type of vehicles 

that should be authorized to transport sold waste to or from putrescible and non-putrescible 

solid waste transfer stations and fuel type requirements for such vehicles.”  The Commercial 

Waste Management Study Final Scope of Work elaborates on this requirement, stating: “Under 

almost any scenario for the future, the movement of solid waste in the City will remain heavily 

dependent upon diesel-powered trucks.  The ideal and most effective measure to reduce air 

pollution would be to reduce the emissions by these trucks.  The main objective of this Task is to 

determine if particulate traps, alternate fuels, or truck types might be feasible and lawful means 

of reducing truck emissions.  In consultation with DSNY, which has extensive experience in 

testing alternative fuels and emissions control equipment on its collection fleet, the Consultant 

Team will provide an overview of the different options for alternative fuels and vehicle 

types/retrofits.  The focus will be on proven technologies and vehicle types.  If regulations are to 

be imposed or incentives provided, they must represent realistic emission reduction technology 

and options that would not create undue hardship for truck fleet operators.  . . . An evaluation 

will be performed to determine if a particular type or types of vehicle would be more 

economically and environmentally feasible.  To assess whether alternatives can be implemented, 

the following will be examined: Regulatory Options . . . [and] . . . Institutional Barriers.” 
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In addition to this Volume VI, this Study consists of five other volumes: 

 

� Volume I: Private Transfer Station Evaluations; 

� Volume II: Commercial Waste Generation and Projections; 

� Volume III: Converted Marine Transfer Stations – Commercial Waste Processing and 
Analysis of Potential Impacts; 

� Volume IV: Evaluation of Waste Disposal Capacity Potentially Available to New 
York City; and 

� Volume V: Manhattan Transfer Station Siting Study. 

 

This volume, Volume VI: Waste Vehicle Technology Assessment, reports on a survey of 

alternative fuels, new engine technologies and vehicle emission retrofit options that are 

appropriate for use on waste collection vehicles and profiles the innovative DSNY programs and 

initiatives implemented to evaluate alternative fuels, engine technologies and retrofit options.  

The volume provides an assessment of the advantages and disadvantages of the various options 

to reduce consumption of fossil fuels and/or reduce vehicle emissions, and recommends cleaner 

technologies, including technologies that DSNY had previously tested and, in some cases, 

targeted for implementation.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Scope of Analysis/Approach 

 

The purpose of this evaluation is to explore the different types of alternative and clean fuel 

technologies available to determine which clean and alternative fuel technologies are most 

feasible for the unique demands of heavy-duty refuse haulers operating in the City.  The review 

presented in the Waste Vehicle Technology Assessment report weighs the economic, 

environmental and logistical advantages and disadvantages of various clean and alternative fuel 

technologies.  After thorough research and analysis of all available viable options, including 

several case studies, options that are best suited for heavy-duty refuse haulers operating in the 

City are presented. 

 
Findings 

 

The report found that clean diesel technology is best suited for the City’s refuse hauling vehicles.  

It provides substantial emission reduction benefits without having a major impact on fuel 

efficiency and cost.  Natural gas technologies are also well suited for the City’s refuse hauling 

vehicles.  However, the use of this technology entails significant infrastructure investment, and, 

because of high demand for natural gas, has greater cost uncertainties.  

 

Clean Diesel Options 

 

The clean diesel options discussed in the report can cut vehicle emissions by 90% or more. 

 

Engine tune-ups are the least expensive way to reduce particulate matter (PM) emissions.  This 

emission reduction strategy can also lower operating costs, extend engine life and improve fuel 

economy.  However, it should be noted that repairs and maintenance of diesel engines tend to 

increase nitrogen oxide (NOX) emissions.   
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In addition to tune-ups, in certain circumstances, the replacement of older diesel engines and 

equipment may be the most sensible and cost-effective emissions improvement options.  When 

old vehicles are replaced, fleet managers can substitute their oldest and worst emissions 

performers with new technology present in new diesel engines that are designed to produce much 

lower emissions. 

 

Sulfur found in fuel degrades the effectiveness and life of after-treatment devices by inhibiting 

the function of existing filters and catalysts.  By using ultra-low-sulfur diesel (ULSD) (which 

has a sulfur content of 15 parts per million [ppm] or less) and/or low-sulfur diesel fuel (sulfur 

content between 30 ppm and 15 ppm), there can be improvements in the performance of 

after-treatment technologies seeking to reduce emission levels.  However, ULSD fuel only 

reduces PM and sulfur dioxide (SO2) emissions.  Without after-treatment devices, it does not 

reduce emissions such as hydrocarbons (HC), carbon monoxide (CO) or NOX emissions.  Some 

operating and maintenance concerns associated with ULSD fuel include a slightly lower fuel 

economy as compared with regular diesel, and concerns regarding the lubrication properties of 

the fuel.  DSNY, a leader in experimenting with heavy-duty refuse vehicles, currently has 600 of 

its 2,040 refuse collection trucks using low-sulfur diesel fuel. 

 

Diesel oxidation catalysts (DOCs) devices are considered the most proven of after-treatment 

options and can be used with existing or used engines to pollute less by retrofitting them.1  

According to the Diesel Technology Forum, emissions benefits include reductions of total PM by 

20% to 50% and CO and HC by 60% to 90%.2  They do not reduce NOX emissions. 

 

Diesel particulate filters (DPFs), when used with ULSD fuel, can reduce PM emissions by 50% 

to 90%, and HC and CO emissions by as much as 90%.  However, like oxidation catalysts, these 

devices do not reduce NOX emissions. 

 

                                                 
1 Diesel Technology Forum, Clean Air, Better Performance, 2003.  
2 Ibid.  
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Although the use of DOCs and DPFs is not yet widely available for waste collection trucks, tests 

are ongoing that are assessing the use of these after-treatment options.  DSNY is taking the lead 

in testing these technologies.  

 

Another emission reduction strategy is to use exhaust gas recirculation to decrease NOX levels.  

With the new, lower-sulfur diesel fuels, production of sulfuric acid will be minimized.  This 

technology can reduce NOX emissions by as much as 40%, and can also be used with engines 

being retrofitted. 

 

Selective catalytic reduction (SCR) has been used for over 15 years to reduce NOX emissions 

from stationary sources.  Emission reductions include NOX by 75% to 90%, HC reductions up to 

80% and PM reductions of 20% to 30%.  

 

Currently, NOX catalysts are being experimented with in the United States on retrofitted 

vehicles.  Two NOx catalyst technologies, “lean NOX catalyst” and “NOX absorber,” are 

currently being developed, and can reduce NOX emissions up to 70%.   

 

Natural Gas 

 

The main incentive for choosing natural gas as an alternative fuel for heavy-duty refuse trucks is 

the emissions benefits.  Studies of heavy-duty engines running on compressed natural gas (CNG) 

and diesel have shown that engines fueled with CNG emit significantly less PM (80% to 

90% less) and NOX (50% to 60% less) emissions than diesel engines.  Another benefit of using a 

CNG engine is the reduction of engine noise, as CNG engines are significantly quieter than 

diesel engines.  Furthermore, investing in CNG facilities now will ease future transitions to 

hydrogen fuel cells as a vehicle-fueling source.3 

 

                                                 
3 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
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One of the major disincentives to creating a CNG refuse truck fleet is the cost related to 

purchasing the trucks and the infrastructure needed for a CNG facility.  A CNG trash hauler can 

cost up to $70,000 more than a conventional diesel truck.  In addition, the cost of a CNG facility 

with fueling, proper ventilation and leakage alarms can cost $500,000 to $1,250,000 to 

construct.4  Another disadvantage of CNG is that most of the natural gas used in CNG engines 

comes from reserves in North America.  Due to unmet demand for natural gas in the U.S., 

natural gas has seen extreme price fluctuations.  In addition to the high costs, other issues, such 

as lower fuel efficiency than conventional diesel garbage trucks (due to heavier weight and 

longer size of vehicles), limited vehicle range, and high methane (CH4) and CO2 emissions, must 

be considered. 

 

Other Available Technologies 

 

The report also evaluates the costs and benefits of other alternatives, including biodiesel, fuel 

cells, battery electric, propane, ethanol, methanol, and hybrid electric vehicles (HEVs), but none 

were deemed as promising and cost effective to DSNY as the clean diesel and natural gas 

options.   

 

Based on this report, DSNY should consider the following options: 

 

� Continuing to utilize and experiment with ULSD fuel and clean diesel technology in 

existing vehicles with the goal of all diesel vehicles, currently in operation, utilizing 

clean diesel technology to meet United States Environmental Protection Agency 

(USEPA) 2004 and 2007 emissions standards. 

� Continuing to make clean diesel technology the preferred vehicle standard for new 

heavy-duty refuse vehicle purchases. 

� Continuing to test and compare alternative fuel exhaust emissions in order to evaluate 

hybrid electric refuse vehicles. 

                                                 
4 Ibid.  
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� Continuing to pursue its CNG heavy-duty program, so that DSNY will be able to take 

advantage of potential advancements in CNG technology and fuel cell technology. 

� Continuing to develop partnerships with fuel suppliers, original equipment 

manufacturers (OEMs) and infrastructure providers in order to help reduce the cost of 

clean fuel implementation. 

� For light-duty vehicles, continuing with ethanol purchase and plans for ethanol 

fueling facilities. 

� Utilizing government grants and economic incentives to offset the higher costs 

associated with natural gas, hybrid electric and ethanol vehicles. 

 

Private waste haulers in the City should consider these options:  

 

� Retrofitting old diesel vehicles with clean diesel technology. 

� Beginning to use ULSD ahead of June 2006 mandate. 

� Deploying and purchasing clean diesel vehicles now to avoid future expenses that 

will be needed to meet new strict USEPA emission standards. 

� Utilizing government grants and economic incentives to help offset the incremental 

capital costs associated with natural gas refuse vehicles. 

� In conjunction with infrastructure supplier and engine manufacturers, exploring the 

future option of CNG heavy-duty refuse vehicles. 

 

 

                                                 
5 Diesel Technology Forum, Clean Air, Better Performance, 2003.  
6 Ibid.  
7 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
8 Ibid.  
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WASTE VEHICLE TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT

 



 

1.0  INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 The Growing Need For Clean Fuel Technologies 

 

After the Second World War, petroleum began to replace coal as the primary energy source in 

the United States.  Engineering developments and increased availability of petroleum resulted in 

a greater supply and lower cost of gas and oil.  This fact, coupled with a post-war economic 

boom and increased U.S. investment in roads and highways, including the development of an 

interstate highway system, helped to spur greater automobile usage in this country.  

U.S. dependence on petroleum-based fuels grew as the automobile helped families migrate from 

cities to the suburbs, municipalities replaced trolley-car public transportation systems with buses, 

and trucks supplanted trains as the main transporter of goods. 

 

The increased usage of petroleum-fueled vehicles did not come without a cost.  Pollution levels 

began to rise, particularly in and around American cities, leading to heightened public concern 

about the relationship between emissions from petroleum fuel combustion and degraded air 

quality, acid rain and global warming.  A by-product of petroleum fuel combustion is the release 

of gases and minute particles that pollute the atmosphere and create a public health concern.  

These health and pollution concerns are the primary reason for the push to convert fleets to 

alternative and clean low emissions fuels in the United States and much of the world. 

 

1.1.1 Pollutants from Fossil Fuel Combustion 

 

Among the gases emitted from fossil fuel combustion is carbon dioxide (CO2).  CO2 is a 

naturally prevalent gas in the atmosphere and is as important to plant growth as oxygen is to 

animal growth.  However, CO2 is also responsible for absorbing radiation and helping to keep 

the planet warm.  The release of CO2 from fossil fuel combustion in recent decades has caused 

increased concentrations of CO2 in the earth’s atmosphere.  Because CO2 is an absorber of 

infrared radiation, it tends to restrict heat loss to space, and this has raised concerns about 

possible global warming, known as the “greenhouse effect.”  
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Another gas emitted from petroleum fuel combustion is nitrogen oxide (NOX).  The release of 

NOX is of particular concern to residents of large cities because it reacts with hydrocarbons (HC) 

in the presence of sunlight to create ground level ozone (O3), more commonly referred to as 

smog.  High levels of smog can cause lung and respiratory disorders; even short-term exposure 

can cause health problems, particularly in children and the elderly. 

 

Particulate matter (PM) is released in the emission of petroleum fuel combustion.  PM is the term 

for particles found in the air, including dust, dirt, soot, smoke and liquid droplets.  PM can be 

large enough to be seen, as is the case with soot, or so fine that it is invisible to the naked eye.  

High levels of PM in the air can cause respiratory ailments, damage buildings and structures, and 

pollute water and soil.  PM emitted from heavy-duty vehicles’ diesel fuel combustion, such as 

trucks and buses, is of particular concern in dense metropolitan areas.  Studies have shown that 

associations exist between airborne pollutants generated by diesel-powered vehicles and health 

risks, such as reduced lung function, lung damage, increased asthma attacks and premature 

mortality. 

 

Other pollutants emitted from fossil fuel combustion are sulfur dioxide (SO2) and carbon 

monoxide (CO).  SO2 escapes into the atmosphere where complex chemical reactions take place, 

converting the SO2 into sulfuric acid.  The sulfuric acid returns to the earth in the form of acid 

rain.  Acid rain can adversely affect certain water bodies and forests, especially those with 

limited natural acid buffering capacity.  CO, the by-product of the incomplete combustion of 

petroleum fuel, is emitted directly from vehicle tailpipes.  CO is a poisonous gas that can affect 

the cardiovascular and central nervous system by limiting the ability of hemoglobin to carry 

oxygen. 

 

1.1.2 Dependence on Foreign Oil Supplies 

 
In addition to pollution, the limited supply of crude oil worldwide and the United States 

dependence on foreign oil sources are additional concerns related to fossil fuel use by 

transportation vehicles and fleets.  Worldwide crude oil production is approaching its peak.  

Conservative estimates, made by experts associated with oil companies, indicate that the world’s 
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crude oil supply will peak around the year 2025.1  After peaking, petroleum production will 

begin to decline, causing the price of petroleum to increase.  Serious implications for the U.S. 

economy are likely to result, as currently over 97% of the fuel used for transportation is 

petroleum-based.  Over the past 20 to 30 years, the United States has become more and more 

dependent on foreign sources of oil.  Domestic petroleum production peaked in the early 1970s 

and as a result the U.S. economy has become increasingly reliant on foreign sources of oil, 

particularly from the politically volatile Middle East.2  World oil reserves nearing their peak and 

increased U.S. dependence on foreign oil supplies have underscored the need for a transition 

from petroleum-based fuels to alternative and more efficient fuels or sources of energy.   

 

1.2 Efforts To Promote Clean Fuel Technologies 

 

In order to spur use of clean fuel technologies, federal, state and local governments have passed 

legislation and set requirements that mandate the use of clean alternative fuels in public and 

private vehicle fleets.  In some cases, government agencies have also subsidized purchases of 

alternative fuel vehicles (AFVs).  The purpose of these efforts is to create a greater market for 

clean and alternative fuel technologies and foster a wider use of clean and alternative fuels 

throughout the country. 

 

1.2.1 Federal Mandates That Promote Clean Fuel Technologies 

 

The Clean Air Act (CAA) was first passed in 1970, with significant amendments occurring in 

1977 and 1990.  The CAA and its implementing regulations are intended to reduce stationary and 

mobile source air pollution nationwide.  CAA regulations set emissions and air quality standards 

to reduce human and environmental exposure to pollutants.  Among the requirements of the 

CAA are stipulations for certain centrally-fueled vehicle fleets in cities that are in non-attainment 

areas for CO or O3 (as defined by the CAA), and to phase in a percentage of new vehicles that 

meet CAA emission standards.3 

 

                                                 
1 National Conference of State Legislatures, Ground Transportation for the 21st Century, August 1999.  
2 Ibid. 
3 Section 246 of the Clean Air Act as amended 1990, http://www.epa.gov/air/caa/caa246.txt.  
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1.2.2 Federal Agencies’ Role in Promoting Clean Fuel Technologies 

 
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) sets the standards for the amount 

of pollution vehicles can emit and tests heavy-duty engines for emissions certification.  The 

USEPA has recently established a national program to further regulate heavy-duty vehicle 

emissions, with new standards to become effective in 2007.  To comply with the new standards, 

the USEPA is requiring diesel fuel to have reduced sulfur amounts by 2006.4  Table 1.2.2-1 

summarizes some of the USEPA standards for newly manufactured heavy-duty trucks with a 

gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) over 33,000 pounds.   

 

Table 1.2.2-1 
 Select USEPA Emission Certification Standards (grams/brake hp-hr) for 

 Newly Manufactured Heavy-Duty Trucks over 33,000 pounds 
 

Pollutant 1998-2003 2004-2007 2007+ 
Non-Methane Hydrocarbons 1.3 * 0.14 
NOX 4.0 * 0.2 
Carbon Monoxide 15.5 15.5 15.5 
Particulates 0.10 0.10 0.01 

Source: INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
*2004 Standards set total NOX + non-methane hydrocarbons limit of 2.4 grams/brake hp-hr. 
 

The Department of Energy (DOE) is responsible for providing federal leadership on clean fuels 
technologies by encouraging the purchase and use of AFVs.  The DOE provides, through its 
voluntary Clean Cities program, information and funding for the purchase of alternative fuels.  
The DOE also manages the State and Alternative Fuel Provider Fleets Credits Program.  This 
program allows credits to be taken for AFV purchases to prove AFV acquisition requirements.   
 
The Federal Department of Transportation provides funding for the acquisition and use of AFVs.  
Through the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ), it provides 
funding to states and cities in non-attainment areas for projects or programs that aim to reduce 
vehicle emissions and improve air quality.  CMAQ funding is authorized through the 
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21).5 

                                                 
4 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Transportation and Air Quality, Heavy Duty Engine and Vehicle 
Standards and Highway Diesel Fuel Sulfur Control Requirements (EPAA420-F-00-057), December 2000. 
 

5 U.S. Federal Highway Administration, Office of Environment, CMAQ Congestion Brochure, 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov.environment/cmaq/funding.htm. 
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1.2.3 State and Local Initiatives and Mandates 
 

New York City (City) and New York State also have initiatives aimed at stimulating the use of 
alternative fuels.  New York City Local Law 6, passed in 1991, requires the City to purchase 
AFVs.  After passage of this law, the City implemented a multi-agency program with New York 
City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP), New York City Department of 
Transportation (NYCDOT), and New York City Administrative Services to buy alternative 
vehicles and help to develop necessary fueling infrastructure.  However, Local Law 6, as with 
the case of the federal Energy Policy Act of 1992 (EPACT), does not mandate the actual use of 
alternative fuels but rather the purchase of AFVs.  EPACT has mandated the purchases of AFVs 
for federal government and state government agencies.6 
 
The NYCDOT and the New York State Energy Research and Development Authority 

(NYSERDA) provide grant funding that seeks to offset the incremental costs associated with the 

purchase of new or converted AFVs.  This program is known as the New York City Private Fleet 

Alternative Fuel Program.  Covered under this program are incremental costs (above diesel 

costs) of vehicle acquisition, conversions and fueling infrastructure, and medium- and 

heavy-duty natural gas, electric and hybrid electric vehicles (HEVs).  However, funding is not 

available for any additional fuel costs.  The City and NYSERDA use federal CMAQ funds for 

this program.7  Manhattan Beer, the first private company in the Bronx to use heavy-duty 

compressed natural gas (CNG) vehicles, received funding under the City’s Alternative Fuel 

Program in 2002.8 

 

Funds to purchase AFVs, such as alternative fuel garbage trucks, are also available through the 

Clean Air Communities program.  This program was established in 1999 by the New York State 

Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), Northeast States Clean Air Foundation, 

Northeast States Coordinated Air Use Management and members of the private and non-profit 

sectors.  The program funds clean air transportation programs in the City.9 

 
                                                 
6 Alternative Fuel Vehicles Summit, Outcomes & Recommendations, April 11, 2002. 
7 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
8 Alternative Fuel Vehicles Summit, Outcomes & Recommendations, April 11, 2002. 
9 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
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The New York City Department of Sanitation (DSNY) has also been successful at obtaining 

funding for its use of alternative fuel programs.  DSNY has been able to acquire CMAQ funding 

to help purchase CNG refuse trucks; there are currently 26 CNG refuse trucks in its fleet.10 

 

Federal tax code allows federal income tax deductions for businesses that purchase AFVs or 

build a refueling facility that utilizes alternative fuels.  These tax deductions are only for the 

incremental costs compared with diesel vehicles and diesel fueling facilities.  The deductions are 

for converted or retrofitted vehicles and vehicles purchased from original equipment 

manufacturers (OEMs).  The fueling deduction is applicable to each fueling station installed by a 

business at a single location.   

