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l. INTRODUCTION

The Truck Route Management and Community Impact Reduction Study was begun in the
spring of 2003. As a community-based study, public input is crucial to its success. The project
team developed the program for public involvement in an effort to reach the widest possible
audience of members of the public, the business community, the trucking industry, and public
agencies. The public outreach effort, which began in April 2003 with the Community Survey,
has included numerous agency (Technical Advisory Committee) and public (Community
Advisory Committee) meetings at the city and borough level, publication of a fact sheet, and
development of presentation materials including tailored PowerPoint presentations and printed
graphics. The project team has also developed revised New York City truck route maps, which
have served as a very important tool in educating all interested parties about the network and
soliciting input as to how best to improve it. In addition to the community meetings held across
the city, the project team was very active in its outreach to private enterprise, including the
business community and trucking industry. As these groups are the primary users of the
network, their input was critical to the study efforts. Details of this outreach, including results of
surveys conducted in 2003, can be found in Chapters IV and V of this document.

a. Community Advisory Committee

The Community Advisory Committee (CAC) is an open committee and membership is universal.
Including the Kickoff Meeting held on June 17, 2003, there have been 15 CAC meetings since
the study was begun. All public meetings are CAC meetings. Any input received at these
meetings has been incorporated into our study database. Meeting notes can be found in
Chapters Il and VI of this document.

b. Technical Advisory Committee

The Technical Advisory Committee is comprised of local, state, and federal agencies, as well as
elected officials. The purpose of the TAC is to advise the study team on issues for which a
particular agency is responsible, as well as to provide specific expertise when needed. The
TAC will also review final study documents before they are made public. Members of the TAC
include representatives from the following agencies:
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TAC Member Agencies

= NYC Economic Development Corporation

= NY Metropolitan Transportation Council

= Manhattan Borough President's Office

= Brooklyn Borough President's Office

=  Bronx Borough President's Office

= Staten Island Borough President's Office

= Queens Borough President's Office

= NYCDOT Office of Construction Mitigation

= NYS Department of Transportation Region 11

= NYC Department of Sanitation

= NYC Department of Design and Construction

= NYC Department of City Planning

= NYC Police Department

= NYC Fire Department

= NYC Transportation Coordinating Committee

= Port Authority of NY/NJ

= NYC Department of Environmental Protection

= MTA -- NYC Transit

= NYC Department of Consumer Affairs

= NYC Department of Health

= NYC Department of Education

= NYC Office of Emergency Management

= Mayor's Office of Environmental Coordination

= NYC Department of City Planning -- Transportation Division
= NYC Department of City Planning -- Manhattan Office
= NYC Department of City Planning -- Bronx Office

= NYC Department of City Planning -- Staten Island Office
= NYC Department of City Planning -- Brooklyn Office

= NYC Department of City Planning -- Queens Office

= Metropolitan Transportation Authority

In addition to the full TAC meetings, the project team has held several meetings with individual
agencies to discuss specific issues pertaining to those agencies. Meetings were held with the
following agencies:

= NYC Department of City Planning and NYC Department of Sanitation. The project team
met with these agencies to discuss land use issues as they relate to waste hauling concerns
expressed by several communities in the city. The issue of waste hauler routing was also
discussed.

= Port Authority of New York and New Jersey and NYC Economic Development
Corporation. Several meetings have been held with the Port Authority as well as NYCEDC
to discuss truck route issues as they relate to JFK Airport access.

» New York City Police Department. Numerous meetings have been held with NYPD and
the project team to discuss enforcement issues. Enforcement has been one of the most
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common concerns cited by communities, and the team has been working closely to address
these issues and develop recommendations for improving enforcement efforts.
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Il. Community Survey

a. The Survey Process

The New York City Truck Route Management and Community Impact Reduction Study survey
was developed by the project team as a means to acquire crucial public input for the community
outreach portion of the study. As a community-driven study, the survey was seen as the “kick
off” to the first round of public participation activities, and would be the basis for the Summer
2003 public meetings. The survey was comprised of 13 questions and several general
comments prompts. Opportunities were provided for respondents to recommend additions to
the study mailing list, as well as make additional comments of a general nature.

The survey was sent to approximately 750 addresses from a mailing list developed from
NYMTC'’s outreach program and provided by NYCDOT. The list included elected officials,
community boards, and civic associations. Parties receiving the survey by mail were
encouraged to copy and distribute the survey to their constituents or interested individuals. In
addition to the general mailing, the survey was posted on New York City NYCDOT's website.
Interested parties were able to fill out the survey and submit it electronically to NYCDOT. The
surveys were then forwarded electronically by NYCDOT to Edwards and Kelcey, where they
were entered into a Microsoft Access database. Surveys received by postal mail were sent
directly to Edwards and Kelcey and were also added to the Access database.

The survey deadline was originally set for April 28 but was extended twice in response to
community concerns that the deadline did not allow sufficient time for interested parties to
submit their responses. Several transportation advocacy groups contacted the study team and
requested this deadline extension. The project team felt that an extension was warranted, given
the high level of public interest in the survey, and the study goal of including as much
community input as possible. The final deadline was June 2, 2003. By the survey deadline,
619 surveys had been received.

b. The Survey

The survey questions were developed to gather a street level understanding of specific
problems and areas of concern. A copy of the Community Survey is provided in the Appendix.
The first piece of information requested on the survey was the respondent’s zip code. This
information proved very useful in tracking and sorting survey results and easily identifying
neighborhoods that were areas of concern. Respondents were then asked to list the streets in
their community that were most frequently used by trucks, what types of truck they most often
saw, and what time of day the truck traffic was perceived to be the heaviest.

The next series of questions were “Yes/No” format with a prompt for additional information. The
guestions covered the presence of truck route signs on streets where truck traffic was
witnessed, whether truck traffic contributed to dangerous pedestrian conditions, and dangerous
conditions for other vehicles, air pollution, and noise pollution. Similarly formatted questions
addressed adherence to truck routes, double-parking, and truck idling.