 

Along with federal tax deductions that target the incremental costs associated with clean fuel 

vehicles and clean fuel facilities, New York State provides tax credits for AFVs and 

infrastructure.  In addition, New York State has a sales tax exemption for AFVs.11 

                                                 
10 Based on meeting with Spiro Kattan, Supervisor of Mechanics, Bureau of Motor Equipment, DSNY, July 9, 2003. 
11 Ibid. 
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2.0  CLEAN FUEL TECHNOLOGIES BEST SUITED FOR NEW YORK CITY 
REFUSE HAULERS 

 
2.1 Clean Diesel Technologies 

 
Due to more stringent USEPA regulations concerning diesel engine tailpipe emissions, since the 

1970s the diesel engine industry has produced technology innovations that have reduced the 

emissions produced by heavy-duty diesel engines.  Diesel engines produced today emit 83% less 

PM and 63% less NOX than comparable engines did in 1988.  Furthermore, for on-highway 

heavy-duty diesel engines built in model year 2007 and beyond, USEPA regulations require 

reductions of 98% from 1988 levels in both PM and NOX.  Reductions in these emissions are 

important because diesel engines emit significantly higher levels than gasoline engines.  

However, diesel engines emit less CO, HC and CO2 than gasoline engines.12 

 
USEPA estimates indicate that the incremental costs of retrofitting a diesel heavy-duty truck to 

meet 2004 standards will include an average hardware cost of $8,000.  This increase in cost will 

likely add 3% to 8% to the cost of a new garbage truck.  Table 2.1-1 indicates that the 2007 

standards will also result in new hardware and life-cycle operating cost increases.13 

 

Table 2.1-1 
USEPA Cost Projections for Heavy-Duty Diesel 

 2004 & 2007 Emissions Standards (1991 dollars) 
 

Standards (Year) Hardware Costs Life-Cycle 
Operation Costs 

Total Incremental 
Costs 

2004 Standards $5,200-$16,500 $0 $5,200-$16,500 
2007 Standards $2,020-$3,230 $4,180-$4,630 $6,200-$7,860 

Source: INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air.14 

                                                 
12 Diesel Technology Forum, Cleaner Air, Better Performance  Strategies for Upgrading and Modernizing Diesel 
Engines, 2003. 
13 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
14 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air;  See also U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Nonconformance Penalties for Heavy-Duty Diesel Engines, Environmental Fact Sheet, EPA420-
F-01-034, December 2001, http://www.epa.gov/otaq/regs/hd-hwy/ncp/f01034.htm;  Heavy-Duty Engine and Vehicle 
Standards and Highway Diesel Fuel Sulfur Control Requirements, Regulatory Announcement, EPA420-F-00-57, 
December 2000, http://www.epa.gov/otaq/regs/hd2007/frm/f00057.htm;  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
Regulatory Impact Analysis: Heavy-Duty Engine and Vehicle Standards and Highway Diesel Fuel Sulfur Control 
Requirements, EPA-420-R-00-026, December 2000, http://www.epa.gov/otaq/regs/hd2007/frm/exec-sum/pdf. 
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Because well-maintained diesel engines can be operated for 20 to 30 years, this section outlines 

clean diesel technologies that can be applied to the engines comprising the nation’s existing fleet 

of more than five million diesel trucks not covered under the 2004 and 2007 USEPA emission 

regulations.  Engines built prior to 2007 will still be used up until 2035.  Furthermore, 41% of 

the waste collection vehicles currently in service are more than 10 years old.  These vehicles 

become more polluting as they age and can generate tens or hundreds of times more pollution 

than their newer engines.  Clean fuel technology is a cost-effective way of meeting future 

regulatory mandates and reducing emissions from older and existing engines that are not covered 

under the new 2004 and 2007 USEPA emissions standards.15 

 

The clean diesel options discussed in this section include advanced exhaust after-treatment, 

engine modification technologies and ultra-low-sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel.  These technologies 

can cut vehicle emissions by 90% or more.  The remainder of this section will discuss the options 

and enhancements available to reduce emissions produced from diesel engines.  These options 

and emission reductions are summarized in Table 2.1-2. 

 
2.1.1 Engine Tune-Ups 

 

Proper diesel engine maintenance helps ensure fuel is completely burned during combustion.  

Fuel that is incompletely burned is emitted as exhaust PM.  Proper maintenance and tuning is the 

least expensive way to reduce PM emissions.  This emission reduction strategy can also lower 

operating costs, extend engine life and improve fuel economy.  Common maintenance problems 

that when fixed improve emissions include improper fuel injection timing, problems with fuel 

injectors and injection pumps, clogged air filters, poor fuel quality, low air box pressure and 

malfunctioning turbochargers and after-coolers.  Studies looking at the results of repair and 

maintenance of diesel engines indicate that HC emissions can be reduced 78%, CO 17%, 

and PM 40%.16 

                                                 
15 Diesel Report Outlines five R’s for Cleaner Air, Mass Transit, July/August 2003;  Diesel Technology Forum, 
Cleaner Air, Better Performance: Strategies for Upgrading and Modernizing Diesel Engines, 2003. 
16 Ibid. 
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Table 2.1-2   
Clean Diesel Enhancement Options and Projected Emission Reductions 

 
Enhancement 

Option 
Particulate 

Matter 
NOX Hydro-

carbons 
Carbon 

Monoxide 
Unit Cost 

Basic Emissions 
Tune-Up17 

40% Return to 
Certification 

Levels 

78% 17% $500-$2,500 

Low-Sulfur Diesel 
Fuel18 

17% --- --- --- $0.01-$0.02/gal19

Diesel Oxidation 
Catalysts (DOCs)20 

20%-50% --- 60%-90%+ 90%+ $465-$1,750 

Diesel Particulate 
Filters (DPFs)21 

50%-90% --- 90% 90% $7,500 

Exhaust Gas 
Recirculation (EGR)22 

--- 40% --- --- $13,000-$15,000 

Selective Catalytic 
Reduction (SCR)23 

20%-30% 75%-90% 80% --- $10,000-$15,000 

NOX Catalysts --- 10%-70% --- --- Under 
Development 

2002 Model Year 
Engine24 

83% 63% --- --- $30,000-
$40,00025 

2004 Model Year 
Engine26 

83% 81% --- --- --- 

2007 Model Year 
Engine27 

98% 98% --- --- --- 

Source: Diesel Technology Forum, Cleaner Air, Better Performance  Strategies for Upgrading and Modernizing Diesel Engines, 
2003.  
 

                                                 
17 Colorado Institute  for Fuels and Engine Research, Colorado School of Mines and Energy and Environmental 
Analysis, Inc, Quantifying the Emissions Benefit of Opacity Testing and Repair of Heavy-Duty Diesel Vehicles, June 
2000. 
18 Estimate for switching from off-road diesel, which averages around 3,000 ppm sulfur to today’s federal highway 
diesel, which averages around 300 ppm sulfur.  This percentage is based on data from emission test data from a 
study conducted by the USEPA.  USEPA Office of Mobile Sources, Exhaust Emission Factors for Non-Road 
Emission Modeling-Compression Ignition, June 1998.  
19 The marginal costs increase will vary according to supplier, delivery location, market price, and any pre-
negotiated pricing contracts.  Hart’s Diesel Fuel News, May 27, 2002.  
20 Manufacturers of Emission Controls Association, Retrofitting Emissions Controls on Diesel-Powered Vehicles, 
March 2002;  MECA Retrofit Fact Sheet, http://www.meca.org/retrofitFAQ.PDF. 
21 Ibid. 
22 Ibid.  
23 Ibid.  
24 Reductions are based on USEPA heavy-duty diesel engine certification standards for new on-highway engines.  
Percent reductions compared to new engine standards for base model year of 1988.  Diesel Technology Forum, 
Cleaner Air, Better Performance: Strategies for Upgrading and Modernizing Diesel Engines, 2003. 
25 Diesel Technology Forum, Cleaner Air, Better Performance: Strategies for Upgrading and Modernizing Diesel 
Engines, 2003;  Michael D. Jackson and Fanta Kamakate, NOx Emissions Reduction Technology Status and 
Solutions, October 2002.  
26 Reductions are based on USEPA heavy-duty diesel engine certification standards for new on-highway engines.  
Percent reductions compared to new engine standards for base model year of 1988.  Diesel Technology Forum, 
Cleaner Air, Better Performance: Strategies for Upgrading and Modernizing Diesel Engines, 2003. 
27 Ibid. 
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It should be noted that repairs and maintenance of diesel engines tend to increase NOX 

emissions.  This is expected because engine strategies and repairs that lower PM by increasing 

combustion efficiency and temperatures increase NOX emissions.  Deterioration of engine 

equipment that lowers combustion temperature and reduces engine efficiency tends to increase 

PM emissions and lowers NOX emissions. 

 

According to a study co-sponsored by the USEPA, repair costs and tune-ups can range from 

$500 to $2,500, with the average repair cost of $1,088 per vehicle.28 

 

2.1.2 Ultra-Low-Sulfur Diesel Fuel and Low-Sulfur Diesel Fuel 

 

Sulfur found in fuel degrades the effectiveness and life of after-treatment devices by inhibiting 

the function of filters and catalysts found in these devices.  Diesel fuel with reduced sulfur 

content is known as ULSD (sulfur content of 15 parts per million [ppm] or less); low-sulfur 

diesel fuel contains sulfur content between 30 ppm and 15 ppm.  The main purpose of lower 

sulfur content in diesel fuel is to improve the performance of after-treatment technologies that 

seek to reduce emission levels.  USEPA regulations call for reducing the maximum allowable 

sulfur in on-road diesel fuel from the current level of 500 ppm to the ultra-low level of 15 ppm 

by 2006 – a 97% reduction.29 

 

It should be noted that ULSD only reduces PM and SO2 emissions.  Used alone without 

after-treatment devices it does not reduce emissions such as HC, CO or NOX emissions.   

 
Some operating and maintenance concerns associated with ULSD include a slightly lower fuel 

economy and concerns regarding the lubrication properties of the fuel.  ULSD can result in a 

slightly lower fuel economy when compared with regular diesel.  When sulfur is removed from 

diesel, the fuel has a slightly lower energy content.  Precise measurements of the ULSD fuel 

economy impacts are challenging because fuel energy content can vary depending on the 

                                                 
28 Diesel Technology Forum, Cleaner Air, Better Performance: Strategies for Upgrading and Modernizing Diesel 
Engines, 2003. 
29 New York City Department of Sanitation, Alternative Fuels/Emissions Reduction Program; Diesel Technology 
Forum, Cleaner Air, Better Performance: Strategies for Upgrading and Modernizing Diesel Engines, 2003. 
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refinery and exact diesel blend used.  In addition, operation conditions need to be taken into 

account when comparing fuel economies.  Studies indicate that the energy content of ULSD can 

be from 2.4% to 2.8% lower than ordinary highway diesel.  Correspondingly the fuel economy of 

trucks using ULSD is roughly 3% lower than trucks running on regular diesel.30 

 
The lubricating properties of diesel degrade when sulfur is removed from the fuel.  To address 
this issue, oil refiners add lubricity additives.  Industry lubricity standards are currently being 
developed for ultra-low diesel fuels.  In general, in order to determine if the ULSD fuel is 
compatible with engine part components, operators should contact their OEMs before using 
ULSD in pre-1994 engines.  In the past, ULSD fuel was causing problems with certain fuel 
injection devices; these problems have been eliminated for engines built since 1993.31 
 
USEPA estimates indicate that new sulfur standards will increase the cost of producing and 
distributing diesel fuel by $0.045 to $0.05 cents per gallon.  Low-sulfur diesel is currently used 
and being tested in locations in the United States that have significant air quality problems, such 
as California and the City.  DSNY currently uses low-sulfur fuel in approximately 30% of its 
refuse truck fleet and pays slightly more per gallon (approximately $0.15 on average) for the 
low-sulfur fuel than for conventional diesel fuel.  In 2001, the Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (MTA) paid an extra $0.12 cents per gallon for low-sulfur diesel fuel and the 
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (Boston) paid an additional $0.17 cents per 
gallon.32   
 

2.1.3 Diesel Oxidation Catalysts 
 
Diesel oxidation catalysts (DOCs) have been used for over 30 years; more than 1.5 million units 

have been installed on heavy-duty trucks built since 1994.  They’ve also been used extensively 

on urban buses in the United States.  These devices are considered the most proven of 

after-treatment options and can be used with existing or used engines to pollute less by 

retrofitting them.33 

                                                 
30 Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, Facts About Ultra-Low Sulfur Diesel Fuel, Diesel Solutions: Cleaner Air For 
Tomorrow, Today; INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
31 Ibid.  
32 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
33 Diesel Technology Forum, Clean Air, Better Performance, 2003.  
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According to the Diesel Technology Forum, emissions benefits include reductions of total PM by 

20% to 50% and CO and HC by 60% to 90%.34  (Oxidation catalysts do not reduce NOX 

emissions.)  However, the USEPA states that DOC reduces emissions by a smaller amount.  

They contend that DOC reduces emissions of PM by at least 20%, CO by 40% and HC by 

50%.35 

 

Oxidation catalysts interact with the exhaust stream by oxidizing pollutants into water vapor and 

gases such as CO2 and SO2.  Most oxidation catalysts are stainless steel canisters with a 

honeycomb-like structure inside, called a substrate.  Precious metals, such as platinum and 

palladium, coat the interior surface of the substrate, helping to produce a chemical reaction that 

oxidizes the pollutants found in the exhaust stream.  Oxidation catalysts can be used with regular 

diesel fuel, but the effectiveness may be increased with the use of ULSD fuel (15 ppm sulfur). 

 

Costs for these devices range from $465 to $1,750, and may take from one to three hours to 

install.  Like a catalytic converter on a car, once a DOC is installed it rarely requires 

maintenance.  They last from 7 to 15 years and usually have a 100,000 to 150,000 mile warranty. 
 
 

Figure 2.1.3-1 
Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

                                                 
34 Ibid.  
35 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Transportation and Air Quality, Questions and Answers on 
Using Diesel Oxidation Catalysts in Heavy-Duty Trucks and Buses, June 2003. 
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2.1.4 Diesel Particulate Filters 

 
Diesel particulate filters (DPFs), when used with ULSD, can reduce PM emissions by 50% to 

90%, and HC and CO emissions by as much as 90%.  However, like oxidation catalysts, these 

devices do not reduce NOX emissions.  Particulate filters cost roughly $7,500.36 

 

DSNY filters cost $6,000 each.  Testing by DSNY and West Virginia University of DPFs on 

heavy-duty sanitation vehicles has shown that particulate filters have the ability to reduce PM 

emissions by 81% to 97%.  These tests compared diesel sanitation trucks that were equipped 

with DPFs against vehicles that were not equipped with the same filters.37 

 

Particulate filters consist of a filter placed in the exhaust stream to collect particulate emissions 

as the pollutants pass through the filter.  One main problem with these devices is that the filters 

become clogged over time and trap less and less particulate.  Current research is focused on 

developing methods to dispose of this particulate by oxidizing it within the filter (filter 

regeneration).  Like DOCs, particulate filters can be used with retrofitted engines.  Tests are 

ongoing that are assessing the use of DOCs and DPFs in waste collection trucks.  These after-

treatment options are not yet widely available for waste collection trucks.  DSNY is taking the 

lead in testing these technologies. 

 

Figure 2.1.4-1 
Particulate Filter 

 
 

 

 

 

                                                 
36 Diesel Technology Forum, Cleaner Air, Better Performance: Strategies for Upgrading and Modernizing Diesel 
Engines, 2003. 
37 West Virginia University, Transportable Heavy Vehicle Emissions Testing Laboratory, DPF Demonstration 
Program: Final Data Report, November 2002. 
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2.1.5 Exhaust Gas Recirculation 
 
Using exhaust gas recirculation can reduce NOX emissions.  It lowers NOX by reducing the 
oxygen content in the combustion chamber.  A share of the engine exhaust is recycled back to 
the engine air intake.  The exhaust gas is then mixed into the fresh air that enters the combustion 
chamber.  Because the exhaust gas is oxygen-depleted, this gas then reduces the oxygen content 
within the combustion chamber, resulting in a lower temperature burn and lower NOX emission 
levels. 
 
Due to the formation of sulfuric acid from the sulfur present in the fuel and lubricating oil, 
exhaust gas recirculation tends to reduce engine durability.  However, with the new, lower-sulfur 
diesel fuels, production of sulfuric acid will be minimized.  Exhaust gas recirculation can reduce 
NOX emissions by as much as 40%, and can be used with engines that are being retrofitted. 
 
Solid waste vehicles and buses in the United States are currently experimenting with exhaust gas 
recirculation.  This engine modification system costs between $13,000 and $15,000.38 
 

2.1.6 Selective Catalytic Reduction Devices 
 
Selective catalytic reduction (SCR) has been used for over 15 years to reduce NOX emissions 
from stationary sources.  In the United States, SCR has been used in electrical utility boilers that 
burn coal and natural gas and in combustion turbines burning natural gas.  SCR is now being 
developed in retrofit projects on mobile sources, including trucks and marine vessels.  Emission 
reductions include NOX by 75% to 90%, HC reductions up to 80% and PM reductions of 
20% to 30%. 
 
SCR operates like an oxidation catalyst by using chemical reactions that change pollution 
compounds.  In addition to the catalytic activity, a reducing agent – usually ammonia or urea – is 
added to the exhaust stream.  The reducing agent converts NOX to nitrogen and oxygen.  The 
exhaust gas and the reducing agent pass over the catalyst-coated substrate, where NOX, PM and 
HC are converted to nontoxic emissions, such as molecular nitrogen and water.  SCR devices 
cost between $10,000 and $50,000 per vehicle.39 

                                                 
38 Ibid.  
39 Ibid.  
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Figure 2.1.6-1   

Cutaway View of a Catalytic Converter 
 

 
 

 
2.1.7 NOX Catalysts 

 
Currently, NOX catalysts are being experimented with in the United States on retrofitted vehicles.  

Two NOx catalyst technologies are currently being developed that can reduce NOX emissions up 

to 70%. 

 
The first technology is called “lean NOX catalyst.”  It works in the same manner as SCR by 

adding a reducing agent to the exhaust stream in order to speed up catalytic conversion.  Diesel 

fuel is injected into the exhaust gas to add HC, which acts as a reducing agent.  The NOX gas is 

then converted into nitrogen and water vapor. 

 
The second technology is called “NOX absorber.”  This technology operates in two stages.  The 

NOX is converted and absorbed into a chemical storage site within the system.  When the 

absorber becomes saturated, it is regenerated by adding extra diesel fuel to the exhaust stream.  

The added fuel causes the NOX to transform into nitrogen and oxygen that is then released from 

the system.  These devices are still under development and unit costs are unavailable.40 

                                                 
40 Ibid.  
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2.1.8 New Engine Technology 

 

In certain circumstances the replacement of older diesel engines and equipment may represent 

for the operator and fleet manager the most sensible and cost-effective emissions improvement 

options.  When old vehicles are replaced, fleet managers can substitute their oldest and worst 

emissions performers with new technology present in new diesel engines.  PM emissions from 

new on-highway diesel engines have been reduced by 83% and emissions of NOX by 63% since 

1983.  New engines will continue to get cleaner as tougher emission standards take effect in 

2004 and 2007; by 2007, new engines will provide 98% reductions in both PM and NOX over 

1988 engines.  These reductions can be attributed to improvements in fuel delivery, the design of 

combustion chambers and turbo-charging.  For example, current engines provide for a more 

complete burn by enabling the fuel to be injected at high pressures, and the timing of the fuel 

injection can be varied to allow for different emissions goals when vehicles operate under 

various vehicle-operating conditions.41 

 

2.1.9 Implementation Issues 

 

Many of the clean fuel enhancement technologies discussed above have certain requirements, 

such as ULSD, specific maintenance and monitoring requirements.  In order to guarantee 

successful emission reductions, fleet managers must consult with engine manufacturers and 

technology vendors to address implementation issues.  If engine retrofitting is desired, the 

selection of appropriate engines and corresponding appropriate after-treatment technologies must 

take place.  Some engines make better retrofit candidates than others; some engines and vehicles 

may be inappropriate for upgraded investment.  This section will briefly address some 

implementation issues regarding ULSD, engine enhancement technologies and exhaust 

after-treatment devices. 

  

                                                 
41 Ibid.  
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Proper installation of after-treatment devices is an issue of prime importance.  Many such 

devices replace the original exhaust muffler but are larger and heavier than the original.  For 

certain truck models, specific engineering may be required for proper installation and filter 

support, and customized installation hardware may be required.  Clearance between the filter and 

the cab may also be an issue.  It should be noted that improper servicing or sizing of the filters 

would generally not be covered by the filter warranty or engine maker.42 

 

When ULSD is required with an after-treatment device, it is important to make sure that only 

ULSD is used with that particular device.  The most effective way to avoid misfueling vehicles 

that require ULSD is to convert the entire fleet and fueling facility to USLD.  If this cannot be 

done or is not feasible, lockable fuel caps and segregated fuel storage tanks should be used.  If 

fleet vehicles are not centrally fueled and there might be a risk of fueling with higher sulfur 

diesel off site, detailed planning should be undertaken.  Educating fuelers and drivers of this 

issue is of prime importance.  Other important implementation issues include understanding the 

duty-cycle that the filter will be exposed to, determining the service intervals, and filter 

maintenance procedures.  Service intervals are typically determined by looking at the service 

environment, engine duty cycle and engine oil consumption.43 

 

Figure 2.1.9-1 
School Bus Retrofitted with a Particulate Trap 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

                                                 
42 Ibid.  
43 Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, Facts About Ultra-Low Sulfur Diesel Fuel, Diesel Solutions: Cleaner Air For 
Tomorrow, Today; INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
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2.1.10 Clean Diesel Case Studies  

 

2.1.10.1 New York City - Department of Sanitation44 

 

DSNY currently has 600 of its 2,040 garbage trucks using low-sulfur diesel fuel, which contains 

sulfur up to 30 ppm by weight.  DSNY is currently testing the effectiveness of a particulate trap 

used in combination with this fuel.  (A study from the California Air Resources Board found the 

use of ULSD [sulfur content of 15 ppm] with a particulate trap has cleaner emissions than CNG.)  

If it proves worthwhile, they will outfit all trucks with particulate traps.  So far, DSNY is quite 

pleased with the emission results of low-sulfur diesel fuel and particulate traps; they’ve been a 

leader in experimenting with use for heavy-duty refuse vehicles.  By the end of this year DSNY 

is scheduled to complete construction on a heavy-duty vehicle emissions testing facility that will 

allow them to test diesel and alternative fuel exhaust emissions. 

 

2.1.10.2 City of Los Angeles - Bureau of Sanitation45 

 
In response to the Clean Fuel Policy adopted by the Los Angeles City Council in June of 2000, 
the Bureau of Sanitation has implemented an Alternative Fuel Program.  The Bureau is 
committed to retrofitting the existing diesel-only sanitation trucks in its fleet with clean diesel 
technology, such as particulate traps and low-sulfur diesel.  The fleet consists of 660 diesel fuel 
and dual fuel heavy-duty vehicles, including side loaders, front loaders, rear loaders, transfers 
and rolloffs. 
 
Use of ultra-low-sulfur fuel began in November 2001 and particulate trap utilization started in 
July of 2002.  All of the Bureau’s vehicles that have particulate filters (except for two) use 
Englehard DPX DPFs.  These particular traps are passive systems that use a catalyst (a 
combination of platinum and a base metal oxide) that is found in the porous walls of the filter.  
The catalyst helps to oxidize the collected PM by lowering the exhaust temperature. 
 

                                                 
44 Based on meeting with Spiro Kattan, Supervisor of Mechanics, Bureau of Motor Equipment, DSNY, July 9, 2003. 
45 Based on e-mail correspondence with Alex H. Helou, Director, City of Los Angles, Sanitation Bureau, August 
and September, 2003. 
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The cost for each DPF (including the device and its installation) is between $6,300 and $6,500.  
The Bureau did not have any particulate filter maintenance or operating cost data.  Vendors 
originally stated that the filters would not have to be serviced unless signaled by the 
back-pressure monitoring system lights.  However, they have recently started to suggest that the 
traps be serviced once a year or every 12,000 miles. 
 
Prior to implementation, Los Angeles conducted testing for a year in order to determine the 
effectiveness of particulate traps.  A study conducted by the City of Los Angeles and the 
National Renewable Energy Laboratory found that PM emissions were reduced by 90% in the 
diesel-only refuse collection vehicles equipped with DPFs and operated on ULSD, compared to 
diesel-only refuse collection vehicles that were not equipped with particulate traps and were 
operated using regular California Air Resources Control Board diesel.  The study stated that 
vehicles retrofitted with DPFs had lower levels of HC and CO emissions.  The pollution 
reductions of refuse vehicles currently in operation have met the Bureau’s expectations and have 
been found to be similar to tests and studies completed prior to implementation. 
 
2.2 Natural Gas 
 
Natural gas is a mixture of HC, with methane gas (CH4) as the primary component.  The gas is 
an abundant domestic resource that can be extracted from underground reserves or produced as a 
by-product of landfill operations.  After extraction, natural gas requires only a purification (from 
sulfur compounds) and separation (from heavier hydrocarbons) process before being ready for 
use, thereby avoiding the expensive refining process needed for petroleum fuels.  Natural gas is 
used extensively in the home heating market and a vast natural gas pipeline delivery system of 
1.3 million miles is in place in the continental United States.46 

 
2.2.1  Fuel Characteristics 

 
Natural gas can be used as an alternative fuel source to power vehicles in either a gaseous or 
liquid state.  In the gas form, natural gas is compressed to 3,000 pounds per square inch to 
3,600 pounds per square inch and is stored on the vehicle in high-pressure tanks.  The 
compressed form of the gas, referred to as CNG, is transferred to the vehicle at the fueling 

                                                 
46 Helen Cothran, ed., Energy Alternatives, November 2002. 
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station.  To create liquefied natural gas (LNG), natural gas is cooled to minus 260 degrees 
Fahrenheit.  The liquefaction process occurs either at the refueling site or off site and delivered 
by truck.47 
 
There are different processes for the combustion of natural gas in an engine, including 
stoichimetric, lean-burn and dual-fuel diesel.  Stoichimetric is a spark-ignited internal 
combustion that uses equal parts of fuel and air.  Lean-burn is also spark-ignited but uses more 
air to minimize NOX emissions.  Dual-fuel diesel natural gas engines run on both diesel and 
natural gas.  They utilize a compression ignition system (such a system is required for diesel 
ignition) in which a small amount of diesel is used to ignite the natural gas.  At low speeds or 
when idling, dual-fuel engines run on diesel, but at higher speeds the amount of natural gas used 
can increase to 80% to 85% of the fuel being consumed by the vehicle.  The majority of CNG 
vehicles use the lean-burn technology, due to the NOX reduction benefits.48 
 
CNG and LNG refuse trucks are in waste collection truck fleets in municipalities throughout the 
United States, including the City.  DSNY began using CNG trucks in their refuse hauler fleet in 
1989, with 16 such trucks.  They were the first municipal sanitation agency in the United States 
to begin testing natural gas refuse vehicles.49  Currently DSNY has 26 CNG garbage trucks in 
their refuse hauler fleet and nine CNG street sweepers.  They also have about 350 CNG 
light-duty vehicles that have dual fueling capabilities (gasoline or CNG). 
 

2.2.2 CNG vs. LNG 
  
When compared, CNG and LNG each have advantages and disadvantages.  The advantage of 
LNG over CNG is that it offers a greater range for the vehicle; in the liquid state more natural 
gas can be stored.  The liquefied state also allows for faster fueling of LNG vehicles.  CNG 
fueling can take a few minutes or several hours, depending on the type of fueling system.  The 
quick-fill fueling system uses a high-pressure tank compressor to fill the vehicle’s tank within a 
few minutes.  The slow-fill fueling system does not require the high-pressure compressor system, 
but can take six to eight hours to fill the tank of a CNG vehicle.50 

                                                 
47 Energy Information Administration, Developments in U.S. Alternative Fuel Markets, 1999. 
48 The World Bank, Breathing Clean: Considering the Switch to Natural Gas Buses, 2001. 
49 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
50 Ibid.  
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The advantages of CNG over LNG are mostly safety related.  If LNG is accidentally spilled, it 

will pool on the ground, creating a potential fire hazard if an ignition source is nearby.  CNG is 

lighter than air and if spilled will rise, lessening the chance of ignition.  Odorants can also be 

added to CNG, which will help in the detection of a spill.  In addition, methane detectors are 

often utilized with CNG for added safety protection.  (Methane is the largest component of 

natural gas.)  LNG is odorless and odorants cannot be added in order to facilitate easy 

detection  - leak detection is based solely on a methane detection system.51   

 

There is currently a moratorium in the City on the establishment of LNG fueling facilities.52  

CNG is the only natural gas option available in the short and near term for the private and public 

refuse haulers due to this moratorium.  Therefore, LNG will not be discussed further in this 

report.   

 

2.2.3 Safety 

 

Like petroleum fuels, CNG is stable but flammable.  The danger of CNG is from leakage coming 

from the tanks or during the fueling process.  However, unlike other fuels, CNG is a gas under 

pressure and requires a different facility and personnel-training procedures than conventional 

fuels.53 

 

There are several essential elements that need to be in place in order to have a safe CNG facility.  

Facilities need high ceilings with ventilation systems to dissipate any escaped natural gas that 

will rise and collect in the ceiling of a facility; methane gas sensors are also usually installed to 

detect gas build-up.  CNG buses and tanks should not be stored near strong ignition sources that 

could ignite leaked gas.  (Possible ignition sources include open-flame gas heaters or 

spark-producing electrical equipment.)  Finally, personnel training on the unique properties of 

CNG fuel and proper procedures to follow is necessary to ensure a safe CNG operation.54 

                                                 
51 Ibid.  
52 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
53 U.S. Department of Energy, Running Refuse Haulers on Compressed Natural Gas, November 1997. 
54 Ibid.  
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2.2.4 Costs   

 

The cost of acquiring CNG vehicles and the infrastructure needed is one of the main drawbacks 

for fleet operators seeking to use CNG as an alternative fuel.  The incremental cost of a CNG 

refuse truck ranges from $38,000 to $70,000 over a standard diesel refuse hauler.  However, this 

price differential may decrease in the future as the prices of diesel engines increase in response to 

stricter USEPA diesel engine requirements that will be in place in 2007.55 

 

In addition to requiring a more expensive truck, CNG requires a capital investment in fueling 

infrastructure.  The cost of a CNG infrastructure can range between $500,000 and $1,250,000.  

These costs cover the compressor needed for the natural gas and ventilation and alarm systems.56 

 

Another cost to consider for CNG garbage trucks is the cost of fuel.  In the City the cost of a 

natural gas gallon equivalent is more than the cost of a gallon of conventional diesel fuel.57  In 

addition, the natural gas market is subject to price volatility that is more extreme than for the 

price of oil.  The demand for natural gas has increased in past years and the production has not 

been able to keep up.  Increasing the supply of natural gas faces many obstacles; increased 

drilling for natural gas in North America raises environmental concerns, and access to foreign 

supplies is hampered by an insufficient number of tankers and terminals in the U.S. that are 

needed to import natural gas.58 

 

                                                 
55 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
56 Ibid.  
57 Ibid.  
58 Simon Romero, Short Supply of Natural Gas Raises Economic Worries, New York Times, June 17, 2003. 
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2.2.5 Fuel Emissions 

 

The principal benefit of CNG over conventional diesel fuel is the reduction of tailpipe emissions.  

Experiences of CNG operators and several studies on the subject have documented the reduction 

of pollutant emissions of CNG over standard diesel.  One such study completed by the Northeast 

Advanced Vehicle Consortium found that CNG engines had 50% to 60% lower NOX emissions 

than conventional diesel.  It also showed that PM emissions were 80% to 90% lower for CNG 

engines than for diesel engines.59 

 

These reductions in NOX and PM are corroborated by a report completed by INFORM, an 

independent environmental research group.  After surveying several refuse haulers using CNG, 

INFORM reports that PM emissions were reduced anywhere from 67% to 94%, and NOX 

emissions were reduced 32% to 73%.  Additionally, INFORM results show CNG refuse fleets 

reporting non-methane HC emissions reductions of 69% to 83%.60 

 

One drawback of CNG emissions is related to the release of greenhouse gases, particularly CO2 

and CH4.  Intuitively, CNG should have lower carbon emissions, since it is comprised mainly of 

CH4 (which has a high hydrogen to carbon ratio).  Theoretically, this should translate into low 

CO2 emissions relative to diesel fuel (which has a lower hydrogen to carbon ratio).  However, 

according to the aforementioned report completed by the Northeast Advanced Vehicle 

Consortium, the extra weight and throttle loss of CNG vehicles relative to conventional diesel 

vehicles results in a lower fuel economy for CNG trucks and cancels out the potential CO2 

emission benefits of CNG.  Moreover, CNG vehicles release unburned fuel in the form of CH4, 

which is classified as a greenhouse gas.  The factors lead to CNG actually emitting more 

greenhouse gases than conventional diesel fuel vehicles.61 

 

                                                 
59 Northeast Advanced Vehicle Consortium, Hybrid-Electric Drive Heavy Duty Vehicle Testing Project, February 
2000. 
60 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
61 Northeast Advanced Consortium, Hybrid-Electric Drive Heavy-Duty Vehicle Testing Project, February 2000. 
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2.2.6 Incentives and Disincentives 

 

The main incentive for choosing natural gas as an alternative fuel for heavy-duty refuse trucks is 

the emissions benefits.  Studies of heavy-duty engines running on CNG and diesel have shown 

that engines fueled with CNG emit significantly less PM (80% to 90% less) and NOX (50% to 

60% less) emissions than diesel engines.  However, CNG engines emit higher total HC than 

diesel engines, which is mostly due to higher CH4 release.62 

 

Another benefit of using a CNG engine is the reduction of engine noise.  CNG engines are 

significantly quieter than diesel engines.  Some studies have reported a 50% to 98% reduction in 

noise with CNG trucks, depending on the position of sanitation personnel relative to the engine.  

Much of the engine noise reduction is gained during idling and slow speeds.63 

 

CNG use as an alternative fuel is seen as a bridge to the eventual use of hydrogen as a fuel for 

vehicles.  Though still far off, hydrogen fuel cell technology is advancing and one day its use as 

a fuel could be as prevalent as diesel and gasoline are today.  Natural gas is a source of hydrogen 

for fuel cells and investing in CNG facilities now will ease future transitions to hydrogen fuel 

cells as a vehicle fueling source.64  (Fuel Cells will be discussed later in this report.) 

 

One of the major disincentives to creating a CNG refuse truck fleet is the cost related to 

purchasing the trucks and the infrastructure needed for a CNG facility.  Trash haulers, either 

private companies or public agencies, have limited budgets and are concerned about their 

financial bottom line.  A CNG trash hauler can cost up to $70,000 more than a conventional 

diesel truck.  In addition, the cost of a CNG facility with fueling, proper ventilation and leakage 

alarms can cost $500,000 to $1,250,000 to construct.65 

 

                                                 
62 Ibid.  
63 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
64 Ibid.  
65 Ibid.  
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Another disadvantage of CNG is that most of the natural gas used in CNG engines comes from 
reserves in North America.  Demand for natural gas has increased in the past few years and the 
supply has not been able to keep pace.  This has caused extreme price fluctuations.  Attempts to 
increase supply by drilling for additional natural gas reserves has met resistance from 
environmental groups and the importation of natural gas (in a liquid form) requires an investment 
in proper docking facilities and a transport infrastructure necessary to handle natural gas.66 
 
In addition to the cost implications of CNG, there are logistical issues that could be disincentives 
to using CNG with refuse haulers.  CNG vehicles have limited range and the expense of 
constructing fueling stations prohibits a network of fueling stations from being constructed.  This 
does not offer operators much flexibility to use CNG trucks on various routes, as distance from 
the fueling station must always be considered.  The CNG refuse trucks are also heavier and 
longer than conventional diesel garbage trucks, leading to the CNG trucks having lower fuel 
efficiency than diesel engines and making it harder for CNG trucks to maneuver through narrow 
city streets.67 
 
Finally, there are some environmental drawbacks from the emissions associated with CNG 
combustion.  CNG engines have been found to emit noticeable levels of CH4 and CO2, both of 
which are greenhouse gases.  The emission of formaldehydes is also a concern with CNG 
emissions.68 
 

2.2.7 CNG Case Studies  
 

2.2.7.1   New York City Department of Sanitation69 
 
DSNY has been a leader in using CNG engines in its collection fleet.  They began their CNG 
program in 1989 with 16 CNG garbage trucks.  The CNG program has grown to include 26 CNG 
garbage trucks in the DSNY hauler fleet and nine CNG street sweepers that are considered part 
of their heavy-duty fleet.  DSNY also has about 350 CNG light-duty vehicles that have dual 
fueling capabilities (gasoline or CNG). 

                                                 
66 Simon Romero, Short Supply of Natural Gas Raises Economic Worries, New York Times, June 17, 2003. 
67 Based on meeting with Spiro Kattan, Supervisor of Mechanics, Bureau of Motor Equipment, DSNY, July 9, 2003. 
68 Ibid.  
69 Ibid.  
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The major problem with DSNY’s CNG truck program is the lack of fueling infrastructure.  
Currently, DSNY’s CNG trucks refuel at Keyspan and Con Edison CNG fueling facilities, which 
have capacity issues.  These facilities have a hard time supporting both the DSNY fleet and their 
own CNG fleet.  The result is that DSNY CNG trucks have fueling times that are significantly 
longer than their diesel counterparts. 
 
DSNY is planning to build a CNG facility in Woodside, Queens.  This will help address the 
fueling-time issue, but there are other factors related to CNG that are still a concern.  One is that 
the centralized nature of the new CNG facility would run counter to DSNY’s somewhat 
decentralized operations.  Having one central CNG facility doesn’t let DSNY have the flexibility 
of fueling at different facilities.  This is troubling because CNG trucks have limited range, which 
is one of the main complaints of the operators using CNG trucks.  Diesel trucks are refueled 
every two to three days -- CNG trucks need to be refueled every day.  Construction of additional 
CNG fueling facilities is difficult as there is community opposition; the facilities are perceived as 
unsafe and require a great deal of real estate to accommodate the large garbage trucks. 
  
Some of the range issues DSNY has encountered with CNG could be solved if LNG could be 
used.  Since LNG is in liquid form, a truck can hold more fuel, thereby increasing the range of 
the truck.  (Increasing the range of CNG is important as CNG trucks cannot be used for waste 
export out of the City because of this limitation.)  However, there is a moratorium on LNG in the 
City and there are no current initiatives to lift it.   
 

Another issue related to CNG is that DSNY maintenance and fueling facilities need to be 

upgraded.  Escaping gas is a major concern; air monitors and circulation devices need to be 

installed and training of DSNY personnel has to occur.  A CNG truck is two feet longer than a 

standard garbage truck.  This creates a storage problem, as well as problems navigating the truck 

through narrow streets.  The CNG vehicle is also a heavier vehicle and has less refuse capacity.  

In addition, the CNG trucks experience a degradation of engine performance as the pressure in 

the tank decreases. 

 

The price difference of CNG and standard refuse trucks is more than $70,000.  CNG trucks cost 

$212,000 versus $133,000 for standard diesel refuse trucks.  Also, CNG costs more per gallon 

equivalent than diesel.  DSNY pays just under $1.00 per gallon for diesel and over 
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$1.00 per gallon equivalent for CNG (price can vary due to natural gas market conditions).  

Since CNG has a lower density per gallon compared to diesel, CNG trucks are also not as fuel 

efficient as diesel trucks, which further increases the cost differential between the two fuels. 

 

2.2.7.2 New York City Transit Gleason Depot CNG Facility70 

 

The Jackie Gleason Depot has roughly 250 CNG buses and in the future will hold an additional 

250 CNG buses.  Located in Sunset Park, Brooklyn, the depot functions as a storage, fueling and 

maintenance facility (except major overhauls) for CNG buses.  The CNG program first started 

in 1994. 

 

Several drawbacks have been noted with CNG use at the facility.  CNG has longer fueling times 

than conventional buses and higher operational costs (the depot was unable to quantify the higher 

costs).  The CNG buses weigh more, due to the added weight of the tanks, and use 20% to 

30% more fuel than diesel buses.  However, it was noted that highway driving uses less fuel. 

 

Safety is also a big concern with CNG used at the depot.  There is emergency ventilation 

throughout the facility, emergency doors and alarms, and methane detectors, and special 

measures are taken to seal electrical equipment and wires, adding to the cost of using CNG.  

Plus, a one- to two-day CNG training seminar is necessary for drivers and maintenance workers.  

CNG is not necessarily more dangerous, but it requires different precautions than those for diesel 

fuel. 

 

In order to have the CNG facility at the depot, a new fueling infrastructure was built and an 

outside contractor hired to maintain and monitor fueling and CNG on-site infrastructure.  A CNG 

vehicle costs roughly $70,000 more than a diesel bus (a diesel bus is approximately $270,000) 

and the facility upgrades were a huge cost.  In addition, CNG buses have lower reliability and 

more maintenance requirements than diesel buses, requiring more spark plugs and increased 

replacement of ignition components. 