As industrial areas are common generators of truck traffic, a question was included in the
survey about major distribution facilities or industrial areas as sources of truck traffic. An
opportunity was provided for respondents to describe specific areas or facilities. The next
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guestion concerned streets that are physically unable to accommodate truck traffic. Again,
space was provided to solicit specific streets seen as a problem.

Respondents were also asked to rank a number of issues relating to truck traffic, including traffic
congestion, pedestrian safety, and vehicular safety, enforcement, and air/noise pollution.

The final survey questions addressed respondents’ knowledge of truck routes in the city and
asked which form of public involvement they would most prefer. The question regarding truck
route knowledge offered choices of “Very familiar,” “Some knowledge,” and “No idea.” As a
community-based study, it was important that respondents receive study materials and stay
informed and involved during the process. Public involvement options included Borough-wide
meetings; Neighborhood meetings, E-mail updates, or Postal mail updates. Space was provided
for additional forms of public involvement to be written in by the respondent.

Respondents were given an opportunity at the end of the survey to recommend additional
participants in the study, provide contact information, or classify themselves.

c. General Survey Results by Question

Of the 619 surveys received by the project team, several general conclusions can be drawn. In
general, the comments and information received on the surveys were very localized. It became
very clear early on that residents’ concerns are more often than not confined to their own block,
or their immediate neighborhood, rather than their borough, or the city as a whole. In addition,
the issue of trucks is very often a quality of life concern for residents, with many comments
addressing off-route trucks, air quality hazards, and noise.

The most surveys received were from Brooklyn with 250 surveys and a total of 30 participating
Zip codes. Manhattan followed with at total of 204 survey submissions from 36 zip codes.

Surveys from Queens and Staten Island totaled 130 and 35, respectively. The Bronx had the
lowest participation rate, with only 28 submissions.

Figure 1: Distribution of Surveys in New York City
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The following discussion breaks down the survey results of individual questions.

1. What streets are most frequently used by trucks in your community?

The most frequently cited streets in each borough are broken down in the Section D, Borough-
Specific Results.

2. What type(s) of trucks are on these streets, e.g., delivery vehicles, tractor-trailers, and

sanitation trucks?

There was a wide disparity of answers to this question. In Queens, 16% of respondents felt that
they witnessed all three types of trucks (delivery, tractor-trailers, and sanitation) on their
neighborhood streets. Manhattan was similarly low at 20%, which may be explained by the
number of additional types of trucks respondents listed as having seen in their Manhattan and
Queens neighborhoods. 48%, 57% and 78% of respondents in Staten Island, the Bronx, and
Brooklyn (respectively) reported seeing all three types of trucks

3. What time(s) of day is truck traffic the heaviest?

Because this question was open-ended (respondents were not given choices), the answers
varied widely, with some respondents listing actual ranges of hours, and some using words to
describe the time of day. This made it difficult to specifically quantify the responses. However,
citywide, there was a majority of respondents that felt that truck traffic was heavy throughout the
day, during morning, afternoon, and evening hours. Results are discussed by borough in the
following section.

4. Are there truck route signs located along these streets?  Yes/No

The majority of respondents stated that there were not truck route signs posted on the streets
where they witnessed truck traffic. The percentage of respondents who did not see signage
ranged from a high of 76% in Queens to a low of 52% in Staten Island

5. Do you believe that truck traffic contributes to the following:

Dangerous pedestrian conditions? Yes/No
Dangerous conditions for other vehicles? Yes/No
Air pollution? Yes/No
Noise pollution? Yes/No

Between 80% and 98% of respondents from the Bronx, Brooklyn, Queens and Manhattan feel
that truck traffic contributes to dangerous pedestrian conditions, dangerous conditions for other
vehicles, air pollution and noise pollution. Only 70% to 78% of the respondents from Staten
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Island feel that truck traffic is a source of dangerous pedestrian and vehicular conditions, as well
as air and noise pollution.

6. Do you believe that truckers adhere to truck routes in your community? Yes/No

If not, please identify locations where truckers are off-route

Approximately 67% to 79% of residents from Queens, Manhattan, Brooklyn and the Bronx feel
that trucks do not adhere to designated truck routes. Only 52% of residents from Staten Island
feel that truck routes are not adhered to in their neighborhood.

7. Is truck double-parking a problem along the streets in your community? Yes/No
Where?

8. Is truck idling a problem along the streets in your community? Yes/No Where?

Similarly, 60% to 76% of survey respondents from Queens, Manhattan, Brooklyn and the Bronx
feel that truck double-parking is a problem and 52% to 68% feel that truck idling is a problem in
their communities. Only 39% of Staten Island residents express concern with truck double-
parking and 22% with truck idling.

9. Are any major distribution facilities or industrial areas in your community sources of

truck traffic? Yes/No

With the exception of Staten Island, approximately one-half of the survey respondents from the
remaining four boroughs feel that major distribution facilities or industrial areas in their
communities are a source of truck traffic. Only 35% of residents from Staten Island feel that
such facilities contribute to truck traffic in their neighborhood. In general, the survey results
indicate truck route, parking regulations, and truck idling are less of a concern in Staten Island in
comparison to Queens, Manhattan, Brooklyn and the Bronx.

10. Do you believe that there are streets in your community with heavy truck traffic that are
physically unable to accommodate that traffic? Yes/No

Please list specific locations and problems

64 to 79% of respondents from each of the five boroughs indicated that there were streets in
their neighborhoods that they felt were physically unable to handle the current level of truck
traffic.

12. Are you familiar with NYC's traffic laws regarding truck route policies (check one)?
Very familiar/Some knowledge/No idea

Most of the survey participants from all boroughs are concerned citizens with little knowledge of
New York City traffic laws regarding truck route policies. The following table breaks down the
responses by borough:
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Table 1: Respondents Knowledge of Truck Routes by Borough

Knowledge of truck Bronx Brooklyn Manhattan Queens  Staten
route policies Island
Very Familiar 23% 21% 20% 27% 3%

Some Knowledge 50% 56% 48% 48% 83%
No Idea 27% 23% 32% 25% 14%

13. Which form of public involvement would you most prefer?
Borough-wide meetings/Neighborhood meetings/E-mail updates/Postal mail updates

Other form of public involvement (please list)

The majority of survey respondents from all five boroughs prefer neighborhood meetings to
borough wide meetings, e-mail updates or postal mail updates.

d. Borough-Specific Results
i) The Bronx
33 of the 619 surveys received came from the Bronx. Surveys came from a variety of zip codes
throughout the borough. Some respondents mentioned more than one zip code on their

surveys. The breakdown by zip code for the Bronx is listed in the following table.