 

                                                 
70 Based on meeting with Gordon Coor, Superintendent Research and Development, MTA-NYCT, July 2003. 
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Although the depot does not have exact emissions data, CNG were noted as having higher 

greenhouse gas emissions than diesel buses.  There is an increase in CO2 and CH4.  However, 

CNG PM and NOX emissions are lower than conventional diesel emissions. 

 

2.3 CNG vs. Clean Diesel (Cost Comparison) 

 

In order to compare compressed natural gas refuse vehicles with vehicles operating on clean 

diesel technology, the costs associated with both options need to be analyzed.  These costs 

include capital costs, such as vehicle and infrastructure costs.  (Infrastructure costs include 

vehicle storage, maintenance and refueling facilities.)  Operating costs (fuel and maintenance) 

will also need to be evaluated, as well as economic incentives such as government grant 

programs used to purchase AFVs. 

 
2.3.1 Capital Costs 

 

Major new capital outlays are required before the conversion of a diesel garbage truck fleet to 

one that operates with natural gas can take place.  Capital costs needed may include the purchase 

of more expensive natural gas refuse vehicles, the modification of existing storage and 

maintenance facilities, the construction of new storage and maintenance facilities, and the 

provision of refueling infrastructure.   

 

2.3.1.1 Vehicle Costs 

 

Natural gas garbage trucks are more expensive than conventional, diesel refuse vehicles.  Natural 

gas garbage trucks have more expensive engine and fuel storage systems; manufacturers charge 

more for CNG vehicles in order to cover the costs of development, certification and warranty 

service; and the smaller number of CNG vehicle orders contribute to their higher prices.71 

 

                                                 
71 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
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DSNY reports that the price difference between CNG refuse vehicles and standard refuse trucks 

is more than $70,000.  DSNY states that CNG trucks cost $212,000 vs. $133,000 for standard 

diesel refuse trucks -- 60% more.  The DSNY cost differential is much higher when compared to 

other required costs.  Waste Management, for example, cites an average cost of $234,000 for a 

new natural gas truck vs. $200,000 for comparable diesel models -- 17% more.  The public 

interest group INFORM attests that natural gas refuse trucks cost an additional $40,000 over the 

median $170,000 price of a conventional diesel refuse truck -- a 24% cost differential.  None of 

these sources specified if the diesel trucks utilized after-treatment technology or engine 

modification technology to reduce emissions.  It is assumed that the cost figures reported do not 

include such clean diesel technologies.  See Table 2.3.1.1-1 for a comparison of these figures.   

 

Table 2.3.1.1-1 
Vehicle Comparison (CNG vs. Conventional Diesel) 

 
Source CNG Diesel Incremental Cost 

of CNG 
DSNY $212,000 $133,000 $79,000 (60%+) 

INFORM $210,000 $170,000 $40,000 (24%+) 
Waste Management $234,000 $200,000 $34,000 (17%+) 

 

 

The vehicle costs differences for CNG and diesel refuse vehicles are similar to those found with 

transit bus vehicle costs.  The Natural Resource Defense Council indicates the CNG buses cost 

20% to 30% more than diesel buses.  Moreover, a U.S. General Accounting Office study, “Mass 

Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses,” states the transit operators who operate CNG 

buses pay approximately 15% to 25% more on average for full-sized CNG buses than for similar 

diesel buses.  CNG buses cost between $290,000 and $318,000, while typical standard diesel 

buses cost between $250,000 and $275,000.72 

 

In order to accurately compare vehicles that use clean diesel technology with CNG vehicles, the 

costs of exhaust after-treatment and engine modification technology need to be taken into 

account.  (See Tables 2.3.1.1-2, 2.3.1.1-3 and 2.3.1.1-4.)  Based on data gathered from a Diesel 
                                                 
72 Natural Resources Defense Council, The Role of Clean-Fuel Buses in New York City’s Transit Future, 
September 4, 1997;  U.S. General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
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Technology Forum report published in May of 2003 entitled “Cleaner Air, Better Performance: 

Strategies for Upgrading and Modernizing Diesel Engines,” unit cost figures for the different 

clean diesel technologies will be applied to the three different baseline diesel truck cost figures 

listed in Table 2.3.1.1-1.   

  

NOX catalysts were not included in the clean diesel and CNG vehicle cost comparison because 

the technology is still under development and unit costs were not available.  In addition, each 

clean diesel technology is applied by itself to the baseline conventional diesel costs and not in 

conjunction with other clean diesel technologies.  In actuality, a combination of clean diesel 

technologies may be utilized, further reducing the CNG vehicle cost/conventional diesel vehicle 

cost differential. 

 
Table 2.3.1.1-2 

DSNY Vehicle Cost Comparison (CNG vs. Clean Diesel) 
 

Clean Diesel 
Technology 

CNG Cost Clean Diesel Cost Incremental Cost 
of CNG 

Oxidation Catalyst $212,000 $134,108 $77,892 (58%+) 
Particulate Filters $212,000 $140,500 $71,500 (51%+) 
Exhaust Gas 
Recirculation $212,000 $147,000 $65,000 (44%) 

Selective Catalytic 
Reduction  $212,000 $163,000 $49,000 (30%) 

 
 

Table 2.3.1.1-3 
INFORM Vehicle Cost Comparison (CNG vs. Clean Diesel) 

 
Clean Diesel 
Technology 

CNG Cost Clean Diesel Cost Incremental Cost 
of CNG 

Oxidation Catalyst $210,000 $171,108 $38,892 (23%+) 
Particulate Filters $210,000 $177,500 $32,500 (18%+) 
Exhaust Gas 
Recirculation $210,000 $184,000 $26,000 (14%+) 

Selective Catalytic 
Reduction  $210,000 $200,000 $10,000 (5%+) 
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Table 2.3.1.1-4 
Waste Management Vehicle Cost Comparison (CNG vs. Clean Diesel) 

 
Clean Diesel 
Technology 

CNG Clean Diesel Cost Incremental Cost 
of CNG 

Oxidation Catalyst $234,000 $201,108 $32,892 (16%+) 
Particulate Filters $234,000 $207,500 $26,500 (13%+) 
Exhaust Gas 
Recirculation $234,000 $214,000 $20,000 (9%+) 

Selective Catalytic 
Reduction  $234,000 $230,000 $4,000 (2%+) 

 
 

It should be noted that the price differential between CNG and diesel vehicles will likely 

decrease in the future.  Stricter USEPA diesel emission requirements are going to take effect in 

2007, essentially requiring that diesel engines be equipped with oxidation catalysts and DPFs, 

thereby increasing a diesel vehicle’s overall capital cost.  Some economists indicate that demand 

for CNG vehicles will increase, causing production of these vehicles to rise.  The higher demand 

and likely higher production levels of CNG vehicles will drive down the production costs per 

vehicle and the overall price per vehicle.73 

 

Due to the large capital costs, fleet operators may not want to purchase new CNG trucks.  
Instead, they may consider retrofitting older diesel engines into CNG vehicles, a process called 
repowering.  During this process, the entire engine and fuel system is replaced.  Repowers that 
convert a diesel vehicle into a CNG vehicle range from $30,000 per truck to $100,000 per truck.  
This option has lower capital costs than purchasing new CNG or clean diesel vehicles and may 
be utilized by fleet managers who want avoid the high capital costs of replacing entire vehicles.74 
 

2.3.1.2 Infrastructure Costs  

 
The operation of CNG refuse vehicles usually requires building a new refueling infrastructure or 
the existing fueling facilities undergoing extensive and costly modification.  This capital 
investment is not necessary in order operate clean fuel technology vehicles, as it is assumed that 
refuse fleet operators already have diesel-bus refueling facilities in place.  Clean fuel technology 

                                                 
73 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
74 Ibid.  
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refuse vehicles operate using ULSD fuel, and this fuel can be used with existing diesel fueling 
facilities with no modifications or capital costs required.  Therefore the fixed capital costs for 
CNG refueling facilities are incremental to diesel facility fixed capital costs.  This assumption 
may favor clean fuel technology in any cost comparison.  Nevertheless, it is realistic given the 
current widespread use of diesel fleets within the refuse hauling industry.  This same assumption 
also applies to maintenance facilities.75 
 
The equipment needed to operate a CNG fueling facility includes gas supply equipment, 
compressors, control valves, piping, gas conditioners, dispensers and safety equipment.  The cost 
to construct a CNG fast fueling station for refuse fleets generally ranges from $500,000 to 
$1,250,000. 
 
Due to these high fueling facility costs, many CNG operators choose to share these capital costs 
by partnering with public or private entities.  Local utilities, transit agencies, private refuse 
companies, delivery truck operators, taxicab companies and municipal governments are all 
entities that could share in the cost of developing CNG fueling infrastructure.  Further, if an 
existing natural gas refueling facility is already built and it could be shared with a municipal 
refuse operator or among private waste haulers, significant reductions in infrastructure costs 
could result.  Currently more than 50 U.S. cities are equipped with the infrastructure to refuel 
natural gas fleets.76 
 
Additional infrastructure costs associated with CNG conversion include truck storage and 

maintenance facility improvements.  Operators that switch to CNG must modify indoor storage 

facilities and maintenance facilities to include proper ventilation and leak detection monitoring 

systems.  Although new CNG maintenance and storage facilities do not cost significantly more 

than new conventional or clean diesel facilities, retrofitting an existing diesel facility for use with 

CNG vehicles can be expensive. 

 

                                                 
75 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Life-Cycle Costs of Alternative Fuels: Is Biodiesel Cost Competitive For Urban 
Buses, 1995. 
76 U.S. General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999; INFORM, Inc., 
Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air; U.S. Department of Agriculture, Life-Cycle Costs of 
Alternative Fuels: Is Biodiesel Cost Competitive For Urban Buses, 1995. 
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Data for CNG refuse vehicles storage and maintenance facilities were not available.  However, 

comparable data was found for CNG transit buses.  Typical cost for one maintenance garage is 

$600,000.  Tacoma, Washington’s Pierce Transit Authority spent $645,000 to modify their diesel 

maintenance facility.  Larger transit systems such as the Greater Cleveland Regional Transit 

Authority and Los Angeles County Metropolitan Authority have spent $750,000 and $1,000,000 

respectively.77  (See Table 2.3.1.2-1.) 

 
Table 2.3.1.2-1 

Cost of Natural Gas Garbage Trucks and Refueling Infrastructure 
 

Location Operator Incremental Cost 
of New Truck 

Cost of Fuel 
Infrastructure 

Irvine, CA Waste Management $40,000 $600,000 
Moreno Valley, CA Waste Management $35,000 $600,000 

New York City Department of 
Sanitation 

$70,000 $1,250,000 
 

Yucca Valley, CA Waste Management 
of the Desert 

$100,000* $500,000 

Palm Desert, CA Waste Management $45,000 $550,000 
*Cost of natural gas truck repower 
 

CNG vehicles have significantly higher capital (vehicle and infrastructure) costs than clean 

diesel vehicles.  Comparing diesel/biodiesel vs. CNG, total infrastructure costs per bus (per 

vehicle) are $1,461 for diesel and biodiesel compared with $10,000 per bus for CNG.78  

(Biodiesel will be discussed in detail in Section 3.1.) 

 

2.3.2 Operating Costs 

 
2.3.2.1 Fuel Costs 

 
Fuel cost is one variable that determines total operating costs.  Total fuel cost per vehicle is 

based on the price per gallon of the fuel and the fuel efficiency of the CNG vehicles in operation.  

Since CNG vehicles are heavier than conventional diesel counterparts, they are 20% to 40% less 

fuel-efficient than diesel vehicles. 

                                                 
77 U.S. General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1995. 
78 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Life-Cycle Costs of Alternative Fuels: Is Biodiesel Cost Competitive For Urban 
Buses, 1995. 
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CNG fuel costs vary depending on what part of the country operators are located in.  The overall 
market for natural gas is more volatile than for diesel fuel.  During the past few years the demand 
for natural gas has increased, but production levels have not been able to keep up.  This is a 
major issue influencing price.  Currently, due to environmental concerns, there are barriers to 
new natural gas drilling in North America.  Moreover, access to foreign supplies is currently 
hampered due to a lack of sufficient tankers and terminals capable of importing the needed 
quantities of natural gas.  The transport of enough natural gas in liquid form to meet future 
demand will necessitate additional investment in tanker and new terminal facilities nationwide.   
 
Other factors that influence CNG price include the cost to compress the natural gas and the 
nature or extent of any special contracts refuse haulers have with the local gas company or local 
gas distributors.  Some operators can see fuel cost savings by signing contracts with local gas 
distributors at decreased prices.   
 
In the City, the cost of CNG (dollars per gallon diesel-equivalent) is more than the cost of a 
gallon of conventional diesel fuel.  (See Table 2.3.2.1-1.)  DSNY currently pays just under $1.00 
per gallon for diesel and over $1.00 per gallon equivalent for CNG (price may vary due to 
natural gas market conditions).  In comparison, ULSD represents a minimal cost increase over 
regular diesel fuel -- $0.05 to $0.10 cents per gallon more.  The USEPA estimates that ULSD 
will be $0.045 to $0.05 cents more per gallon in 2006 when more stringent sulfur regulations are 
in place.79   
 

Table 2.3.2.1-1 
Regional Fuel Prices (2002) 

 

Region 
CNG ($ per gallon 
diesel-equivalent) 

Diesel ($ per 
gallon) 

Biodiesel* ($ per 
gallon) 

New England 1.59 1.29 1.77 
Central Atlantic 1.52 1.27 1.80 
Lower Atlantic 1.05 1.13 1.06 

Midwest 1.21 1.13 1.27 
Gulf Coast 1.20 1.12 1.40 

Rocky Mountain 1.11 1.13 1.29 
West Coast 1.31 1.23 1.40 

* B20 - 20% biodiesel & 80% conventional diesel; will be discussed more fully in Section 3.1. 
 Source: INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 

                                                 
79 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
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2.3.2.2 Maintenance Costs 

 

Maintenance costs include engine and fuel system repairs and parts replacement.  Overall 

maintenance CNG costs are higher than for conventional diesel engines.  Factors that contribute 

to this include increased fuel system inspection, more expensive parts and higher tune-up costs.  

Data gathered from operators of CNG refuse vehicles and operators of CNG transit buses 

indicate that maintenance for CNG vehicles is 10% to 20% higher than for conventional diesel 

vehicles.80 

 

Another factor that can contribute to higher maintenance costs for CNG and natural gas vehicles 

is that when a fleet is largely composed of diesel trucks, the natural gas trucks in the fleet require 

separate maintenance, storage and fueling facilities (with separate safety protocols).  This tends 

to increase CNG maintenance costs.  Conversion of an entire fleet to natural gas with equipment, 

labor and facilities dedicated to just one fuel type will lower CNG maintenance costs. 

 

Over time, engine improvements have increased the maintenance intervals required for new 
natural gas trucks relative to earlier models, thus reducing maintenance costs.  Manufacturers of 
natural gas engines contend that extending the maintenance interval between oil changes would 
provide savings of thousands of dollars over a garbage truck’s lifetime.  In addition, the 
after-treatment and emission control technologies present on clean fuel vehicles that will need to 
meet USEPA 2007 emission standards are likely to raise the maintenance and operating costs of 
diesel-fueled trucks, thus reducing the maintenance cost differential between clean diesel 
vehicles and CNG trucks.81 
 
Data based on the U.S. Department of Agriculture report entitled “Life-Cycle Costs of 
Alternative Fuels" indicates that CNG vehicles are approximately 1.7 times more expensive than 
diesel vehicles.  This paper used a 5% discount rate to calculate the present value per bus mile 
for the total cost of a transit fleet over the 30-year life-cycle of a refueling infrastructure.  Diesel 
buses had the lowest cost at $0.247 cents per mile.  The cost of CNG ranged from $0.375 to 
$0.42 cents per mile.  Although this report did not compare CNG vehicles with clean fuel 
                                                 
80 U.S. General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999; INFORM, Inc., 
Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
81 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
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technology vehicles, the minimal fuel cost increases (due to the use of more expensive ULSD) 
and higher maintenance costs (due to the use of emission control devices) in clean diesel vehicles 
will likely not offset the higher CNG cost per mile presented in this report.  Total costs evaluated 
in this report include infrastructure costs, and operating costs such as fuel and maintenance.  
(Vehicle capital costs were not included.)  The author cites that the difference in infrastructure 
costs between diesel and CNG is the main reason for the lower diesel per mile cost.82 
 

2.3.3 Programs and Incentives  
 
Tax incentives and grant programs that give economic and financial preference to companies and 
agencies that operate natural gas vehicles can make CNG vehicles more economically feasible 
for waste haulers.  Grant money is available from both state and federal sources to help fleets 
defray the higher capital costs associated with CNG vehicles.  These grant programs are not 
available with diesel and clean diesel vehicles.   
 

The NYCDOT, in conjunction with NYSERDA, authorizes the use of federal CMAQ funding 

available in order to reduce the out-of-pocket costs associated with the purchase of AFVs.  

Called the Private Fleet Program, the funds can be used to offset the incremental costs of vehicle 

acquisition.  Up to 70% of the incremental costs of new or converted medium- and heavy-duty 

CNG vehicles are eligible for funding.  New York City Clean Air Communities also has funds 

available for the implementation of clean air transportation programs in the City -- vehicle and 

infrastructure costs are eligible.83 

 

Most large transit fleets that operate natural gas buses utilize federal funding to offset the higher 

vehicle costs of these vehicles.  For example, Long Island Bus has used federal funds such as 

CMAQ for its purchase of natural gas buses in Nassau County, and the NYCDOT has also used 

federal funds for its natural gas purchases.   

 

                                                 
82 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Life-Cycle Costs of Alternative Fuels: Is Biodiesel Cost Competitive For Urban 
Buses, 1995. 
83 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
Improvement Program, http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environement/cmaq/funding.htm. 
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Federal and state tax incentives are also available to help lower the capital costs of CNG 

vehicles.  The federal tax code allows businesses that purchase AFVs or build an alternative fuel 

refueling facility to take tax deductions.  The deductions are allowed for the incremental cost of 

the AFV or facility compared to the diesel counterpart.  In addition, New York State offers a tax 

credit of up to $10,000 for the purchase of a heavy-duty AFV.84 

                                                 
84 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
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3.0  OTHER CLEAN FUEL TECHNOLOGIES AVAILABLE 

 

3.1 Biodiesel 

 
Biodiesel fuel is a fuel produced from biological sources such as vegetable oils and animal fats.  

It is biodegradable, nontoxic and nonvolatile.  The main benefits of biodiesel include lower 

exhaust emissions and production from renewable energy sources.  The major negative is cost.  

According to the DOE, biodiesel costs roughly $0.30 to $0.40 cents more per gallon than pure 

petroleum diesel.  However, unlike other alternative fuels, biodiesel does not require expensive 

equipment modifications to vehicles, fueling infrastructure or storage tanks.  Another drawback 

of biodiesel is that in spite of its reduced CO, HC and PM relative to conventional diesel, it emits 

more NOX than diesel.  NOX is a precursor to smog and an issue for major cities in 

non-attainment areas.85 

 

3.1.1 Fuel Characteristics 

 

In order to create biodiesel fuel, an oil source is mixed with an alcohol.  (A chemical catalyst is 

used to speed up the process.)  The most common alcohol used is methanol, although ethanol is 

also sometimes used.  After the alcohol is mixed with the oil -- typically soybean oil -- a methyl 

ester (methanol) or an ethyl ester (ethanol) is produced.  Both can be used as fuel for diesel 

engines.  The most common biodiesel fuel is the 80/20 blend (80% petroleum 

diesel/20% biodiesel) called B20.  Blending usually reduces the cost of biodiesel and extends the 

fuel’s storage life.  Industry experts recommend that biodiesel be used within six months of 

purchase.  In addition, the use of biodiesel poses a problem during the winter months, as the fuel 

will begin to gel during cold weather.86 

 

                                                 
85 U.S. Department of Energy, Taking an Alternative Route: A Guide for Fleet Operators and Individual Owners 
Using Alternative Fuels in Cars and Trucks, April 2001. 
86 U.S. General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
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3.1.2 Use and Development 
 
Biodiesel was first developed in South Africa before World War II in order to power heavy-duty 
vehicles.  Currently in Europe there is a much larger base of experience and use with biodiesel 
than in the United States, and in most European countries, there is a total or near-total exemption 
from fuel taxes on this fuel.  In 1992 the National Biodiesel Board started its efforts to 
commercialize and promote the use of biodiesel fuel in the United States.  This trade group 
places emphasis on the use of soybean oil methyl ester blended with petroleum-based diesel at 
various percentages.  Blends, specifically the B20 blend, display the best combination of cost 
efficiency and engine emissions benefits, according to the National Biodiesel Board.  B20 is 
widely used as the biodiesel blend among heavy-duty diesel engine operators in the United 
States.87 
 
There is a sufficient supply of biodiesel currently available in the United States.  And, there are 
currently three billion gallons of excess vegetable oil on the market that can be used to make 
biodiesel.  Most biodiesel fuels are made from soybean, rapeseed or canola oil, which are 
secondary products of the manufacturing process that makes animal protein supplements and 
animal feed for livestock.  Nutritional awareness has led to the increased use of lighter and 
unsaturated vegetable oils and is lowering demand in the United States for saturated oils and fats.  
This development is increasing the availability of animal fats and certain vegetable oils for 
conversion into biodiesel fuel.  
 

3.1.3 Costs 
 
No major modifications are necessary to maintenance garages and fueling facilities when using 
biodiesel fuel.  There is no increased capital cost associated with biodiesel above the capital cost 
associated with the use of diesel fuel (pure petroleum diesel).  According to the National 
Biodiesel Board, the B20 blend will generally cost $0.15 to $0.30 cents per gallon more than 
diesel fuel.  The DOE’s figures have biodiesel (B20) costing approximately $0.30 to $0.40 cents 
more per gallon than diesel fuel.88  No explanation could be found to describe the discrepancy in 
costs between the DOE and the Biodiesel Board.   

                                                 
87 U.S. Department of Energy, Taking an Alternative Route: A Guide for Fleet Operators and Individual Owners 
Using Alternative Fuels in Cars and Trucks, April 2001; U.S. General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of 
Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
88 U.S. Department of Energy, Taking an Alternative Route: A Guide for Fleet Operators and Individual Owners 
Using Alternative Fuels in Cars and Trucks, April 2001. 
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3.1.4 Fuel Emissions 

 

The National Biodiesel Board asserts that, compared to conventional diesel fuel, B100 (pure 

biodiesel, with no petroleum diesel fuel added) can reduce total unburned HC by 67%, CO by 

48% and PM by 47%.  In addition, the Board states that B100 will increase NOX emissions by 

10%.89  The May 2003 edition of BioCycle Energy magazine confirms this by stating that 

B100 fuel can reduce unburned HC that contribute to smog and O3 formation by 68% and CO by 

44% over conventional diesel fuel.90 

 

The data on B20 is more relevant because it is more widespread in use and is used more 

frequently with heavy-duty vehicles such as refuse trucks.  The National Biodiesel Board states 

that average B20 emissions compared to conventional diesel can reduce total unburned HC by 

20%, CO by 12%, and PM by 12%.91  The NOX increase is 2%.  The increase in NOX emissions 

from biodiesel is largely due to the organic portion of the fuel, which, when burned in the engine, 

releases more NOX than conventional diesel.   

 

The data reported by public agencies (see Section 3.1.6 Biodiesel Case Studies) that utilize 

B20 generally corroborates the National Biodiesel Board’s data and findings regarding 

B20 emissions.  For example, Arlington County, Virginia reports that using B20 in 

diesel-powered vehicles has reduced HC emissions for the entire fleet by 30%, CO levels by 

20% and PM emissions by 22%.  However, emissions of NOX have increased by 2%.  Also, the 

City of Tacoma, Washington has seen a 20% reduction in CO and PM emissions, with a slight 

increase in NOX emissions. 

                                                 
89 National Biodiesel Board, http://www.biodiesel.org/pdf_files/emissions.PDF. 
90 Biosolids and Biodiesel Team Up for Sustainable Economics, BioCycle Energy, May 2003. 
91 National Biodiesel Board, http://www.biodiesel.org/pdf_files/emissions.PDF. 
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3.1.5 Incentives and Disincentives 
 
An important incentive for biodiesel use is that operators can use conventional diesel fueling 
equipment, as biodiesel fuel has mechanical and ignition properties that are comparable to 
conventional diesel fuel.  Since biodiesel is less volatile than diesel fuel, there are no 
modifications regarding safety procedures.  And, using biodiesel in pure or blended form does 
not require engine or storage modifications as with other alternative fuels, such as compressed 
natural gas.  In short, the capital costs associated with diesel and biodiesel are the same.92 
 
In addition, biodiesel compared with conventional petroleum diesel has similar heavy-duty diesel 
engine performance.  There is no difference in terms of power, acceleration or fuel consumption 
between the two types of fuel.  However, some engine manufacturers do not guarantee their 
warranties on biodiesel blends greater than B20.  One benefit of biodiesel over petroleum-based 
diesel is that it provides better lubricity -- it acts as an engine cleaner and can lubricate the engine 
more thoroughly, which can contribute to longer engine life.93 
 
The major disincentive to using biodiesel is cost; as previously mentioned, biodiesel is more 
costly than regular diesel fuel.  Minor disincentives include the potential for fire hazards, 
biodiesel’s cold weather properties and its properties as a solvent.  A physical characteristic of 
biodiesel is the possibility of spontaneous combustion, as some vegetable oils and methyl ester 
oxidize in the air.  This is not considered a serious issue and can be simply resolved by using 
closed metal cans for storage.  There are no fire hazards during transport.  Due to its low 
volatility during a leak or spill, biodiesel is less likely to ignite than diesel.  In addition, there are 
no specific fire hazards during storage or unloading from storage.94 
 
There is a greater probability for biodiesel to gel in colder temperatures than conventional diesel.  
An additive may be needed to prevent this.  Other solutions include using a pour point depressant 
and storing the vehicles near or in a building.  Usually, this cold-weather property of biodiesel is 
not a problem.  B20 blends have been used in Iowa and the upper Wisconsin areas without 
issues. 

                                                 
92 U.S. General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
93 U.S. Department of Energy, Taking an Alternative Route: A Guide for Fleet Operators and Individual Owners 
Using Alternative Fuels in Cars and Trucks, April 2001. 
94 U.S. General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
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Because of the excellent solvent properties of biodiesel, the use of fuel filters may increase when 
first using this fuel.  Petroleum diesel can leave deposits in fuel tanks, fuel lines and delivery 
systems over time.  Biodiesel dissolves these deposits and may initially clog filters, necessitating 
the increased replacement of such filters.95 
 

3.1.6 Biodiesel Case Studies 

 
3.1.6.1 New York City Department of Sanitation96 

 
DSNY has explored the use of biodiesel as a fuel source for their diesel refuse truck fleet, 
including meeting with representatives of World Energy, a group that promotes biodiesel.  
DSNY has identified some barriers that would have to be overcome before considering its use.  
Beginning in 2004, Mack engines will power all DSNY garbage trucks.  Mack voids warranties 
if a biodiesel blend of more than 5% biodiesel (B5) is used; however, the environmental benefits 
from using biodiesel can only be derived from blend that is at least 20% biodiesel (B20).  DSNY 
is also concerned by the increase in NOX emissions associated with biodiesel compared to 
conventional diesel fuels, which makes it less than ideal for USEPA non-attainment areas, such 
as the City.  (NOX contributes to the creation of smog.)  Another issue identified by DSNY with 
the use of biodiesel as a fuel source is that it has limited shelf life and could not be used with 
seasonal DSNY heavy-duty equipment. 

 
3.1.6.2 Arlington County, Virginia97 

 
In September of 2002 Arlington County, located just south of Washington D.C., switched to 
using biodiesel (B20) for use with refuse vehicles.  The county also decided to use biodiesel with 
other vehicles such as fire trucks, school buses and street sweepers that operate using diesel 
engines.  Arlington County’s refuse fleet includes 39 cubic-yard side loaders, 31 cubic-yard rear 
loaders, 25 cubic-yard rear loaders and 3 to 4 small side loaders. 

                                                 
95 U.S. Department of Energy, Taking an Alternative Route: A Guide for Fleet Operators and Individual Owners 
Using Alternative Fuels in Cars and Trucks, April 2001;  Rick Markley, Friendly Fuel, Construction and Mining 
Trucks;  Tom Moore, Looking for Alternatives, Fleet Owner, June 1998.   
96 Based on meeting with Spiro Kattan, Supervisor of Mechanics, Bureau of Motor Equipment, DSNY, July 9, 2003. 
97 Based on phone conversation with Frederic I. Hiller, Chief of Equipment Division, Office of Support Services, 
Arlington County, Virginia, July 30, 2003. 
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The main reason the county made the switch was for the reduction in emissions that the use of 
biodiesel provides.  Arlington County is in a non-attainment area for O3, and HC emissions are 
an important contributor to O3 production; the use of biodiesel can reduce these emissions.  The 
reduction in fossil fuel use and the reduction in dependence on foreign oil were other important 
considerations cited by Arlington County. 
 
The speed it took to implement biodiesel as a fuel for Arlington County’s fleet was extremely 
important in making the decision to use biodiesel.  Unlike other alternative fuel options, once the 
decision was made to switch to biodiesel, it was implemented very quickly.  There was no need 
to modify storage, maintenance or fueling facilities.   
 
Another important factor was cost.  Arlington County compared the costs of utilizing CNG and 
biodiesel, and found there is a large cost difference.  The fueling, safety, maintenance and 
vehicle costs associated with CNG technology are much larger than those for biodiesel.  
Biodiesel was selected because it is a low-cost alternative. 
 
It should be noted, however, that despite lower biodiesel costs when compared to CNG, 
Arlington County has seen an increase in fuel costs with the use of biodiesel over what it pays 
for diesel fuel.  It costs the county $1.23 per gallon for biodiesel vs. $0.97 per gallon for diesel 
fuel.   
 
Arlington County provides extra money for the use of alternative fuel in its vehicle fleet.  
Hybrid, ethanol and biodiesel vehicles are all currently used.  The county sees itself as being 
proactive in terms of support and funding for the use of alternative fuels.  No public sector 
grants, incentives or mandates were identified as influencing the decision to use biodiesel. 
 
There have been no supply issues.  The county contracts out for its fueling needs despite utilizing 
county-owned fueling facilities.  Nationally, engine manufacturers generally honor all warranties 
with blends of B20 or lower (although Mack does void warranties if blends higher than B5 are 
used), and there have been no problems regarding warranties for the Ford and Cummings diesel 
engines Arlington County uses.  Overall, there has been no degradation in performance with the 
use of biodiesel in the county’s refuse vehicles.  Range and fuel economy are reported to be 
equal when the county compared both biodiesel and conventional diesel.   
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As expected, Arlington County has seen overall emissions reductions, with a slight increase in 
NOX emissions.  Also, two minor maintenance issues have arisen with the use of biodiesel: 
gelling in cold weather and the excellent solvent and detergent-like qualities of biodiesel.  To 
address the cold weather properties of biodiesel, an additive is used to prevent the fuel from 
gelling up.  In addition, because biodiesel is a good solvent, the vehicle fuel tanks were cleaned 
when the switch to biodiesel was made, and fuel filters at the fueling pumps were used to remove 
the deposits left from the use of conventional diesel.  Nonetheless, the county reported it has 
increased its use of primary fuel filters because of biodiesel’s solvent-like qualities.   
 

3.1.6.3 Tacoma, Washington98 
 
The city of Tacoma, Washington switched to B20 in November of 2001 for use with all of its 
85 refuse vehicles.  The vehicles include rear, side and front loaders.  The city’s use of biodiesel 
has seen a reduction in emissions without compromising the performance of the vehicles or an 
increase in the city’s budget. 
 
In November of 2001, Tacoma contracted out with Kent, Washington-based Petro Card to 
provide B20 biodiesel and mobile fueling.  Mobile fueling is the process in which the contractor 
delivers the fuel to the city’s refuse vehicle storage site in a tanker truck each evening, and is 
responsible for refueling the refuse trucks.  In the contract, Tacoma committed to using 200,000 
gallons of fuel per year.  Because of such a large commitment, the biodiesel only costs Tacoma 
$0.20 cents more per gallon than regular diesel.  The city states that this increase in fuel costs is 
completely offset by the savings in wages, fuel and time that results with the use of Petro Card’s 
on-site fueling service.  (Previously, drivers of the refuse vehicles would have to drive and fuel 
their trucks off-site each day.)   
 
Biodiesel has not compromised the performance of the refuse trucks, nor has there been any 
additional maintenance needed.  Maintenance crews originally thought they might have to 
change the fuel filters more frequently, but they’ve found this unnecessary.  And, there was no 
special training for operators or mechanics.  Additionally, Tacoma has seen a 20% reduction in 
CO and PM emissions, and a slight increase in NOX emissions. 

                                                 
98 Based on phone conversation with Steve Hennessey, Fleet Division Manager, City of Tacoma, Washington, July 
30, 2003. 
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The city made its decision to use biodiesel without any incentives such as grants or regulatory 

mandates.  They also did not look into other alternative fuels regarding its refuse fleet; the costs 

of natural gas were prohibitive and the natural gas infrastructure was deemed not to be available.  

Tacoma is currently looking into increasing the number of trucks that use biodiesel. 

 

For its use of biodiesel with all of the city’s refuse fleet and reduction in refuse truck emissions, 

in May 2002 the U.S. DOE inducted Tacoma into the Clean Cities Hall of Fame and awarded 

them its National Partner Award.   

 

3.2 Fuel Cells 

 

A fuel cell generates electricity from the chemical reaction of combining hydrogen and oxygen 

into water, without the need for combustion as an intermediate step.  Fuel cells can either be 

directly fueled by hydrogen stored on board the vehicle, or by reformers that generate hydrogen 

from sources such as natural gas or methanol. 

 

The combination of very high energy efficiency and low emissions makes the concept of fuel 

cells extremely attractive as an alternative fuel source.99  However, they are currently only in the 

development stage for heavy-duty vehicles and buses.100  They are not expected to be a viable 

option for at least ten years.101 

 

To determine the total net environmental benefit of fuel cells, the energy expended and 

pollutants released from the process to liberate the hydrogen needed for fuel cells should be 

considered.  If, for example, the burning of coal is involved in the process of making hydrogen, 

the emissions associated with coal would potentially need to be included in the determination of 

emissions from the total fuel cell process.102 

 

                                                 
99 U.S. General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
100 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air; U.S. General Accounting Office, 
Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
101 Ibid. 
102 Matthew L. Wald, Turning to Hydrogen for Energy is Harder than it Seems, International Herald Tribune, 
November 13, 2003. 
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3.2.1 Fuel Characteristics 

 

Hydrogen is the most abundant element in the universe.  It has the highest energy per unit of 

weight of any chemical fuel and is non-polluting when used to generate power.  However, in 

order to be used as a primary fuel with fuel cells, hydrogen needs to be transformed from water, 

fossil fuels, biomass or other materials that are rich in hydrogen.  Natural gas, petroleum, coal, 

ethanol, methanol and landfill waste are all potential sources.103 

 

Fuel cells are actually not alternative fuels, but fuel conversion systems.  They can be 

conceptualized as being batteries that operate with hydrogen and oxygen.  Water and electricity 

are the by-products of the hydrogen reacting with the oxygen.  Chemical energy is transformed 

into electrical energy with little or no noise or pollution, and energy conversion efficiencies of 

approximately 80% are theoretically possible -- burning fuels in heat engines produce 

efficiencies around 40%.104 

 

3.2.2 Use and Development 

 

Currently, there are no fuel cells that power heavy-duty vehicles being produced – use of 

hydrogen in vehicles is primarily limited to experimental and prototype vehicles.  In the future, 

with increased research and development, hydrogen as a transportation fuel will likely occur. 

 

3.2.3 Costs 

 

Since there are no heavy-duty vehicles powered by fuel cells in production, firm cost data is hard 

to ascertain or estimate.  With any new technology, unit costs will fall as production rates and 

manufacturing experience increase.  One fuel cell engine manufacturer, Ballard, has estimated 

that, with large commercial production, transit buses using fuel cells could be priced 

competitively with CNG buses.105 

                                                 
103 U.S. Department of Energy, Taking an Alternative Route: A Guide for Fleet Operators and Individual Owners 
Using Alternative Fuels in Cars and Trucks, April 2001. 
104 National Conference of State Legislatures Ground Transportation for the 21st Century, August, 1999. 
105 U.S. General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
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In addition to vehicle costs, the actual costs of the hydrogen or other fuels in which the hydrogen 

is generated need to be taken into account.  Hydrogen can be stored on board or generated from 

other fuels by an on-board reformer.  Reformers can be used with methanol or natural gas; it may 

also be possible to use diesel or gasoline.  Utilizing reformers increases the cost and complexity 

of the fuel cell system.  Vehicles that do not use reformers are fueled using hydrogen directly.  

The hydrogen is stored as a liquid, vaporized to a gas, and dispensed into on-board storage tanks 

on the vehicles.  Depending on whether a vehicle uses an on-board reformer or hydrogen 

directly, the fueling facilities for fuel cell vehicles will differ considerably.106 

 

3.2.4 Fuel Emissions 

 

Fuel cells effectively emit zero emissions with the use of hydrogen.107 

 

3.2.5 Incentives and Disincentives 

 

The primary benefit and incentive for utilization of fuel cells is zero emissions.  Other 

advantages include high operating efficiency, quick start-up, and operation over a wide range of 

temperatures.  Currently, fuel cells are in the very early stages of development for heavy-duty 

vehicles.  There are currently issues and problems with hydrogen fueling that have to be 

addressed and resolved.  These include high costs, poorly developed hydrogen fuel supply 

infrastructure, very large storage volume, and safety concerns associated with compressed 

hydrogen, especially when stored on a vehicle -- compressed hydrogen systems have a tendency 

to leak and present fire safety hazards.108 

 

If hydrogen fuel is produced off board the vehicle, electrical power is required.  However, there 

are transmission costs associated with off-board production and the use of electrical power, as 

well as production inefficiencies (compared to on-board production).   

 

                                                 
106 National Conference of State Legislatures Ground Transportation for the 21st Century, August, 1999. 
107 U.S. General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, General, 1999. 
108 Ibid. 
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There are tradeoffs between on-board and off-board hydrogen production.  With on-board 

production, the technology used to produce the hydrogen is complex, whereas with off-board 

production, the technology is simple but to generate the hydrogen there are transmission costs 

and larger electrical production inefficiencies.   

 

3.3 Battery Electric 

 

Vehicles that operate on electricity alone utilize batteries to store the electricity, which then 

transfer the power to an electric motor.  These vehicles do not produce any emissions.  However, 

the production of the electricity used to power these vehicles does produce remote-source 

emissions, which are emissions from power plants.109 

 

The widespread use of battery electric in refuse vehicles requires the advancement of battery 

electric propulsion systems, which are needed for the battery electric engines to be able to deliver 

the power that garbage trucks require.110 

 

3.3.1 Fuel Characteristics 

 

Electricity is an alternative source of propulsion.  The majority of the electricity used in battery 

electric vehicles comes from the nation’s electric power distribution infrastructure, with batteries 

used as the electricity storage medium.  Battery electric vehicles have characteristics, such as low 

energy density and weight, which usually limit vehicle performance and driving range.  Electric 

vehicles are recharged overnight, with typical battery recharging time taking six to eight 

hours.111 

 

Battery electric vehicles are operationally much simpler than vehicles powered by internal 

combustion engines (which can have hundreds of moving parts).  The three main mechanisms 

that power a battery electric vehicle are the battery pack, the inverter and rotor, and the 

regenerative braking system.  Regenerative braking allows the vehicle to reclaim a portion of the 

                                                 
109 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
110 Ibid. 
111 U.S. General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
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energy that is usually lost in conventional friction braking (which is used in diesel vehicles).  

Battery electric vehicles, as well as HEVs (discussed in Section 3.7), use both braking systems.  

The braking systems are controlled electronically in order to maximize stopping ability and make 

the dual system transparent to the driver.112 

 

3.3.2 Use and Development 

 

At the turn of the 20th century, electric vehicles outnumbered gasoline vehicles, with 

approximately 50,000 electric vehicles operating in the United States.  Use decreased when 

less-expensive methods of producing gasoline were introduced and the electric starter replaced 

the crank in gasoline vehicles.  The current research focus for electric propulsion vehicles is in 

the area of battery development, with the goal of developing batteries that have low initial cost, 

high specific energy and high power density.  Further advancement of battery electric propulsion 

systems is needed before the power that garbage trucks need is delivered.113 

 

3.3.3 Costs 

 

The vehicle costs of battery electric vehicles are significantly higher than those of diesel vehicles 

of comparable size.  (Because no cost data was available for heavy-duty vehicles, transit bus 

comparisons will be made.)  When a lead-acid battery pack is used, a battery electric shuttle bus 

is slightly more than twice as costly as a comparable diesel model.  For larger transit buses, the 

cost differential is approximately 33% higher for battery electric vehicles than comparable diesel 

models.  A nickel cadmium battery option will add roughly $40,000 to $50,000 dollars to the 

cost of a battery electric bus.  However, nickel cadmium batteries yield greater range per battery 

charge and provide an  increased battery life of three to seven years more than a typical lead-acid 

battery.114 

 

                                                 
112 National Conference of State Legislatures, Ground Transportation for the 21st Century, August, 1999. 
113 Ibid. 
114 U.S. General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
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The operating costs that are used to compare diesel vehicles with battery electric are energy costs 

and maintenance costs (which includes replacement of the battery packs and the individual 

battery units used in the pack).  The energy costs per mile are similar for diesel vehicles and 

battery electric.  General maintenance for battery electric vehicles includes checking the 

condition of the motor, brakes, batteries and electrical connections, battery pack integrity and 

battery pack mounting.115  Battery packs may need to be replaced every 25,000 miles and 

individual units every 10,000 miles.  No data could be found comparing the maintenance costs 

for battery electric and diesel vehicles. 