Table 2: Bronx Respondents by Zip Code and Neighborhood

Bronx Zip Codes Neighborhood Total for Each Zip Code
10474 Hunts Point 7
10462 Pelham Parkway, 4
Parkchester

10454, 10465, 10475 Motthaven, Port Morris, 3
Eastchester, Co-op City

10464, 10460, 10466, 10467, 10469 City Island, Eastchester, 2

Wakefield, Baychester

10451, 10456, 10459, 10461, Concourse Village, Morris 1

10463,10470, 10468, 10471, 10473 Park, Pelham Bay, South

Riverdale, Kingsbridge,

Riverdale, Woodlawn,
Fordham, University
Heights, Castle Hill

Respondents were asked to list the streets most frequently used by trucks in their community.
In the Bronx, the following streets are of greatest concern to respondents:
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Table 3: Bronx Streets Most Frequently Cited by Respondents

Street Name Neighborhood Number of Respondents

Lafayette Avenue Hunts Point 7
Garrison Avenue Hunts Point 6
Hunts Point Avenue Hunts Point 6
Bruckner Blvd Hunts Point, Port Morris 5
Manida Street Hunts Point 5
Spofford Avenue Hunts Point 5
Baychester Avenue Co-op City 3
Gun Hill Road Norwood 3
White Plains Road Clason Point 3

Brush Avenue Schuylerville 3

Respondents of the survey had a variety of concerns, which were provided in the general
comment section at the end of the survey. These included lack of enforcement of truck route
laws, increased traffic due to trucks, parking of commercial vehicles in residential areas
overnight and utility wires being knocked down by trucks.

Respondents were asked what types of trucks they withessed on the streets in their community.
Examples provided in the question included delivery vehicles, tractor-trailers, and sanitation
trucks. 57% of respondents in the Bronx feel that all of the types of trucks mentioned were
using the streets in their neighborhoods. The rest of the respondents listed various
combinations of the three. Local delivery trucks were mentioned specifically, as were UPS
trucks. Responses to this question varied widely among the boroughs. Only 16% of Queens
respondents felt that all three types of trucks were using their neighborhoods, compared to 78%
in Brooklyn. Manhattan and Staten Island were in between, at 16% and 48%, respectively.

When asked what time of day truck traffic was the heaviest, the greatest number of respondents
indicates that truck traffic is a concern all day long. The morning rush hour was the second
most common response, followed by the afternoon rush hour and late-night hours.

In response to a Yes/No question about different types of truck related impacts, 91% think truck
traffic contributes to dangerous pedestrian conditions, 94% of respondents think truck traffic
contributes to dangerous conditions for other vehicles, 91% think truck traffic contributes to air
pollution and 91% think truck traffic contributes to noise pollution.

Survey respondents were asked to indicate whether or not trucks adhere to truck routes in their
community. 79% of respondents in the Bronx indicate that trucks do not adhere to truck routes
in their community. When asked about double-parked or idling trucks, 76% said trucks double-
park along community streets and 67% said truck idling is a problem along community streets.

Respondents were questioned about major distribution facilities or industrial areas in their
community as sources of truck traffic. 58% of Bronx respondents said that major distribution
facilities or industrial areas in their community are sources of truck traffic. This was the highest
percentage found in the five boroughs. 49% of Brooklyn respondents responded in the
affirmative, as did 43% of Queens, 42% of Manhattan, and 35% of Staten Island respondents.

Respondents were asked if they believe that some streets in their community with heavy truck
traffic are physically unable to accommodate that traffic. In the Bronx, 67% responded that
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there are streets in their community with heavy truck traffic that are physically unable to
accommaodate that traffic.

Respondents were asked about their familiarity with New York City’s traffic laws regarding truck
route policies. In the Bronx, 23% say they are very familiar with the laws, 50% have some
knowledge and 27% have no idea. Queens was the only borough that had more respondents
very familiar with the truck route regulations. For those respondents with some knowledge of
truck route policies, the Bronx was in the middle of the five boroughs, with Manhattan and
Queens lower at 48% each, and Brooklyn and Staten Island higher at 56% and 83%,
respectively. Manhattan was the only borough with a higher percent of respondents who stated
that they had no idea about truck route regulations, with 32%.

The next question requested any additional comments respondents wished to make. One
survey respondent stated that there should be a tracking capacity for the enforcement of
violating vehicles.

One respondent stated that Parker Street should be a designated “NO TRUCK ROUTE.”
Another respondent noted that traffic enforcement is imperative and proper signage is needed.
It was also noted that truck idling is degrading air quality.

Respondents in the survey are of various affiliations. In the Bronx, 14% are community board
representatives, 46% are concerned citizens, 4% are elected officials and 36% are
representatives of another community organization.

ii) Brooklyn

Of the 619 surveys received, 242 came from Brooklyn, which was the highest response rate of
the five boroughs. Surveys came from a variety of zip codes throughout the borough. Some
respondents mention more than one zip code on their surveys. The breakdown for Brooklyn is
listed in the following table.
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Table 4: Brooklyn Respondents by Zip Code and Neighborhood

Brooklyn Zip Codes Neighborhood Total for Each Zip Code
11222 Greenpoint 35
11217 Boerum Hill 27
11211 Williamsburg, East Williamsburg 25
11231 Red Hook, Carroll Gardens 22
11201 Downtown Brooklyn, Cobble Hill, 18

Brooklyn Heights, DUMBO,
Vinegar Hill, Fulton Ferry
11215 Park Slope, Gowanus 16
11218, 11216 Windsor Terrace, Prospect park 14
South, Kensington, Crown
Heights, Bedford-Stuyvesant