 

3.3.4 Fuel Emissions 

 

Battery electric vehicles did not produce any emissions, smoke or exhaust odor.116 

 

3.3.5 Incentives and Disincentives 

 

The main benefit and incentive for using battery electric systems is emissions reductions.  

Battery electric vehicles have no tailpipe emissions, low noise levels and effortless cold starts.117  

The main disincentives associated with battery electric vehicles include the reduced range and 

performance and the substantially higher purchase price.  Also, batteries tend to diminish in 

power output in cold weather. 

 

The main safety issue with battery electric is the exposure of personnel to electrical hazards 

when using the recharging system and when connecting vehicles to the recharging system.  

However, this is not a major concern as safeguards can be put in place to ensure personnel are 

protected from direct exposure to electrical hazards.  In addition, there are no specific health or 

environmental hazards associated with the transmission and use of electricity at a fleet facility.118 

                                                 
115 U.S. Department of Energy, Taking an Alternative Route: A Guide for Fleet Operators and Individual Owners 
Using Alternative Fuels in Cars and Trucks, April 2001; National Conference of State Legislatures Ground 
Transportation for the 21st Century, August, 1999. 
116 U.S. Department of Energy, Taking an Alternative Route: A Guide for Fleet Operators and Individual Owners 
Using Alternative Fuels in Cars and Trucks, April 2001. 
117 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air; U.S. General Accounting Office, 
Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
118 U.S. General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
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3.4 Propane 

 

Propane, also known as liquefied petroleum gas, is the most commonly used alternative fuel in 

the U.S., with an estimated 350,000 propane vehicles currently in operation.119  However, it is 

not widely used in the private or public refuse hauling sector.  The main obstacle associated with 

the use of propane with refuse fleets is that major garbage truck manufacturers do not make or 

offer models that burn propane; the development of heavy-duty propane engines is needed for 

propane to expand in use as an alternative fuel in the refuse hauling vehicle sector.120 

 

3.4.1 Fuel Characteristics 

 

Propane is a by-product of both natural gas processing and petroleum refining.  At room 

temperature, propane is a gas, and liquifies at relatively low pressures (about 200 pounds 

per square inch [psi]).  Liquefied petroleum is a liquid mixture containing 90% propane and 

2.5% butane (and other higher hydrocarbons), as well as ethane and propylene.  Special tanks are 

utilized to force propane to remain under pressure and in a liquid state.  Propane is stored on 

board vehicles as a liquid.  Before being burned in engines, propane is easily converted to a gas 

before combustion takes place.121 

 

3.4.2 Use and Development 

 

Propane was first experimented with as a motor fuel as early as 1910.  During the 1950s, it 

became more widespread and popular.  Currently, most of the propane produced in North 

America is generated from natural gas processing. 

 

                                                 
119 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air; National Conference of State 
Legislatures, Ground Transportation for the 21st Century, August, 1999. 
120 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air; U.S. General Accounting Office, 
Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
121 U.S. Department of Energy, Taking an Alternative Route: A Guide for Fleet Operators and Individual Owners 
Using Alternative Fuels in Cars and Trucks, April 2001. 
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Propane can be purchased in two ways: wholesale from distribution centers, which may be the 

best option for fleet managers and operators that have their own refueling stations; or at 

public-access stations, where low and discounted prices may be available for large purchases.122 

 
Propane has the largest use among all alternative fuel types in the United States.  Nevertheless, 
vehicles that utilize propane experienced the slowest growth during the 1990s.  Propane vehicles 
are most prevalent in the South, where large numbers are operated in Texas and Oklahoma, two 
large oil-producing states.123 
 
The propane industry has been criticized for not promoting and generating interest for its use as 
an alternative transportation fuel.  Comparisons have been made with the natural gas industry, 
which actively promotes the use of its fuel for vehicle use.  The propane industry is dominated 
by small-scale suppliers who primarily serve residential consumers.  Possible reasons for little 
promotion include the lack of internal cohesion within the industry, concern among propane 
customers that the increase in propane use as a vehicle fuel will cause an increase in price, and 
fear that the many small propane suppliers would see their businesses suffer if propane was used 
as a vehicle fuel in large transportation fleets.124 
 
The major problem associated with using propane as an alternative fuel in refuse vehicles is that 
propane engine technology has not been used in large engines that can power and are suitable for 
refuse vehicles.  Major garbage truck manufacturers currently do not offer models capable of 
burning propane.125  However, propane does have extensive use in vehicles such as school buses, 
small transit buses, light- and medium-duty vehicles and heavy-duty trucks and buses. 
 
Another problem associated with propane is the special handling it requires.  For propane use, 
new facilities need to be constructed or old facilities redesigned.  Various design specifications 
for a propane maintenance facility include explosion-proof wiring and flammable gas detectors.  
In addition, propane storage and dispensing areas must be located at a certain minimum distance 
from buildings, adjacent property, underground tanks and adjacent streets due to flammability 
concerns. 

                                                 
122 Energy Information Administration, Developments in U.S. Alternative Fuel Markets, 1999. 
123 Ibid. 
124 Ibid. 
125 Ibid. 
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3.4.3 Costs 

 

It is presently hard to determine the incremental cost of a propane garbage truck with a 

comparable diesel refuse vehicle due to a lack of data and a lack of propane-powered refuse 

vehicles being produced.  With transit vehicles, the incremental vehicle cost of a propane bus 

over a standard diesel bus was $35,000 to $45,000 in 1998.126 

 

As noted in Section 3.4.2, the use of propane brings increased capital costs associated with the 

design of propane maintenance, storage and fueling facilities.  It is assumed that most sanitation 

fleets are currently already utilizing diesel refuse vehicles and diesel refueling and maintenance 

facilities.  For propane use, new facilities need to be constructed or old facilities redesigned, 

resulting in additional, higher capital costs.   

 

The increased operating costs (higher than comparable diesel operating costs) associated with 

propane use are attributed to two main factors: high propane fuel cost and lower fuel efficiency.  

More propane is needed than an equivalent amount of diesel, which contributes to higher 

operating costs. 

 

Since the early 1990s, propane prices have been increasing relative to gasoline and diesel fuel.  It 

is difficult to quantify the price of propane because its purchase price depends on a number of 

factors, including the quantity being purchased, the location of purchase in the United States, the 

particular state’s tax on propane and the season the fuel was purchased.  It should be noted that 

experience with propane vehicles indicates that although initial capital costs are high, significant 

savings in lower maintenance costs may outweigh the short-term, higher capital costs.  This is 

due to the fact that propane engines are reported to last two to three times longer than gasoline or 

diesel engines.   

 

                                                 
126 U.S. General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
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3.4.3 Fuel Emissions 
 
Propane buses have lower emissions than diesel engines, but not as low as natural gas or 
methanol engines.  Low levels of NOX and PM emissions are a characteristic of propane 
combustion.127 
 

3.4.4 Incentives and Disincentives 
 
The main benefit or incentive realized with the use of propane is the emissions benefits.  
Disincentives include the lack of suitable heavy-duty engines and increased capital costs.  
Further, there are safety concerns associated with use of propane, including the potential fire 
hazards associated with its transport, and storage concerns when the fuel is stored as a 
pressurized liquid.  Finally, propane supply is limited by the supply of liquid and gaseous fossil 
fuels from which propane is produced.128 
 
3.5 Ethanol  
 
Ethanol, despite having similar physical and combustion properties to diesel fuel, is not a 
satisfactory alternative fuel for use with medium- and heavy-duty vehicles, as previous ethanol 
experience has resulted in high rates of engine failure and low rates of engine reliability.  Ethanol 
is generally not used for heavy-duty vehicles such as refuse trucks; there are few if any OEMs 
producing ethanol garbage trucks and few if any ethanol-powered refuse vehicles currently in 
operation.129 
 

3.5.1 Fuel Characteristics 
 
Ethanol is produced by the fermentation of plant sugars derived from corn or sugar cane.  When 
used for commercial or industrial applications, ethanol is denatured -- denaturing the fuel 
involves the addition of a small amount of a toxic substance (typically gasoline) in order for 
producers to avoid the federal alcoholic beverage tax. 

                                                 
127 Ibid. 
128 National Conference of State Legislatures, Ground Transportation for the 21st Century, August, 1999;  U.S. 
General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
129 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air. 
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Ethanol, when used as an alternative fuel, is most commonly used as a blend of 85% ethanol and 

15% gasoline (E85), or a blend composed of 95% ethanol and 5% gasoline (E95).  These are the 

only ethanol forms that are considered to be alternative fuels, and are mainly used with light-duty 

vehicles.  However, the most common application of ethanol is as a blend with gasoline that 

contains 10% ethanol and 90% gasoline.  This fuel, known as gasohol or E10, is not considered 

an alternative fuel. 

 

Ethanol can be blended with gasoline at lower concentrations to produce oxygenated gasoline.  

Ethanol is also a chemical component of ethyl tertiary butyl ether (ETBE), a type of oxygenate.  

Oxygenated gasoline (containing ethanol or ETBE) is also not considered an alternative fuel, but 

is mandated in certain CO non-attainment areas to reduce exhaust CO emissions.130 

 

3.5.2 Use and Development 

 

Alcohols were used as fuel in several of the earliest vehicles ever designed.  In fact, Henry 

Ford’s very first car used an alcohol-based fuel.  During the oil crisis of the 1970s, ethanol use 

increased. 

 

Since the largest supply of corn is grown in the Midwest, most ethanol production facilities in 

the United States are located there.  It follows that use of ethanol (E85 and E95) has also been 

mostly limited to this section of the country.  There are roughly only 50 E85 refueling sites 

currently operating in the United States.131  The lack of an adequate refueling infrastructure is a 

barrier that impedes more widespread use of ethanol. 

 

There are no ethanol garbage trucks in operation and no ethanol refuse vehicles available from 

OEMs.  In addition, experience with ethanol transit buses in the mid- and late-1990s has shown 

that ethanol engines failed at a much higher rate than methanol-fueled engines, and their 

operational life was only half that.  The use of ethanol is more successful with light-duty 

                                                 
130 U.S. Department if Energy, Taking an Alternative Route: A Guide for Fleet Operators and Individual Owners 
Using Alternative Fuels in Cars and Trucks, April 2001. 
131 Energy Information Administration, Developments in U.S. Alternative Fuel Markets, U.S. Department of Energy, 
1999. 
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vehicles.  DSNY uses approximately 350 light-duty vehicles that run on E85 in the 

non-collection operations.  These vehicles are well suited for DSNY’s non-collection operational 

needs and the agency is in the process of developing seven ethanol filling stations.132 

 
3.5.3 Costs 

 
Data suggests that ethanol-powered vehicles are characterized by higher operating and capital 
costs than diesel-powered vehicles.  A 1999 DOE study states that the maintenance costs 
associated with ethanol-powered vehicles were significantly higher than for those vehicles with 
diesel engines.133  Ethanol also suffers a fuel economy penalty compared to vehicles using diesel 
fuel, which may result in higher operating costs.  More ethanol is needed than an equivalent 
amount of diesel fuel used in diesel-powered engines. 
 
Capital costs are also likely to be greater if heavy-duty ethanol vehicles were used and produced.  
These costs include a higher purchase price for vehicles and modifications to maintenance and 
fueling facilities.  For example, in the late 1990s, if a 200-bus transit fleet is considered, 
modifications to one maintenance garage would be between $300,000 and $400,000.  In 
addition, the incremental cost for a standard ethanol bus, if available, is higher than the purchase 
of an equivalent diesel bus.  An ethanol bus would likely cost $25,000 to $35,000 more than an 
equivalent diesel bus.134 
 

3.5.4 Fuel Emissions 
 
The main emissions advantage of ethanol and ethanol blends is that the oxygen content present 
in the ethanol lowers emissions of CO.  When combusted, alcohol fuels do not produce any soot 
or PM and their emissions are less reactive in the atmosphere, thus producing smaller amounts of 
O3, the harmful component of smog.  However, ethanol usually produces slightly higher NOX 
emissions.135 

                                                 
132 Based on meeting with Spiro Kattan, Supervisor of Mechanics, Bureau of Motor Equipment, DSNY, July 9, 
2003. 
133 Energy Information Administration, Developments in U.S. Alternative Fuel Markets, U.S. Department of Energy, 
1999. 
134 U.S. General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
135 Ibid. 
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3.5.5 Incentives and Disincentives 

 

The primary benefit of using ethanol and alcohol fuels is lower emissions of CO.  However, 

emissions of NOX and HC can increase somewhat with ethanol use.136 

 

The main disincentive is that heavy-duty engine manufacturers do not currently produce 

alcohol fueled engines.  Two main reasons for this are the high rate of engine failure and low 

engine reliability.   

 

3.6 Methanol 

 

Methyl alcohol, or methanol, is a liquid fuel that, like ethanol, displays similar physical and 

combustion properties to diesel fuel.  Basic engine and fuel system technologies can be used both 

with methanol and diesel fuel.  However, similar to ethanol, methanol use has shown high engine 

unreliability.  There appears to be no heavy-duty engine manufacturer currently producing 

methanol engines for refuse vehicles.137 

 
3.6.1 Fuel Characteristics 

 

Methanol is produced in a variety of ways.  The most common method is via the reformation of 

natural gas, but it can also be produced from coal and municipal waste.  Methanol is primarily 

produced in the Gulf Coast states. 

 

When used as an alternative transportation fuel, methanol is typically blended with 

gasoline -- 85% methanol and 15% gasoline (M85) -- or left unblended, which is pure methanol 

(M100).  Methanol is also being tested as a source of hydrogen to power fuel cells for use in 

vehicles.138  In addition to use as an alternative fuel, methanol is used as a solvent and in a 

variety of ways in many industrial manufacturing processes.   

                                                 
136 Living Without Oil, U.S. News & World Report, February 17, 2003. 
137 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air; U.S. General Accounting Office, 
Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
138 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Life-Cycle Costs of Alternative Fuels: Is Biodiesel Cost Competitive For Urban 
Buses, 1995. 
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3.6.2 Use and Development 

 

Because of poor engine reliability and high engine failure, there is currently very little effort to 

develop heavy-duty methanol engines.139 

 

Currently, methanol is principally used in light-duty flexible fuel vehicles that operate on 

methanol, gasoline, or a combination of the two.  Seventy-five percent (75%) of all methanol 

vehicles in the United States are operated in California; only around 15 methanol refueling sties 

are located outside of California.140 

 

3.6.3 Costs 

 

Methanol has a similar capital cost structure to ethanol, with higher capital costs than 

diesel-powered vehicles.  These higher costs include higher purchase prices for vehicles and 

modifications to maintenance and fueling facilities.  The modifications consist of 

alcohol-compatible fuel tanks, new fuel dispensers and special safety equipment.  Because they 

have a higher fuel consumption rate than diesel-powered engines, methanol vehicles need more 

on-board fuel than diesel vehicles and require additional fuel storage capacity.  For example, 

methanol buses require on average 2.5 times as much fuel as diesel buses.  A United States 

Department of Agriculture (USDA) 1995 study titled “Life-Cycle Costs of Alternative Fuels” 

found that for urban buses, total infrastructure cost per bus is $10,000 for methanol vs. only 

$1,646 for diesel- and biodiesel-powered buses.141 

 

Operating costs associated with methanol are higher than those for diesel.  Fuel costs are 

substantially higher because of higher methanol fuel prices and lower fuel economy mileage.  

Higher maintenance costs are present as well because of the need for frequent engine rebuilds.142 

 
                                                 
139 U.S. Department of Energy, Taking an Alternative Route: A Guide for Fleet Operators and Individual Owners 
Using Alternative Fuels in Cars and Trucks, April 2001; U.S. General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of 
Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
140 Energy Information Administration, Developments in U.S. Alternative Fuel Markets, 1999. 
141 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Life-Cycle Costs of Alternative Fuels: Is Biodiesel Cost Competitive For Urban 
Buses, 1995. 
142 U.S. General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 

Commercial Waste Management Study 58 March 2004 
Volume VI – Waste Vehicle Technology Assessment 



 

The 1995 USDA study referenced above indicates that annual refueling costs are $21,102 per 

methanol-fueled bus -- twice the amount of the cost for diesel buses.  The higher refueling labor 

costs are due to the 2.5-times higher fuel consumption rate present in methanol buses over those 

fueled with diesel, requiring 4.5 times more labor for refueling purposes.  This study also 

indicates that methanol buses have higher maintenance costs than diesel buses, including engine 

rebuilds ($9,500 per engine for methanol vs. $6,500 for diesel) and general maintenance and 

repair.  Overall, the maintenance cost per month per bus for diesel is $4.34, compared with the 

$31.84 for methanol buses.143 

 

3.6.4 Fuel Emissions 

 

Methanol combustion produces negligible amounts of PM and low levels of NOX.  Since 

methanol emissions are less reactive in the atmosphere than diesel fuel, smaller amounts of 

O3 are produced. 

 

3.6.5 Incentives and Disincentives 

. 

The main benefit of using methanol is a reduction in PM, NOX and O3 emissions. 

 

Major disincentives of using methanol are the lack of heavy-duty engine production, high rate of 

engine failure and poor engine durability.  The poor durability is due to mechanical wear and 

accumulation of combustion deposits in the injector tips, which cause fuel injectors to leak.  In 

addition, methanol vehicles experience lower fuel economy compared to diesel vehicles, likely 

due to the additional fuel storage weight carried by methanol buses.  There are also higher 

operating and capital costs associated with methanol, and special safety concerns -- it can cause 

toxic effects through skin contact, ingestion or inhalation.  Special training programs are needed 

for those personnel who work with methanol.  Finally, due to its inhalation toxicity, methanol is 

regulated as a hazardous air pollutant (HAP) under 1990 CAA Amendments.144 

 

                                                 
143 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Life-Cycle Costs of Alternative Fuels: Is Biodiesel Cost Competitive For Urban 
Buses, 1995. 
144 National Conference of State Legislatures, Ground Transportation for the 21st Century, August 1999. 
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3.7 Hybrid Electric Vehicles  

 

Hybrid electric vehicles (HEVs) are powered by two energy sources: an energy conversion unit 
such as an internal combustion engine or fuel cell, and an energy storage device such as a 
battery.  Fuels used in HEVs to power the energy conversion unit include gasoline, diesel, 
methanol, CNG and hydrogen.  The main benefits of HEV use are reduction in emissions and 
increased fuel economy and efficiency.  Nevertheless, there is currently a lack of commercially 
manufactured hybrid engines that can be used with heavy-duty vehicles such as refuse trucks.145 
 

3.7.1 Fuel Characteristics 
 
HEVs can be configured in a parallel or series design.  In a parallel design, the HEV is powered 
by the power generation unit (such as an internal combustion engine) and the electric motor, 
either at the same time or separately.  In a series design, the power generation unit is used to 
generate electricity, which recharges the HEV’s battery pack and powers the vehicle with use of 
an electric motor.  Both designs enable the battery pack and internal combustion engine to be 
smaller than those found in a battery electric vehicle or diesel engine.146 
 
In a parallel design, the power generation unit and electric propulsion system are connected 
directly to the vehicle’s mechanical drive train.  The primary engine is typically used for 
highway driving, while the electric motor provides added power during hill climbs, acceleration 
and other periods of high demand.   
 
In a series design, the primary engine (internal combustion engine) or power generation unit is 
connected to a generator that produces electricity.  The electricity charges the batteries that are 
then used as a power source for the electric motor that drives the vehicle.  Series configuration is 
thought to be more suited for city and stop-and-go driving.  However, the need for a larger 
battery pack (relative to parallel design) associated with series design increases the costs of these 
vehicles.147   

                                                 
145 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air.  U.S. Department of Energy, 
Taking an Alternative Route: A Guide for Fleet Operators and Individual Owners Using Alternative Fuels in Cars 
and Trucks, April 2001. 
146 National Conference of State Legislatures, Ground Transportation for the 21st Century, August 1999. 
147 Ibid. 
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3.7.2 Use and Development 

 

Currently, HEVs are not in widespread use in the refuse vehicle sector.  However, refuse 

vehicles operate under conditions that would make the development of hybrid refuse vehicles 

feasible and practical; refuse vehicles demonstrate intense stop-and-go driving cycles, a 

characteristic well-suited for hybrid electric technology. 

 

DSNY is exploring the future use of HEVs in their refuse collection fleet.  However, before the 

widespread commercialization of hybrid heavy-duty refuse vehicles takes place, the cost of 

batteries will have to be addressed with new engineering and technology.  DSNY, in their 

non-collection operations, is currently using some HEVs.148 

 

Hybrid electric technology is being developed and experimented with for use with transit buses, 

as most major bus manufacturers are currently producing or involved with hybrid-electric 

demonstration projects.149 

 

3.7.3 Costs 

 

Heavy-duty HEVs are still in the developmental stage, so it is difficult to project and estimate the 

capital and operating costs.  With transit buses, HEVs are currently more expensive than regular 

diesel vehicles.  For example, in 1997 New York City Transit (NYCT) purchased diesel hybrid 

electric buses at an average price per bus of $465,000, compared to the cost of a comparable 

diesel bus at $290,000.150  It is anticipated that commercialized diesel hybrid electric buses will 

eventually have prices similarly to CNG motor buses.151 

 

                                                 
148 Based on meeting with Spiro Kattan, Supervisor of Mechanics, Bureau of Motor Equipment, DSNY, July 9, 
2003. 
149 INFORM, Inc., Greening Garbage Trucks: New Technologies for Cleaner Air;  U.S. General Accounting Office, 
Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
150 Jason Penshorn, Lessons Learned from NYCT’s Hybrid-Electric Fleet, Mass Transit, July/August 2003. 
151 U.S. General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
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The maintenance facilities used for HEVs require new equipment.  Space for storing and 

replacing propulsion batteries will be needed, and, as hybrids usually require less transmission 

and brake maintenance, the number of service bays and maintenance spares may need to be 

decreased.  It should be noted that diesel HEVs do not require new fueling infrastructure and 

fueling facilities.152 

 

NYCT has seen higher maintenance costs and lower reliability and availability with its diesel 

hybrid electric buses.  The new technology and the learning curve of the mechanics are the likely 

causes of the lower reliability of the buses.  Over time, as mechanics become more experienced 

with these new vehicles, they will likely approach the reliability of diesel vehicles.  

Subsequently, the operating costs for HEVs will be lower than diesel vehicles and reliability and 

durability will likely not be an issue after the initial implementation.  Furthermore, the reduction 

in fuel consumption and the extended repair intervals used to service the brakes (lower wear 

rates) will likely result in a reduction in operating costs.153 

 

3.7.4 Emissions 

 

There appears to be significant emission reductions with the use of HEVs.  HEVs use diesel fuel 

more efficiently than conventional vehicles, resulting in reduced emissions.154 

 

NYCT is currently utilizing diesel hybrid electric buses.  A report sponsored by the U.S. Defense 

Department’s Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency titled “Hybrid-Electric Drive 

Heavy-Duty Vehicle Testing Project” (2000) found that PM emissions from diesel hybrid 

electric NYCT buses are generally found to be 50% to 70% lower than conventional diesel-

fueled vehicles.  (Note that when tested these hybrid vehicles used low-sulfur diesel fuel as well 

as after-treatment technologies such as particulate filters.)  Several systems are responsible for 

these PM reductions, such as the after-treatment technologies and the ability of these vehicles to 

utilize regenerative braking. 

                                                 
152 Ibid. 
153 Jason Penshorn, Lessons Learned from NYCT’s Hybrid-Electric Fleet, Mass Transit, July/August 2003. 
154 U.S. General Accounting Office, Mass Transit: Use of Alternative Fuels in Transit Buses, 1999. 
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NOX emissions from NYCT diesel hybrid electric buses are 30% to 40% less than from 

conventional diesel buses.  Engine operation and performance is a prime reason for this 

difference.  Even when the regenerative braking system is turned off during emissions testing, 

the hybrid vehicles still exhibit 20% to 30% lower NOX emissions than conventional diesel 

buses. 

 

Diesel hybrid electric buses also have lower emission levels of CO2 and CO than diesel buses.  

Reductions of CO2  emissions are 10% to 40% lower than conventional diesel bus engines, and 

CO is 70% lower.155 

 

3.7.5 Incentives and Disincentives 

 

The combination of improved fuel economy and emissions reductions is an extremely attractive 

combination of benefits.  Diesel hybrid buses operated by NYCT demonstrate 10% higher fuel 

economy over conventional diesel buses.156  The components of a hybrid vehicle that result in 

improved fuel performance include regenerative braking, an efficient electric-drive system, and 

on-board energy storage (battery pack).157  The concept behind regenerative braking is that the 

forward inertial energy of the vehicle is captured and stored on board the vehicle for later use.  

When the driver brakes, the motor becomes a generator and uses the kinetic energy of the vehicle 

to generate electricity that can be stored in the battery and used at a later time.  With friction 

braking, energy is wasted when the energy of the motion of the vehicle is turned to heat as the 

brakes are applied. 

 

The main disincentive associated with hybrid electric technology is the current lack of 

commercially manufactured hybrid engines that can be utilized with heavy-duty trucks such as 

refuse vehicles.  The development of heavy-duty hybrid electric propulsion systems has to 

advance before hybrid technology is used and available with refuse vehicles.  In addition, the 

high cost of batteries used with heavy-duty HEVs will have to be addressed before the 

                                                 
155 Northeast Advanced Vehicle Consortium, Hybrid-Electric Drive Heavy-Duty Vehicle Testing Project, 2000. 
156 Jason Penshorn, Lessons Learned from NYCT’s Hybrid-Electric Fleet, Mass Transit, July/August 2003. 
157 National Conference of State Legislatures, Ground Transportation for the 21st Century, August 1999. 
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large-scale production by major refuse vehicle manufacturers takes place.  Other disincentives 

include high capital costs and necessary modifications to maintenance and storage facilities.  In 

addition, higher maintenance costs and lower reliability (due to the new technology and learning 

curve of mechanics) are disincentives associated with initial use of these vehicles.   
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4.0  SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND OPTIONS  

 
4.1 Need to Promote Clean Fuels 

 
Two main factors currently drive the switch to alternative fuels with refuse vehicles and 

heavy-duty diesel vehicles.   

 
� Environmental concerns related to heavy-duty diesel truck utilization in the City. 

� New stricter government emission standards for heavy-duty vehicles. 

 
4.2 Types of Clean Fuels 

 
4.2.1 Clean Diesel 

 
� Can cut certain emissions by 90%.  

� Ultra-low-sulfur diesel fuel needs to be utilized in conjunction with after-treatment 
devices in order to maximize the emissions reductions. 

� Diesel oxidation catalysts and particulate filters are two promising after-treatment 
technologies.   

� By 2007, new heavy-duty diesel engines, in conjunction with clean diesel 
after-treatment technologies, will provide up to 98% reductions (from 1998 model 
year engines) in PM and NOX emissions. 

 
4.2.2 Natural Gas 

 
� Drilled from underground supplies in the U.S. 

� Two forms -- CNG and LNG. 

� The City has a moratorium on establishing LNG facilities. 

� More expensive to purchase, maintain and operate than diesel. 

� On average cost about 25% more per vehicle. 

� Retrofitting diesel vehicle for natural gas use can cost $30,000 to $100,000. 

� Incentives from public sector can help offset costs. 

� Cleaner and quieter than diesel. 

� Loss of torque and power compared to diesel engines. 

� CNG can be a transitional fuel used as a hydrogen source for fuel cells. 
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4.2.3 Biodiesel 
 

� More expensive than regular diesel. 

� Does not require mechanical modifications or conversions. 

� Works best in diesel engines as B20 (80% petroleum diesel). 

� B100 eliminates sulfur emissions and cuts PM by approximately 50%, but NOX 
emissions increase when biodiesel is used. 

 
4.2.4 Fuel Cells 

 
� Not a viable option for heavy-duty vehicles for at least 10-15 years. 

� High energy-efficiency and zero emissions. 

� Infrastructure of hydrogen fueling stations needs to be built. 
 

4.2.5 Battery Electric 
 

� Despite advances in power production, battery electric vehicles cannot currently 
provide the power or torque needed for heavy-duty vehicles such as refuse vehicles. 

� Battery needs a long time to recharge and vehicles that use battery power have a 
limited range. 

� Vehicles have zero tailpipe emissions. 
 

4.2.6 Propane 
 

� The most commonly used alternative fuel in the U.S. 

� Major garbage truck manufacturers currently do not offer models capable of burning 
propane. 

� Low levels of NOX and PM emissions are a characteristic of propane combustion. 
 

4.2.7 Ethanol 
 

� High operating and capital costs. 

� High rate of engine failure and low engine durability. 

� Lack of heavy-duty engine production. 

� Like methanol, emission reductions in CO and PM, but higher NOX emissions than 
diesel engines. 
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4.2.8 Methanol  

 
� M85 is primarily an alternative fuel used in light-duty vehicles. 

� High operating and capital costs. 

� High rate of engine failure and low engine durability. 

� Lack of heavy-duty engine production. 

 

4.2.9 Hybrid Electric  

 
� Vehicles are powered by two energy sources: an energy conversion unit such as an 

internal combustion engine and an energy storage device such as a battery. 

� Lack of commercial hybrid engines and propulsion systems that can be used with 
refuse trucks. 

� Combination of improved fuel economy and emissions benefits makes these vehicles 
an attractive future option. 

 

4.3 Options 

 

4.3.1 New York City Department of Sanitation 

 

� Continue to utilize and experiment with ULSD and clean diesel technology with use 
in existing vehicles with the goal being that all diesel vehicles currently in operation 
should utilize clean diesel technology in order to meet the USEPA 2004 and 2007 
emissions standards applicable to new diesel vehicle engines. 

� Continue to make clean diesel technology the preferred vehicle standard for new 
heavy-duty refuse vehicle purchases.  

� Continue to test and compare alternative fuel exhaust emissions in order to evaluate 
hybrid electric refuse vehicles. 

� Continue to pursue its CNG heavy-duty program, so that DSNY will be able to take 
advantage of potential advancements in CNG technology and fuel cell technology. 

� Continue to develop partnerships with fuel suppliers, OEMs and infrastructure 
providers in order to help reduce the cost of clean fuel implementation. 

� For light-duty vehicles, continue with ethanol purchase and plans for ethanol fueling 
facilities. 

� Utilize government grants and economic incentives to offset the higher costs 
associated with natural gas, hybrid electric and ethanol vehicles. 
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4.3.2 Private Waste Haulers 

 

� Retrofit old diesel vehicles with clean diesel technology. 

� Begin using ULSD ahead of June 2006 mandate. 

� Deploy and purchase clean diesel vehicles now in order to avoid future expenses that 
will be needed to meet new strict USEPA emission standards. 

� Utilize government grants and economic incentives to help offset the incremental 
capital costs associated with natural gas refuse vehicles. 

� In conjunction with infrastructure supplier and engine manufacturers, explore the 
future option of CNG heavy-duty refuse vehicles 

Commercial Waste Management Study 68 March 2004 
Volume VI – Waste Vehicle Technology Assessment 


















































































































































































































































































	COVER PAGE - Full Appendices
	APPENDIX A - Agency and Utility Correspondence
	APPENDIX B - Demographic and Socioeconomic Data
	APPENDIX C - Essential Fish Habitat Assessment for DSNY Eight MTSs
	APPENDIX D - Commercial Waste to the MTS Summary Report and Revised Tables
	APPENDIX E- Off-Site Noise Analysis TNM Results
	APPENDIX F - Phase II Site Investigations
	Phase II Site Investigation- Hamilton Ave TS
	Phase II Site Investigation- Southwest BK MTS
	Phase II Site Investigation- Greenpoint MTS

	APPENDIX G - Hearing Transcripts
	East 91st St Hearing Transcripts
	Greenpoint MTS Hearing Transcripts
	Hamilton Ave MTS Hearing Transcripts
	North Shore MTS Hearing Transcripts
	Port Morris Hearing Transcripts
	Review Ave Hearing Transcripts
	SW Brooklyn Hearing Trancripts
	Staten Island MTS Hearing Transcripts

	APPENDIX G - Written Comments
	Greenpoint MTS - Written Comments
	Christine A. Fazio-Carter Ledyard & Milburn LLP
	Joseph Acosta
	Justin Munoz
	Brian Pagan
	Davon Richardson
	Luis Rodriguez
	Jov Theodore Somesfalean-Developer

	East 91st St MTS - Written Comments
	Joan Adams
	Casey Angelo
	Lauren Angelo
	Anthony E. Arde- Gracie Point Community Council
	Hadara Arkin
	David Atkind
	Jacqueline Auerbach
	Pat Baker
	Patricia A. Baker
	Babette Bandler
	Scott Bartlett
	Deborah H. Baum
	Ilene Bauer
	Peter Belina
	Robert Maki & Nathalie Blachere
	Roberta D. Blasi
	Joan Blau
	Clifford Bleustein MD
	Shari Bleustein
	Susan Brand
	Ellen J. Braverman
	Bryers
	Ariel Bulua
	Gail Bulua
	Stan Bulua
	Scott Bulua
	Wendy Burrell
	Jesse Carrier
	Robert Celli
	Donald Chadwick
	Knox Chadwick
	Joan Chase
	Katherine J. Chan
	Tom Chang
	Charles Charrow
	Sandra Christie
	Maggie Clarke Ph.D
	Michael Cohen
	Nick Cosio
	Maria de Costa
	Annie Costello
	Greg Costello
	Jake Croman
	James A.Curtis Jr.
	Judith Cutler
	Peggy E. Davis
	Terri Davis
	Laura Delano
	Sheila DeCosse
	Dolores M. Desilets
	Christine Donovan
	Patricia Duff
	David Edelstein
	David Edelstein
	Laurie Edelstein
	Kathryn R. Edmunds
	Bernard C. Elkies
	Mark Ellis
	Peggy Ellis
	Charles Emma
	Marilyn Fassberg
	Amelia Flaster
	Barbara Feinberg
	Seymour Finkelstein
	Norman Flaster
	Eva Fleischer
	Norman Fleischer
	Mary K. Fueger
	Scott Flieger
	Sharon Flood
	Sal Forzano
	Lawrence N. Friedland
	Jean Friedlander
	Ed Friedman
	Emily Friedman
	Elaine R. Friedman
	Grant Friedman
	Halle K. Friedman
	Erin Gaffaney
	Kristine Gaffaney
	Lauren Gaffaney
	Lawrence Gaffaney
	Eve Galen
	Timvr F. Galen
	Linda Genereux
	Mort Gerard
	Gail Geronemus
	Roy Geronemus MD
	Herb Glaser
	Jodi Gordon
	N. Terrell Grave
	Eileen Kapetz Grampaolo
	Leon  Graup
	Erik L Gray
	L.S. Greenberg
	Audrey M. Greico
	Thomas A. Gaurnera
	Robert Hager
	Betsey Hall
	David T. Hamamoto-Brearley School Board of Trustees
	Brodics Hamblett
	Beth Haroules
	Jane Harrison
	Robert S. Harrison
	Nancy Havens-Hasty
	Lila Heilbrunn
	M. Heilbrunn
	Rhoda Helkies
	Jacqueline Helleis
	Carol S. Hoffman
	Jack Hoffman
	Thomas Holzheu
	Lucia Holzheu
	Scott P. Huger
	Linda Huntington
	P.M. Ilday
	Hannah Ingber
	Joan Japha
	C.L. Jenkins
	Douglas S. Johnstone
	T. Kahara
	Joan Kallman
	Howard Kaplan
	Joyce Kaplan
	Laird A. Kaplan
	Julie A Karp
	Janet A. Kassar
	Michal Katcher
	Donna Kennedy- Gillen Brewer School
	Noel Koeppel
	A. Konorezov
	Marshall M. Krassner
	Paul Kronish
	Jacqueline I. Kroschwitz
	Naomi Kroroish
	Craig Lader
	Melissa Lader
	Kathy Lai
	Carol Lane
	Mark Lane
	Suzanne Lawrslego
	Jay Lefer MD
	Dorthy B. Lemon
	Gerson Lesser
	Eve Lesser
	Calleen King Lteaconnoux- Havens Advisors
	Allen Levine
	Edward Levy
	Lindy Linder
	Joseph Litman 
	E.Arthur Livingston
	Marjorie Flannigan MacLachlan
	Louis A. Magnani
	Evelyn Melina
	Carolyn B. Maloney-Congresswoman
	James I. Maqid
	Caryn L.Maqid
	Caroline Marlin
	Richard Marlin
	Deborah A. McCandless
	Kevin McGuire
	Stephen and Carolyn McCandless
	Catherine Mead
	Robert Mead
	Ronny Lipitz Mehuberg
	Benjamin Miller-Earth Engineering Center
	Elimor Miller
	Maria Mischel
	Harry Szarpanski, P.E
	Maury Mishell
	S. Morgielas
	George Morin
	Marlene Muskin 
	Katherine Nea
	Leon Negrin 
	Henry Nowak
	Peter Onghera
	Philip Opher
	Jenny Osman
	Jane Owen
	Randy Owen 
	Joseph Giam Paolo
	Terri Passick
	David J. Panzica
	Emily Pazzaglini
	Matthew Pazzaglini
	Wendy Percitick
	Daniel Perez
	Debbie Peters
	John Phillips
	Jennifer Pitman
	Monica Plimack
	MJ Quigley
	Andrew D. Racine MD Ph.D
	Carol Ratner
	Jennifer Ratner
	Judith P. Rich
	Sandra Richner
	Leroy Rodman
	Jonathan Rodriguez
	Daniel Rose
	Annette Roth
	Carolyn Roth
	Ernie Roth
	Seymour M. Roth
	Sheldon Rothenberg
	S.H. Rubenfeld
	Stephanie Rubin
	Leslie Russo
	Edith Salton
	Laura Savino
	Elliot M. Schalamen
	Barry Schneider
	Judith Schneider
	Louis Schumaci
	Susan M. Seliga
	Gregg Selton 
	Adele Seltzer
	Harold Seltzer
	Matt Seltzer
	Susan Senk
	Barbara R.Seplow
	Kenneth F. Seplow
	Stephen Sholinsky
	Barbara Shrogan
	Al Silverstein
	Collin Sippel
	Fohe S. Sise
	Hugh Smyser
	Laura A. Staiger
	Patricia Stickney
	Shannon Stone-NYC Waste Prevention Coalition
	Deborah Strober
	Garaed Strober
	Linda Suhuh
	Melite Sweet
	Doria Tenaca
	Judith Toby
	Todd Griesman
	Aliser Torre
	Amy Trapp
	Carol Tweedy- Asphalt Green
	Sydelle Wanberger
	Charles Warren & Jacqueline Ludorf-Manhattan Community Board 8 
	Louise Wasserberg
	Carol Wasserman
	Jack G. Wasserman
	Lynnie Wax
	A. Weinberger
	Hazel Weinberger
	Molly Weinberger
	Peter Weinberger
	Steven Weinfeld
	Tammy Weinfeld
	Jerome Weinstein
	Rosalie c. Weir
	Susan White
	Kristin Wilcox
	Mary-Elizabeth Wise
	Ronero C.Witten
	Winnie Wong
	Rumi Yasuda
	Louisa Young
	R. Zanghellini
	Tammy Zazori
	Samantha Zimmer
	Virginia Zimmer

	General - Written Comments
	Community Boards
	Community Board 4 - Anthony Borelli
	Community Board 5 - Gary Giordano
	Community Board 7
	Community Board 10 - Craig Eaton
	Community Board 11 - Guy S. La Monaca
	Involved Agencies: 
	New York State Dept. of Environmental Conservation - Michelle M. Moore
	City of New York Parks & Recreation - Joshua R. Laird

	Waterview Tower SWB - Written Comments.pdf
	Ruth Barone
	Lucille Butler
	Ruth Butler
	Richard and Sandra Celentano
	Mitchell Cohen
	Marie Coppola
	Bette Cordova
	Esther Cowen
	Catherine D'Onofrio
	Vicki Grubman
	Alice H. Henry
	William Hershkowitz
	Alfred Impeduglia
	Dorothy and David Mortman
	Leslie C Nemet
	Michael New- Sephardic Nursing and Rehabilitation Center
	Phyllis Rabinowitz
	Diane K. Ritchings
	Ida E Sendyk
	Karol Todrys