11210, 11238 Flatbush, Prospect Heights 10
11230 Midwood 8
11205 Clinton Hill 7
11229 Homecrest 6
11228, 11214 Dyker Heights, Bensonhurst, 5
Bath Beach
11206 East Williamsburg, Bushwick, 4
Clinton Hill
11204, 11235 Borough Park, New Utrecht, 3
Sheepshead Bay, Brighton
Beach, Manhattan Beach
11209, 11219, 11225, 11237, Bay Ridge, Borough Park, 2
11213, 11223 Lefferts Gardens, Bushwick,
Crown Heights, Gravesend,
Weeksville
11127, 11207, 11221, 11224, East New York, New Lots, 1
11232, 11234 Bushwick, Bedford-Stuyvesant,

Coney Island, Greenwood
Heights, Marine Park, East
Flatbush, Mill Basin

Respondents listed the most frequently mentioned streets of concern in order from highest to
lowest. In Brooklyn, the following streets are of greatest concern to respondents:

Edwards 11 March 2007
oK elcey



Truck Route Management and Community Impact Reduction Study
Technical Memo 5 - Public Involvement Program

Table 5: Brooklyn Streets Most Frequently Cited by Respondents

Street Name Neighborhood Number of Respondents
4™ Avenue Bay Ridge, Gowanus, Sunset 24
Park, Carroll Gardens
Atlantic Avenue Cobble Hill, Boerum Hill, 22
Prospect Heights, Weeksville,
Cypress Hills
Metropolitan Avenue East Williamsburg, Maspeth, 21
Northside
Flatbush Avenue Boerum Hill, Downtown 19

Brooklyn, Prospect Heights,
Ditmas park, Flatbush, Flatlands
Columbia St Red Hook 18
Bedford Avenue Northside, Williamsburg, Clinton 17
Hill, Bedford-Stuyvesant, Crown
Heights, Prospect Lefferts

Gardens
Hicks St Fulton Ferry, DUMBO, Brooklyn 17
Heights, Cobble Hill
Kent Avenue Northside, Southside, 17
Williamsburg, Greenpoint
5™ Avenue Bay Ridge, Gowanus, Sunset 15

Park, Greenwood Heights,
Carroll Gardens
3 Avenue Gowanus, Carroll Gardens, 14
Sunset Park, Bay Ridge,
Greenwood Heights

Brooklyn respondents had a variety of concerns. These included lack of enforcement of truck
route laws, vibrations from trucks moving on streets at high speeds are having a negative
impact on nearby buildings, air/noise pollution from engine idling, trucks taking shortcuts
through residential neighborhoods, trucks causing damage to roadways and the double-parking
of trucks.

Respondents were asked what types of trucks they witnessed on the streets in their community.
Examples provided in the question included delivery vehicles, tractor-trailers, and sanitation
trucks. 78% of respondents in Brooklyn answered that all three types of trucks, as well as
additional trucks in many cases, were present in their communities. Tour buses, oil delivery
trucks, concrete trucks, trucks carrying construction materials, tow trucks. Sanitation trucks
were mentioned on many surveys, both Department of Sanitation vehicles, as well as private
haulers and “dumpster” trucks. Brooklyn had the highest number of respondents that believed
all three types of trucks were using their neighborhood streets. This is significantly higher than
the responses received from Queens and Manhattan, where 16% and 20% (respectively) felt
that this was the case.

When asked what time of day truck traffic was the heaviest, the greatest number of respondents
indicated that truck traffic was a concern all day long. The morning rush hour was the second
most common response, followed by the afternoon rush hour and late-night hours.

Of the 242 respondents in Brooklyn, 89% think truck traffic contributes to dangerous pedestrian
conditions, 88% of respondents think truck traffic contributes to dangerous conditions for other
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vehicles, 98% think truck traffic contributes to air pollution and 97% think truck traffic contributes
to noise pollution.

Survey respondents were asked to indicate whether or not trucks adhere to truck routes in their
community. 78% of respondents in Brooklyn indicate that trucks do not adhere to truck routes in
their community. When asked about double-parked or idling trucks, 60% said trucks double-
park along community streets and 56% said truck idling is a problem along community streets.

Respondents were questioned about major distribution facilities or industrial areas in their
community as sources of truck traffic. 49% of Brooklyn respondents said that major distribution
facilities or industrial areas in their community are sources of truck traffic. Only the Bronx had a
higher percentage of Yes responses, with 58%.

Respondents were asked if they believe that some streets in their community with heavy truck
traffic are physically unable to accommodate that traffic. In Brooklyn, 79% responded that there
are streets in their community with heavy truck traffic that are physically unable to accommodate
that traffic. Brooklyn had the highest percentage of respondents who answered this question in
the affirmative. The lowest was Queens at 64%. The small spread between the highest and
lowest percentage indicates that a majority of respondents in every borough of the city feels that
this is an issue.

Respondents were asked about their familiarity with New York City’s traffic laws regarding truck
route policies. In Brooklyn, 21% say they are very familiar with the laws, 56% have some
knowledge and 23% have no idea.

The next question requested any additional comments respondents wished to make. Bridge
tolls and crossings were referenced several times in the Brooklyn truck route survey responses.
Several individuals state that the one-way tolls on the Verrazano Bridge worsened traffic
conditions. A toll should be established on the eastbound Verrazano to minimize truck traffic
currently taking advantage of the free eastbound crossing. One respondent states that
Manhattan bound trucks routinely detour through downtown Brooklyn to avoid tolls at the
Battery Tunnel and the Bayonne Bridge, and that this loophole should be eliminated.

A resident of Brooklyn states that the size of trucks conducting local deliveries should be
restricted. Signs that say “No Trucks Except Local Deliveries” are frequently ignored especially
at Flatbush and Ocean Avenues along Dorchester. Signs stating “Not A Truck Route” and “No
Honking” were recommended to deter truck traffic from using non-designated truck routes.

Many respondents state that trucks often use side streets that are not wide enough or
structurally capable of accommodating truck traffic. To prevent damage to local streets, truck
routes should be enforced on a continual basis for long-term results. In fact, one respondent
noted, truck traffic on Franklin Avenue has decreased noticeably in the past few months as a
result of better enforcement and truck route signs.

In addition to enforcement of truck routes, truck parking is noted as a significant problem.
Parking enforcement is necessary, as trucks block driveways and double-park.

Safety concerns were highlighted by several respondents who noted that several school
crossings and senior centers in the borough are impacted by trucks, and that something needs
to be done to protect children and the elderly from truck traffic. The elementary and high schools
on Bedford Avenue are noted to be of specific concern.
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Several residents point out that commercial truck traffic is not the only source of concern.
Sanitation trucks run from midnight to the early morning in residential neighborhoods and
subject residents to excessive nighttime noise. Buses were noted to be using local streets not
designated for truck traffic. Residents recommend that redundant bus stop locations be
adjusted to alleviate bus idling, especially at East New York and Troy Avenues and at Brooklyn
and Montgomery. Transfer station truck traffic is also a concern. One Brooklyn respondent
states that the local environmental group for Williamsburg/Greenpoint Brooklyn prepared a
survey on transfer station truck traffic.

Several respondents state that the city should adopt air and noise emissions standards for
trucks. To improve air quality, truck idling should be restricted and truck deliveries should be
limited to certain hours of the day, and if possible, deliveries should permitted for limited days to
stagger truck traffic. Trucks that make noise between 10PM and 10AM should be ticketed.
Another resident stated that truck brakes need to be properly maintained because they make
too much noise.

Several residents state that notice of the truck route survey should be provided to interested
community organizations, not just the community board. They recommend that the NYCDOT
reach out through the news media and local press. One resident states that the NYCDOT
should have joint meetings with neighborhood associations.

One resident states that truck travel in general is not a problem as long as trucks remain on
designated routes. Problems with truck traffic occur when they detour onto local side streets.

The following streets and intersections are noted to be a special concern by survey
respondents:

= North Henry Street is a school crossing street and speed bumps should be installed to
control speeding trucks.

» The 3" Street Bridge has too much truck traffic.

= Cropsey Avenue between 14" and 18" Avenues is not a designated truck route, but has
continual truck traffic. Enforcement is necessary.

= 9" Street between 7™ and 8" Avenues is residential and is near three schools. Trucks
should not be using this part of 9" Avenue.

= Atlantic Avenue truck traffic is not properly enforced.

= Dean Street has too much truck traffic. Specifically, truck traffic should be limited on
Dean Street between Smith and Flatbush Avenues. Trucks use this street to avoid
Atlantic Avenue traffic, which is unfair to local residents.

= Kent Avenue approaching Greenpoint Avenue has truck backups. The trucks try to
avoid traffic by making a right onto Cayler Street.

= Truck traffic does not comply with the stop signs on Henry and Herbert Streets.

= Avenue P has hazardous truck traffic.

= On several occasions trucks have collided with the Brighton Lane subway overpass
located between East 15" and East 16" Streets. The clearance is inadequate.

» Dorchester Road is used as a short cut to trucks and other commercial vehicles.

Specific complaints to other agencies included:

= Several complaints have been made to the 70" Police Precinct in Brooklyn about abuse
of 6-wheeled trucks unlawfully using residential streets.
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= Some feel that the local community boards have not represented citizen concerns
regarding truck traffic and would like the opportunity to become more involved.

Respondents in the survey are of various affiliations. In Brooklyn, 8% are community board
representatives, 68% are concerned citizens, 2% are elected officials, 2% are “other,” and 20%
are representatives of another community organization.

iil) Manhattan
195 of the 619 surveys received came from Manhattan. Surveys came from a variety of zip
codes throughout the borough. Some respondents mention more than one zip code on their
surveys. The breakdown for Manhattan is listed in the following table.

Table 6: Manhattan Respondents by Zip Code and Neighborhood

Manhattan Zip Codes Neighborhood Total for Each Zip Code

10011 Chelsea, Gramercy Park 52

10033 Washington Heights 19

10025 Manhattan Valley 12

10036 Midtown west/Times Square 11

10013 Tribeca, Soho 10

10014, 10040 West Village, Greenwich 8

Village

10027 Morningside Heights, Harlem 7

10002, 10003, 10010, 10012, 10019, Lower East Side, Chinatown, 5
10023, 10021 Union Square, Gramercy,

Soho, Clinton, Lenox Hill,
Upper East Side, Lincoln
Square
10024, 10032 Upper West Side, Washington 4
Heights
10001, 10018, 10022, 10128, 10009  Midtown South, Times Square, 3
Midtown, Turtle Bay, Yorkuville,
East Village
10030, 10034, 10035, 10028, 10029 Harlem, Hamilton Heights, 2
Inwood, East Harlem, Yorkville,
Spanish Harlem

10007, 10016, 10017, 10044, 10026, Tribeca, Kips Bay, Murray Hill, 1
10031, 10037, 10123, 11021 Hamilton Heights,
Manhattanville, Harlem, Civic
Center

Respondents listed the most frequently mentioned streets of concern in order from highest to
lowest. In Manhattan, the following streets are of greatest concern to respondents:
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Table 7: Manhattan Streets Most Frequently Cited by Respondents

Street Name Neighborhood Number of Respondents

Broadway Financial District, Civic Center, 42
Soho, Noho, Union Squatre,
Gramercy, Times Square, Upper
West side, Manhattan Valley,
Morningside Heights, Hamilton

Heights
West 24" Street Chelsea 30
Amsterdam Avenue Upper West Side, Manhattan 25

Valley, Morningside Heights,
Manhattanville, Washington

Heights

181 Street Fort George 17
West 23" Street Chelsea 16
Fort Washington Avenue Washington Heights 15
9"Avenue Clinton, Midtown south, Chelsea 13
Houston Street West Village, Soho, Noho, Lower 13

East Side, East Village
Canal Street Soho, Tribeca, Chinatown 11
10" Avenue Chelsea, Midtown South, Clinton 10

Respondents of the survey had a variety of concerns. These included lack of enforcement of
truck route laws, vibrations from trucks moving on streets at high speeds are having a negative
impact on nearby buildings, air/noise pollution from engine idling, trucks taking shortcuts
through residential neighborhoods, trucks causing damage to roadways, damage to parked
vehicles, pedestrians put in harm’s way and the double-parking of trucks.