	Contello Towers SWB - Written Comments.pdf
	Loretta Brown
	Svetlana Ayvazyan
	Howard Geffen
	Pearl Hager
	Velya Royzman
	Patrieia Mulvey
	Bernard Hager
	Naomi Blanck
	Allan Lipscher
	Mildred M. Schieifer
	Jeanette R. Kraut
	Phyllis Sannasardo
	Thomas J. Moran
	Lyubov Vinokurov
	Milton Dubin
	Mollie Mensowitz

	Review Ave - Written Comments
	Gus Amato-United Forties Civic Association 
	Brian Bennetto-United Forties Civic Association
	Dennis Branco-United Forties Civic Association
	Loleta Branco-United Forties Civic Association
	Franels J. Conway-United Forties Civic Association
	Margaret Daly-United Forties Civic Association
	Domina Fondulis-United Forties Civic Association
	Marie Hampe-United Forties Civic Association
	M. Laba-United Forties Civic Association
	William Levis-United Forties Civic Association
	Catherine Mehamara- United Forties Civic Association
	Gertrude McDonald-United Forties Civic Association
	Mary McGover-United Forties Civic Association
	Mary McGurry-United Forties Civic Association
	Jane McCoanty-United Forties Civic Association
	Pamela Otomo-United Forties Civic Association
	Charles J. Renda-United Forties Civic Association
	Thea Skarmoutsos-United Forties Civic Association
	Alfie Tsonato-United Forties Civic Association
	Rvan Dukooi-United Forties Civic Association

	SW Brooklyn - Written Comments
	William Hershkowitz
	Santana Ramirez-Block Watcher


	APPENDIX H - Selected Outreach Materials
	Title Page / Table of Contents
	Community Board ULURP Hearings Materials
	CB ULURP Hearings  - Fact Sheet #1
	CB ULURP Hearings - Factsheet #2
	CB ULURP Hearings - Factsheet #3
	CB ULURP Hearings - DEC Permit Slides.pdf
	CB ULURP Hearings - Ads
	CB ULURP Hearings - Invitational Trifold-North Shore.pdf

	DEIS Hearing Materials
	Proposed Action Display Board
	Public Involvement Display Board
	Comment Sheet
	Cover Letter
	Notice of DEIS Hearings and Extension of Pulic Comments
	Notice of DEIS Hearings and Extension of Pulic Comments (Spanish)
	Presentation for North Shore Community
	Invitational Trifold Mailers
	Repository Mailing List
	Sign In Sheet
	Thank You Letters
	Welcome Sheet

	Public Scoping Meeting Materials 
	Fact Sheet #1
	Fact Sheet #2
	Fact Sheet #3
	EIS Topics Display Board
	Proposed Action Display Board
	Public Scoping Materials (Chinese)
	Comment Sheet
	Invitational Trifold Mailer
	Opening Statement
	Scoping Meeting Presentation North Shore
	Welcome Sheet


	APPENDIX I - Commercial Waste Management Study of 2004
	Transmittal Letter- City Council
	LL74 and Study Scope.pdf
	Local Law 74 of 2000
	Title Page - Commercial Waste Management Study Final Scope of Work
	Table of Contents
	1.0 Introduction
	2.0 Summary of Issues to be Addressed
	3.0 Task Overview
	4.0 Detailed Scope of Work

	Consolidated Executive Summaries.pdf
	Table of Contents
	List of Acronyms/Definitions
	1.0 BACKGROUND
	2.0 STUDY ORGANIZATION
	2.1 Volume I: Private Transfer Station Evaluations:
	2.2 Volume II: Commercial Waste Generation and Projections
	2.3 Volume III: Converted Marine Transfer Stations
	2.4 Volume IV: Evaluation of Waste Disposal Capacity Potentially Available to New York City
	2.5 Volume V: Manhattan Transfer Station Siting Report
	2.6 Volume VI: Waste Vehicle Technology Assessment

	3.0 CONSOLIDATED EXECUTIVE SUMMARIES
	3.1 Volume I: Private Transfer Station Evaluations
	3.1.1 Four Study Areas with Transfer Stations in Geographical Proximity
	3.1.1.1 Scope of Analysis/Approach
	3.1.1.2 Findings and Recommendations

	3.1.2 Engineering and Operations Survey of Selected Transfer Stations
	3.1.2.1 Scope of Analysis/Approach
	3.1.2.2 Findings and Recommendations

	3.1.3 Effectiveness of Enforcement
	3.1.3.1 Scope of Analysis/Approach
	3.1.3.2 Findings
	3.1.3.3 Conclusions and Recommendations


	3.2 Volume II: Commercial Waste Generation and Projections
	3.2.1 Scope of Analysis/Approach
	3.2.2 Findings

	Volume III: Converted Marine Transfer Stations - Commercial Waste Processing and Analysis of Potential Impacts 
	3.3.1 Scope of Analysis/Approach
	3.3.2 Findings
	3.3.2.1 Processing of Commercial Waste at the Converted MTSs
	3.3.2.2 Processing of DSNY-Managed Waste at the Converted MTSs


	Volume IV: Evaluation of Waste Disposal Capacity Potentially Available to New York City
	3.4.1 Scope of Analysis/Approach
	3.4.2 Findings

	3.5Volume V: Manhattan Transfer Station Siting Report
	3.5.1 Scope of Analysis/Approach

	3.6 Volume VI: Waste Vehicle Technology Assessment
	3.6.1 Scope of Analysis/Approach
	3.6.2 Findings


	Attachment A - Local Law 74 of 2000
	Attachment B - Final Study Scope
	Table of Contents
	1.0  INTRODUCTION
	1.1  Summary of Objectives
	1.1.1  Requirements of Local Law 74 of 2000, New Yo
	1.1.2  Other Study Objectives


	2.0  SUMMARY OF ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED
	3.0  TASK OVERVIEW
	Summary of Task 4.1  Quantification of Commercial Waste
	Summary of Task 4.2  Needs Assessment for Commercial Transfer Station Capacity
	Summary of Task 4.3  Evaluation of Waste Disposal Capacity Potentially Available to the City
	Summary of Task 4.4  Assessment of the Potential Impacts of Relative Concentrations of Commercial Waste Transfer Capacity
	Summary of Task 4.5  Assessment of the Design and Operation of Existing Commercial Transfer Stations
	Summary of Task 4.6  Evaluation of Permitting and Enforcement Effectiveness in Regulating Commercial Waste Collection and Transfer Operations
	Summary of Task 4.7  Evaluation of Alternative Collection Vehicles
	Summary of Task 4.8  Findings and Recommendations

	4.0  DETAILED SCOPE OF WORK
	Task 4.1  Quantification of Commercial Waste
	4.1.1  Adjustment of Preliminary Report Data
	4.1.2  Employment-Based Waste Estimation Model
	4.1.3  Collection Operations Assessments
	4.1.4  Facilities Method
	4.1.5  Quantification of Construction and Demolition Waste and Fill
	4.1.6  Projections of Commercial Waste for 2004 through 2024

	Task 4.2 Assessments of Commercial Transfer Station Capacity
	4.2.1  Siting Investigations in Lower and Midtown Manhattan for Additional Commercial Waste Transfer Capacity
	4.2.2  Assessment of Containerizing Commercial Wast

	Task 4.3  Evaluation of Waste Disposal Capacity Potentially Available to the City
	Task 4.4  Assessment of the Potential Impacts of the Relative Concentrations of Commercial Waste Transfer Capacity
	4.4.1  Study Area Evaluations
	4.4.2  DSNY Siting Rules Assessment
	4.4.3  Mitigation Summary

	Task 4.5  Assessment of the Design and Operation of Existing Commercial Transfer Stations
	Task 4.6  Evaluation of Permitting and Enforcement Effectiveness in Regulating Commercial Waste Collection and Transfer Operations
	Task 4.7  Evaluation of Alternative Collection Vehicles
	Task 4.8  Findings and Recommendations



	VOLUME 1-Private Transfer Station Evaluations.pdf
	Executive Summary 
	PREFACE
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	Four Study Areas with Transfer Stations in Geographical Proximity
	Scope of Analysis/Approach
	Findings and Recommendations

	Engineering and Operations Survey of Selected Transfer Stations
	Scope of Analysis/Approach
	Findings and Recommendations

	Effectiveness of Enforcement
	Scope of Analysis/Approach
	Findings



	Volume I - Table of Contents
	1.0 OBJECTIVE
	2.0 HISTORICAL/LEGISLATIVE OVERVIEW OF TRANSFER STATION REGULATION
	2.1 Background on DSNY and New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Transfer Station Permitting
	2.1.1 City Regulation of Transfer Stations
	2.1.2 NYSDEC Permitting Criteria

	2.2 Environmental Review of Transfer Station Applications
	2.2.1 Coordination With NYSDEC on Environmental Reviews

	2.3 Closure of Fresh Kills Landfill and Interim Export
	2.4 Evolution of DSNY Siting Rules
	2.4.1 Neighbors Against Garbage Case
	2.4.2 Zoning and DSNY 1998 Siting Rules
	2.4.3 Challenge to 1998 Siting Rules
	2.4.4 The 2003 Interim Siting Rules


	3.0 EVOLUTION OF STUDY AREA LAND USE
	4.0 STUDY AREA ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES
	4.1 Introduction

	5.0 STUDY AREA ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES FINDINGS
	5.1 Neighborhood Character
	5.2 Air Quality, Odor, Noise and Water Quality Analyses
	5.2.1 Prototypical Designs
	5.2.2 Air Quality
	5.2.3 Odor Sampling
	5.2.4 Odor Modeling
	5.2.5 Noise
	5.2.6 Water Quality Assessment

	5.3 Traffic, Off-Site Air Quality and Off-Site Noise Analyses
	5.3.1 Traffic
	5.3.2 Off-Site Air Quality
	5.3.3 Off-Site Noise

	5.4 Public Health Evaluation

	Attachment A - New York City Transfer Stations
	Attachment B - Bureau of Legal Affairs Memo
	Appendix A - Neighborhood Character Summary
	Appendix B - On-site Prototype Designs
	Appendix C - On and Off-Site Air Quality Protocol
	Appendix D - Odor Sampling
	Appendix E - Odor Modeling Methodology
	Appendix F - On- and Off-Site Noise Protocol
	Appendix G - Water Quality Assessment Summary
	Appendix H - Traffic Protocol
	Appendix I - Public Health Evaluation of Multi-Facility Effects
	Appendix J - Engineering and Operations Survey of Selected Transfer Stations
	Appendix K - Effectiveness of Enforcement

	VOLUME 2- Commercial Waste Generation and Projections.pdf
	PREFACE
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	Scope of Analysis/Approach
	Findings


	Volume II - Table of Contents
	Acronyms and Definitions
	1.0 WASTE QUANTIFICATION SUMMARY REPORT
	1.1 Introduction and Background
	1.1.1 Commercial Waste Types
	1.1.2 Types of Commercial Waste Transfer Stations
	1.1.2.1 Putrescible Waste Transfer Stations
	1.1.2.2 Non-Putrescible Waste Transfer Stations
	1.1.2.3 Fill Material Transfer Stations

	1.1.3 Commercial Waste Collection
	1.1.4 Commercial Waste Data Collection and Reporting

	1.2 Objectives

	2.0 METHODOLOGIES FOR ESTIMATING WASTE QUANTITIES
	2.1 Putrescible Waste Disposed and Recycled
	2.1.1 Facilities-Based Estimating Methodology
	2.1.2 Employment-Based Estimate
	2.1.3 BIC-DSNY Carter Survey

	2.2 Non-Putrescible and Fill Waste
	2.2.1 Residential and Commercial Building-Related C&D Estimate
	2.2.2 Non-Building-Related C&D Estimate
	2.2.3 Fill Material and Non-Putrescible C&D Debris Estimate


	3.0 PUTRESCIBLE WASTE DISPOSED AND RECYCLED - BASELINE ESTIMATES
	3.1 Year 2002 Estimates
	3.2 Year 2003 Estimates and Year 2003 Baseline
	3.3 Reconciliation of Preliminary Report Data
	3.4 Waste Origins and Destinations
	3.5  Direct Export
	3.6 Distribution by Borough of Customers, Waste Disposed and Recycled
	3.7 Commercial Waste Generation Forecast

	4.0 COMMERCIAL NON-PUTRESCIBLE WASTE
	4.1 Total Tons of C&D Debris
	4.2 Residential Construction, Demolition and Renovation Debris
	4.3 Commercial Construction, Demolition and Renovation Debris
	4.4 Non-Building-Related C&D
	4.5 Total Estimated C&D Commercial Waste

	Attachment 1 - Reconciliation Backup Details
	Appendix A - Facilities Estimate of Putrescible Waste Generation Year 2002
	Appendix B - Employment-Based Estimate of Putrescible Waste Generation Year 2002
	Appendix C - Commercial Putrescible Waste-Disposed and Recycled: BIC-DSNY Carter Survey
	Appendix D - Commercial Putrescible Waste 20-Year Forecast
	Appendix E - Non-Putrescible Commercial Waste Quantification and Projections

	VOLUME 3-Converted Marine Transfer Stations.pdf
	PREFACE
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	Scope of Analysis/Approach
	Findings


	Volume III - Table of Contents
	Acronyms and Definitions
	Volume III Summary Report
	1.0 POTENTIAL PROCESSING OF COMMERCIAL WASTE AT THE CONVERTED MARINE TRANSFER STATIONS AND RELATED POTENTIAL IMPACTS
	1.1 Introduction
	1.2 Summary of On-Site Impact Analyses in the MTS Environmental Evaluation

	2.0 DSNY CAPACITY REQUIREMENTS AND POTENTIALLY AVAILABLE COMMERCIAL WASTE CAPACITY
	2.1 DSNY-managed Waste Reserved Capacity Scenario
	2.2 Commercial Waste Capacity Scenario

	3.0 SUMMARY OF OFF-SITE IMPACT ANALYSES
	3.1 Traffic
	3.2 Air Quality
	3.3 Noise
	3.3.1Noise Impact Analysis of Commercial Waste Deliveries



	Attachment 1 - Full Capacity Analysis for Each Converted MTS Hourly Results of Modeling
	Attachment 2 - Assumed Commercial Waste Vehicle Truck Routes
	Attachment 3 - Commercial Waste Vehicle Allocation by Approach Direction
	Attachment 4 - On- and Off-Site Air Quality Analysis Results DSNY-Managed Waste Plus Commercial Waste Collection Vehicles
	Attachment 5 - Commercial Waste Trucks Allowed Based on Second-Level Noise Screening
	Appendix A - MTS Environmental Evaluation

	VOLUME 4-Evaluation of Waste Disposal Capacity
	Volume IV - Table of Contents
	List of Acronyms/Definitions
	Executive Summary
	PREFACE
	Scope of Analysis/Approach
	Findings


	Evaluation of Waste disposal Capacity Potentially Available to New York City 
	1.0 OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS
	2.0 METHODOLOGY
	3.0 RESULTS
	3.1 Potentially Available Long-Term Disposal Capacity
	3.2 Disposal Capacity in Pennsylvania
	3.3 Landfill Disposal Tip Fee Pricing Structure
	3.4 Potential Effect of Ownership of Landfills on the Competition in the Disposal Marketplace


	Attachment A - Questions for Landfill Owners/Operators
	Attachment B - Questions for Waste-to-Energy Facility Owners/Operators
	Attachment C - Questions for Municipal Solid Waste Management Employees

	VOLUME V - Manhattan Transfer Station Siting Study 
	Volume V - Table of Contents
	Acronyms and Definitions 
	PREFACE
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	Scope of Analysis/Approach
	Findings

	MANHATTAN TRANSFER STATION SITING STUDY REPORT
	1.0 OVERVIEW
	2.0 SCREENING CRITERIA
	3.0 ASSESSMENT OF SITES
	3.1 West 140th Street Site
	3.2 Pier 42 Site
	3.3 West 30th Street Site
	3.4 West 13th Street Site (Gansevoort Property)

	4.0CONCLUSIONS

	Volume VI -  Waste Vehicle Technology Assessment
	Volume VI - Table of Contents
	Acronym and Definitions
	PREFACE
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	Scope of Analysis/Approach
	Findings


	1.0 INTRODUCTION
	1.1 The Growing Need For Clean Fuel Technologies
	1.1.1 Pollutants from Fossil Fuel Combustion
	1.1.2 Dependence on Foreign Oil Supplies

	1.2 Efforts To Promote Clean Fuel Technologies
	1.2.1 Federal Mandates That Promote Clean Fuel Technologies
	1.2.2 Federal Agencies’ Role in Promoting Clean Fu
	1.2.3 State and Local Initiatives and Mandates


	2.0 CLEAN FUEL TECHNOLOGIES BEST SUITED FOR NEW YORK CITY REFUSE HAULERS
	2.1 Clean Diesel Technologies
	2.1.1 Engine Tune-Ups
	2.1.2 Ultra-Low-Sulfur Diesel Fuel and Low-Sulfur Diesel Fuel
	2.1.3 Diesel Oxidation Catalysts
	2.1.4 Diesel Particulate Filters
	2.1.5 Exhaust Gas Recirculation
	2.1.6 Selective Catalytic Reduction Devices
	2.1.7 NOX Catalysts
	2.1.8 New Engine Technology
	2.1.9 Implementation Issues
	2.1.10 Clean Diesel Case Studies
	2.1.10.1 New York City - Department of Sanitation
	2.1.10.2 City of Los Angeles - Bureau of Sanitation


	2.2 Natural Gas
	2.2.1 Fuel Characteristics
	2.2.2 CNG vs. LNG
	2.2.3 Safety
	2.2.4 Costs
	2.2.5 Fuel Emissions
	2.2.6 Incentives and Disincentives
	2.2.7 CNG Case Studies
	2.2.7.1  New York City Department of Sanitation
	2.2.7.2 New York City Transit Gleason Depot CNG Facility


	2.3 CNG vs. Clean Diesel (Cost Comparison)
	2.3.1 Capital Costs
	2.3.1.1 Vehicle Costs
	2.3.1.2 Infrastructure Costs

	2.3.2 Operating Costs
	2.3.2.1 Fuel Costs
	2.3.2.2 Maintenance Costs

	2.3.3 Programs and Incentives


	3.0 OTHER CLEAN FUEL TECHNOLOGIES AVAILABLE
	3.1 Biodiesel
	3.1.1 Fuel Characteristics
	3.1.2 Use and Development
	3.1.3 Costs
	3.1.4 Fuel Emissions
	3.1.5 Incentives and Disincentives
	3.1.6 Biodiesel Case Studies
	3.1.6.1 New York City Department of Sanitation
	3.1.6.2 Arlington County, Virginia
	3.1.6.3 Tacoma, Washington


	3.2 Fuel Cells
	3.2.1 Fuel Characteristics
	3.2.2 Use and Development
	3.2.3 Costs
	3.2.4 Fuel Emissions
	3.2.5 Incentives and Disincentives

	3.3 Battery Electric
	3.3.1 Fuel Characteristics
	3.3.2 Use and Development
	3.3.3 Costs
	3.3.4 Fuel Emissions
	3.3.5 Incentives and Disincentives

	3.4 Propane
	3.4.1 Fuel Characteristics
	3.4.2 Use and Development
	3.4.3 Costs
	3.4.3 Fuel Emissions
	3.4.4 Incentives and Disincentives

	3.5 Ethanol
	3.5.1 Fuel Characteristics
	3.5.2 Use and Development
	3.5.3 Costs
	3.5.4 Fuel Emissions
	3.5.5 Incentives and Disincentives

	3.6 Methanol
	3.6.1 Fuel Characteristics
	3.6.2 Use and Development
	3.6.3 Costs
	3.6.4 Fuel Emissions
	3.6.5 Incentives and Disincentives

	3.7 Hybrid Electric Vehicles
	3.7.1 Fuel Characteristics
	3.7.2 Use and Development
	3.7.3 Costs
	3.7.4 Emissions
	3.7.5 Incentives and Disincentives


	4.0 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND OPTIONS
	4.1 Need to Promote Clean Fuels
	4.2 Types of Clean Fuels
	4.2.1 Clean Diesel
	4.2.2 Natural Gas
	4.2.3 Biodiesel
	4.2.4 Fuel Cells
	4.2.5 Battery Electric
	4.2.6 Propane
	4.2.7 Ethanol
	4.2.8 Methanol
	4.2.9 Hybrid Electric

	4.3 Options
	4.3.1 New York City Department of Sanitation
	4.3.2  Private Waste Haulers




	APPENDIX J - Collection Vehicle Odor Sampling Report
	APPENDIX K - Truck Noise Simulation Report
	APPENDIX L - Equipment-Induced Vibration Memo
	APPENDIX M - Tonnages Memo
	APPENDIX N - Construction Schedules
	Hamilton Avenue 
	Southwest Brooklyn
	East 91st Street
	North Shore