Respondents were asked what types of trucks they withessed on the streets in their community,
such as delivery vehicles, tractor-trailers, and sanitation trucks. Examples given by Manhattan
residents included buses, movie vehicles, private and city sanitation vehicles and 18-wheelers.
Also noted by respondents were moving trucks, fuel trucks, construction trucks, tour buses, mail
trucks, private carting trucks, fire trucks, food delivery trucks and shuttle buses. Of these
respondents, 20% felt that all types of trucks mentioned use streets in their neighborhood. The
remaining respondents listed various combinations of the three. Specific trucks mentioned were
those bearing the following names: NYC Department of Sanitation, UPS, Federal Express, NYC
Transit, NY Waterway, MTA, and US Post Office. At 20%, Manhattan had the second lowest
response rate for those who believed that all three types of trucks were using their
neighborhood streets. Manhattan respondents also listed the widest variety of other types of
vehicles that were witnessed, so this may explain the low percentage of responses for “all three
types.” Clearly there are a multitude of different types of trucks traveling through Manhattan on
any given day. The findings for Queens were similarly low, yet the variety of additional types of
trucks cited was also high.

When asked what time of day truck traffic was the heaviest, the greatest number of respondents
indicates that truck traffic was a concern all day long. The morning rush hour was the second
most common response, followed by the afternoon rush hour and late-night hours.

Of the 195 respondents in Manhattan, 88% think truck traffic contributes to dangerous
pedestrian conditions, 84% of respondents think truck traffic contributes to dangerous conditions
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for other vehicles, 97% think truck traffic contributes to air pollution and 96% think truck traffic
contributes to noise pollution.

Survey respondents were asked to indicate whether or not trucks adhere to truck routes in their
community. 67% of respondents in Manhattan indicate that trucks do not adhere to truck routes
in their community. When asked about double-parked or idling trucks, 74% say trucks double-
park along community streets and 68% said truck idling is a problem along community streets.

Respondents were questioned about major distribution facilities or industrial areas in their
community as sources of truck traffic. 42% of Manhattan respondents say that major
distribution facilities or industrial areas in their community are sources of truck traffic. Manhattan
responses fell near the middle of the five borough respondents. Brooklyn and the Bronx were
higher, with 49% and 58%, respectively. Queens has 43%, and 35% of Staten Island
respondents answered similarly.

Respondents were asked if they believe that some streets in their community with heavy truck
traffic are physically unable to accommodate that traffic. In Manhattan, 69% believe that there
are streets in their community with heavy truck traffic that are physically unable to accommodate
that traffic. A majority of respondents all five boroughs felt that certain streets were inadequate
for the traffic currently using them.

Respondents were asked about their familiarity with New York City’s traffic laws regarding truck
route policies. In Manhattan, 20% say they are very familiar with the laws, 48% have some
knowledge and 32% have no idea.

The next question requested any additional comments respondents wished to make. Several
Manhattan residents state that truck traffic on local streets causes buildings to shake and that
truck traffic in general contributes to noise and air pollution. Police need to enforce rules
against excessive horn blowing, double parking, idling and truck routes. The police need to
focus more on truck traffic than double-parking.

It was noted that tour and charter buses drive too fast and pose a danger to pedestrians,
illegally park, idle and hence, contribute to air and noise pollution. Specific areas mentioned for
bus idling are near the entrance to Fort Tryon Park (Margaret Corbin Circle), inside the park,
and near the Cloisters. An Inwood resident claims that the neighborhood is continually jammed
with lost buses, large trucks and livery cars.

To minimize problems with commercial truck traffic, one respondent suggested that
neighborhood businesses be informed of delivery rules, and delivery schedules between
businesses should be coordinated.

Several survey respondents express concern with bridge tolls and traffic. One resident notes
that the one-way toll on the Verrazano Bridge contributes to congestion on Varick Street
between Houston and Canal. Tolls should be collected eastbound to deter truck traffic. This
was also mentioned by a Brooklyn respondent as causing increased truck traffic on the
Gownaus Expressway and on Brooklyn streets. Another Manhattan resident stated that trucks
on the George Washington Bridge and the Cross Bronx Expressway contribute to air pollution
and accidents. Truck use needs to be limited along that corridor.

One individual supports the proposed rail freight connection from New Jersey to Brooklyn under
New York Harbor, as it will significantly reduce truck traffic and improve traffic conditions.
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Another respondent states that not allowing trucks through the Holland Tunnel since September
11, 2001 has greatly reduced congestion.

The following streets and intersections were noted to be a special concern by survey
respondents:

=  Walker Street in Chinatown is a narrow residential street that cannot accommodate truck
traffic and the noise associated with truck traffic, specifically near the corner of Walker
Street and Broadway.

= Too many trucks are using Walker Street to avoid Canal Street.

» Trucks go too fast on Cabrini Boulevard.

= East 24" Street between Lexington Avenue and 3™ Avenue should be designated as an
“Alternate Truck Route” so trucks can avoid bottleneck at East 23™ Street. Truck
bottlenecking also occurs where Lexington Avenue ends at East 21 (residential street)
as trucks try to make a right turn.

= West 24™ Street has become an alternate truck route to West 23" Street for traffic
coming from the West Side Highway, which is not appropriate for a residential street. It
was noted that the cause of excessive truck traffic is because a sign on 11" Avenue
directs southbound traffic onto West 24™ Street, heading east.

= The sign restricting truck traffic from turning onto West 24" Street (Block 400) from 10"
Avenue needs to be updated to include commercial traffic. This commercial traffic is
generated by the new traffic patterns, which direct traffic from 11™ Avenue and the West
Side Highway.

= A change of traffic direction should be implemented to prevent trucks from coming off the
highway and using West 16" instead of West 14™ Street.

= 46" Street along restaurant row is subject to extreme truck traffic. Double sided parking
should not be allowed on the weekends along 46™ Street because it further exacerbates
the truck congestion.

Respondents in the survey are of various affiliations. In Manhattan, 10% are community board
representatives, 72% are concerned citizens, 1% is elected officials, 1% is “other,” and 16% are
representatives of another community organization.

iv) Queens
Of the 619 surveys received, 127 came from Queens. Surveys came from a variety of zip

codes throughout the borough. Some respondents mention more than one zip code on their
surveys. The breakdown for Queens is listed in the following table.
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Table 8: Queens Respondents by Zip Code and Neighborhood

Queens Zip Codes Neighborhood Total for Each Zip Code
11354, 11367 Linden Hill, Flushing, College 9
Point, Kew Gardens Hills
11355, 11373 Queensboro Hill, Flushing, 7
Murray Hill, ElImhurst
11357, 11377 Beechhurst, Whitestone, 6
Woodside
11379, 11385, 11426, 11428, 11378 Middle Village, Glendale, 5

Ridgewood, Bellerose, Floral
Park, Queens Village,
Maspeth, West Maspeth

11358, 11363, 11413, 11427 Auburndale, Douglas Manor, 4

Douglaston, Laurelton, Hollis
Hill
11104, 11362, 11415 Sunnyside, Little Neck, Kew 3
Gardens
11004, 11105, 11106, 11360, 11364, Glen Oaks, Bay Terrace, 2
11369, 11370, 11374, 11375, 11412, Oakland Gardens, East

11421, 11423 Elmhurst, Jackson Heights,

Forest Hills, Forest Hills
Gardens, Saint Albans, Hollis,
Holliswood, Woodhaven

11101, 11103, 11321, 11361, 11365, Long island City, 1
11366, 11372, 11414, 11420, 11422, Queensbridge, Sunnyside,
11435, 12979 Hunters Point, Astoria,

Bayside, Fresh Meadows,
Hillcrest, Jackson Heights,
Howard Beach, Lindenwood,
South Ozone Park, Rosedale,
Jamaica, Briarwood

Respondents listed the most frequently mentioned streets of concern in order from highest to
lowest. In Queens, the following streets are of greatest concern to respondents:
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Table 9: Queens Street Most Frequently Cited by Respondents

Street Name Neighborhood Number of Respondents

Northern Boulevard Dutch Kills, Jackson Heights, 14
Woodside, Flushing, Murray Hill,
Auburndale, Douglaston, Little
Neck

Main Street Flushing, Queensboro Hill, Kew 13
Gardens Hills, Briarwood

Queens Boulevard Sunnyside, ElImhurst, Rego Park, 12
Forest Hills, Briarwood, Kew
Gardens

Union Turnpike Kew Gardens, Forest Hills, 11
Hillcrest, Jamaica Estates, Hollis
Hill

Hillside Avenue Kew Gardens, Briarwood, 10
Jamaica, Jamaica Hills, Hollis,
Bellerose, Floral Park

Roosevelt Avenue Sunnyside, Woodside, Jackson 8
Heights, Flushing
Jamaica Avenue Broadway Junction, Cypress 8

Hills, Wood Haven, Richmond
Hill, Jamaica, Hollis, Queens

Village
Little Neck Parkway Little Neck, Glen Oaks, Floral 7
Park
80" Street Jackson Heights 7
College Point Boulevard College Point 6

Respondents of the survey have a variety of concerns. These include lack of enforcement of
truck route laws, vibrations from trucks moving on streets at high speeds are having a negative
impact on nearby buildings, air/noise pollution from engine idling, trucks taking shortcuts
through residential neighborhoods, trucks causing damage to roadways, damage to parked
vehicles, pedestrians put in harm’s way, parking of commercial vehicles in residential areas and
the double-parking of trucks.

Respondents were asked what types of trucks they witnessed on the streets in their community,
such as delivery vehicles, tractor-trailers, and sanitation trucks. Examples given by Queens
residents included delivery, tractor trailers, dump trucks, mail trucks, UPS trucks, private carting
trucks, sanitation trucks, oversized commercial vans, franchise and city buses, school buses,
panel trucks, large six-wheelers, milk trucks, “dollar” vans from Chinatown, utility and fuel trucks,
sewer and cesspool cleaning trucks and large produce trucks. 16% of the respondents felt that
all of the types of trucks mentioned were using streets in their neighborhood. The remaining
respondents listed various combinations of the three. Specific trucks mentioned specifically
were trucks bearing the following names: UPS, Galasso and Canada Dry. Similarly to
Manhattan, Queens had a very low percentage of respondents who felt that all three types of
trucks listed were seen using their neighborhood streets, and a large number of different types
of vehicles in addition to the three examples were cited.
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When asked what time of day truck traffic was the heaviest, the greatest number of respondents
indicated that truck traffic was a concern all day long. The morning rush hour was the second
most common response, followed by the afternoon rush hour and late-night hours.

Of the 127 respondents in Queens, 88% think truck traffic contributes to dangerous pedestrian
conditions, 89% of respondents think truck traffic contributes to dangerous conditions for other
vehicles, 91% think truck traffic contributes to air pollution and 91% think truck traffic contributes
to noise pollution.

Survey respondents were asked to indicate whether or not trucks adhere to truck routes in their
community. 74% of respondents in Queens indicate that trucks do not adhere to truck routes in
their community. When asked about double-parked or idling trucks, 61% say trucks double-
park along community streets and 52% said truck idling is a problem along community streets.

Respondents were questioned about major distribution facilities or industrial areas in their
community as sources of truck traffic. 43% of Queens respondents feel that major distribution
facilities or industrial areas in their community are sources of truck traffic. 35% of Staten Island
and 43% of Queens respondents answered yes, as did 49% of Brooklyn and 58% of Bronx
respondents.

Respondents were asked if they believe that some streets in their community with heavy truck
traffic are physically unable to accommodate that traffic. In Queens, 64% believe that there are
streets in their community with heavy truck traffic that are physically unable to accommodate
that traffic. Compared to other boroughs, Queens had the lowest percentage of respondents
who answered similarly. Brooklyn was the highest at 76%.

Respondents were asked about their familiarity with New York City’s traffic laws regarding truck
route policies. In Queens, 27% say they are very familiar with the laws, 48% have some
knowledge and 25% have no idea.

The next question requested any additional comments respondents wished to make. Several
respondents recommend the installation of “No Truck Traffic” (negative) signs to deter truck
traffic. It was also recommended that the city list fines for failure to comply with truck route
designations on road signs and also allow residents to post signs where necessary. Reflective
pavement markers and interior illuminated street signs were recommended to control truck
traffic.

Several residents of Queens recommend the strict enforcement of truck traffic regulations.
Police should remain stationed at problem locations for long periods of time to enforce truck
regulations. Continued enforcement would make violating companies realize that they can't
afford to flout the law.

Many respondents express concern with truck traffic in Maspeth. One resident states that there
is a high concentration of elderly residents, which are in danger of speeding trucks. Another
resident states that shoppers avoid the area due to truck traffic using the area as a through
route to the Long Island Expressway. Grand Avenue, a commercial strip in Maspeth, is
overwhelmed with large trucks and excessive commercial traffic. Another area of concern is
Jackson Heights, a densely populated residential area with pedestrians that are at risk from
heavy truck traffic.
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A problem intersection is at 249" Street and Northern Boulevard where trucks make U-turns
constantly throughout the day. Overweight truck signs are recommended along residential
areas of Hillside Avenue. Truck traffic tends to use residential streets when Metropolitan
Avenue is too congested.

One individual expresses concern that the NYCDOT is not involving the entire community in the
truck route study. Another respondent recommends that the NYCDOT involve the community
boards and the Borough Presidents Task Force.

Respondents in the survey are of various affiliations. In Queens, 20% are community board
representatives, 54% are concerned citizens, 2% are elected officials, 2% are “other,” and 20%
are representatives of another community organization.

v) Staten Island
23 of the 619 surveys received came from Staten Island. Surveys came from a variety of zip

codes throughout the borough. Some respondents mention more than one zip code on their
surveys. The breakdown for Staten Island is listed in the following table.

Table 10: Staten Island Respondents by Zip Code and Neighborhood

Staten Island Zip Codes Neighborhood Total for Each Zip Code
10305, 10308, 10310, 10312 Old Town, South Beach, 4
Grasmere, Great Kills,
Eltingville, Arden Heights,
Huguenot, West Brighton,
Livingston
10303,10307, 10314 Howland Hook, Port 3
Ivory, Arlington, Old
Place, Mariners harbor,
Tottenville Beach, Travis,
Willowbrook, Westerleigh
10301, 10304, 10306 New Brighton, St. 2
George, Sunnyside,
Grymes Hill, Concord,
Todt Hill, Fox Hills,
Clifton, Stapleton, New
Dorp
10302, 10309, 10311, 10313 Port Richmond, EIm 1
Park, Rossville, Pleasant
Plains, Mount Loretto

Respondents listed the most frequently mentioned streets of concern in order from highest to
lowest. In Staten Island, the following streets are of greatest concern to respondents:

Edwards 22 March 2007
oK elcey



Truck Route Management and Community Impact Reduction Study
Technical Memo 5 - Public Involvement Program

Table 11: Staten Island Streets Most Frequently Cited by Respondents

Street Name Neighborhood Number of Respondents
Forest Avenue Old Place, Mariners Harbor, EIm 9
Park, West Brighton
Hylan Boulevard Grasmere, Old Town, New Dorp, 8
Bay Terrace
Richmond Avenue Graniteville, Heartland Village, 7
Eltingville
Victory Boulevard Tompkinsville, Grymes Hill, 6
Sunnyside, Westerleigh
Amboy Road Tottenville, Richmond Valley, 5
Huguenot, Great Kills, New Dorp
Richmond Terrace St. George, Livingston, Port 4
Richmond, Arlington, Port Ivory
Richmond Road Lighthouse Hill, Richmondtown, 4
Concord
Clove Road Sunnyside 4
Bay Street Tompkinsville, Stapleton, Clifton 2
Castleton Avenue Ward Hill, Randall Manor, Port 2
Richmond

Respondents were asked what types of trucks they withessed on the streets in their community.
Examples provided in the question included delivery vehicles, tractor-trailers, and sanitation
trucks. Of the Staten Island residents responding, 48% comment that all three types of trucks
used the streets in their communities. Also mentioned were construction equipment and trucks
carrying construction debris, and landscaping trucks.

When asked what time of day truck traffic was the heaviest, the greatest number of respondents
indicated that truck traffic was a concern all day long. The morning rush hour was the second
most common response, followed by the afternoon rush hour.

Of the 23 respondents in Staten Island, 70% think truck traffic contributes to dangerous
pedestrian conditions, 74% of respondents think truck traffic contributes to dangerous conditions
for other vehicles, 78% think truck traffic contributes to air pollution and 78% think truck traffic
contributes to noise pollution.

Survey respondents were asked to indicate whether or not trucks adhere to truck routes in their
community. 52% of respondents in Staten Island indicate that trucks do not adhere to truck
routes in their community. When asked about double-parked or idling trucks, 39% say trucks
double-park along community streets and 22% said truck idling is a problem along community
streets. This was by far the lowest percentage for all three questions in the five boroughs.
Regarding trucks off route, the range on the other four boroughs was 67% (Manhattan) to 79%
(Bronx). Brooklyn and Queens reported 78% and 74% (respectively) of trucks off-route. Staten
Island had the lowest percentage of respondents who witnessed double parking and idling.
Compared to Staten Island’s 39%, all of the other boroughs ranged from 60%-76%. Similar
results were seen with truck idling, as the other four boroughs ranged from 52% to 68%,
compared to 22% in Staten Island. Clearly, the more suburban nature of Staten Island is the
reason for these numbers. There is just more room for trucks to park.
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Respondents were questioned about major distribution facilities or industrial areas in their
commun