CHAPTER 40 - REPONSIVENESS SUMMARY (NEW CHAPTER)

40.1 Introduction

Both the Draft New SWMP and the DEIS were issued on October 22, 2004. Pursuant to
CEQR/SEQRA procedures, DSNY established a public comment period extending from October

22, 2004 to January 24, 2005, a total of 94 days. During the public comment period, between

December 1 and December 20, 2004, DSNY held 8 public hearings at which oral testimony was

received in each of the potential project areas where long term export facilities were proposed.

Additional written comments were accepted by mail, email and fax until the close of the

comment period. This section presents responses to all the public comments received. It is

organized as follows:

Section 40.2 provides an index of comments received, both orally during the public
hearings, or written, by source, organization and/or individual. The index refers the
reader to the numbered comment where a response is provided. Because numerous
comments were received on the same issue, the comments stated in this section
condense and distill the submitted comments, while stating the essence of the
commentator’s question. A verbatim compendium of all the comments received in
the form of transcripts of testimony at the pubic hearings and written comments
submitted is provided in Appendix G to this FEIS.

Section 40.3 contains comments and responses, organized into the following major
categories:

- Section 40.3.1 lists general comments organized by the following topics: Facility

Capacity and Design, Alternatives Analysis, Waste Reduction and Recycling,
Enhanced Public Participation, Borough Self-sufficiency, Public Health, Odor,
Air Quality, Traffic, SWMP Process and Objectives, and Costs.

Section 40.3.2 list site-specific comments and is organized by borough and by site
within each borough.

Section 40.3.3 provides comments by Involved Agencies, inclusive of: (i)
comments from NYSDEC, NYCDOT, and NYCDPR; and (ii) comments received
by the City Planning Commission during the ULURP application review process.

Section 40.3.4 contains comments from the Commercial Waste Management
Study and includes: (i) a subsection containing an undated report from OWN that
followed publication of this Study in March of 2004 and a subsection containing
DSNY’s response to that report; and (ii) comments received during the DEIS
public comment period.
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- Section 40.3.5, Transfer Transport and Disposal Plan, is a report prepared in

response to a request from NYSDEC during its review of the draft Part 360
Permits to provide information on the intermodal transfer, barge and/or rail
transport, and disposal requirements for handling containerized waste from the
Converted MTSs. This report also addresses comments on this topic received
during the public comment process.

Section 40.3.6 describes the enhanced public participation program that DSNY
conducted during the public comment process. This program was implemented in
all the potential project areas where public hearings were conducted. The
information in this section is supplemented with examples of materials used in
conducting this outreach program.
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40.2 Comment Index

Index of Oral Comments at DEIS Hearings

See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
Staten Island | Councilman Oddo 1. The Staten Island TS should only accept 360
waste from Staten Island.
2. Trucks should utilize major roads instead of | 361
local streets to get to the TS
Councilman McMahon 1. Borough-based self sufficiency is critical. 45
2. Completion of the rail connection. 362
3. The Staten Island transfer station must only 360
take waste from Staten Island.
4. Where will the waste go? 70
Barbara Warren OWN, Zero 1. Why should waste be handled by private 102
Waste companies, if costs have risen?
2. Analysis of costs and terms of the contracts | 103
is needed.
3. Plan needs to address alternatives 8
4. Support the 70% recycling goal. 9
5. Create industries that use waste. 10
6. Need new composting facilities. 11
7. Manhattan needs a more adequate waste 44
infrastructure.
8. The 59" Street MTS should allow 305
containerization.
9. There are no concrete plans for reducing 2*
capacity of private waste TSs
10. SWMP is vague and needs more detail on 71
Zero Waste.
11. Why don’t the MTSs have compacting 3
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Index of Oral Comments at DEIS Hearings

See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
capability?
12. The Staten Island transfer station should not | 363
be operated by a private entity.
13. State-of-the-art waste processing systems 364
should be included in the SI TS.
John Arntzen ACTA Maritime | 1. Support of the marine system 72
Development
Corporation
Helen Bialer Staten Island 1. SWMP failed to address alternatives. 8
Citizens for
Clean Air
Joe Valentin 1. SWMP needs to address better ways to 12
recycle and add materials.
Nick Dmytryszyn 1. Borough-based self sufficiency is critical. 45
2. Plan must clearly state that Fresh Kills won’t | 73
reopen.
3. Trucks should use the streets of Travis, and 361
utilize internal landfill roads.
Greenpoint, | Alison Hirsh Assemblyman 1. SWMP is a step forward towards borough 45
Brooklyn Vito Lopez self sufficiency.
2. Unacceptable to have both sites remain open. | 131
3. SWMP does not discuss closure of the
commercial waste sites. 79
4. DEIS says that the 2 sites will process waste
that Greenpoint MTS is processing, but MTS | 131
has not operated in five years.
5. If either of the 2 sites are chosen there would
need to be mitigation measures. 132
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Index of Oral Comments at DEIS Hearings

See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
6. Would like a community advisory board.
133
Joseph Lentol State 1. Opposed to opening of any private transfer 134
Assemblyman stations in CB1. Should be in other areas.
2. Needs an environmental review that looks at | 81
cumulative impacts.
Diana Reina City Council 1. Concentrations of waste transfer stations in 134
member Williamsburg, Greenpoint and the South
Bronx are discriminatory.
2. The EIS must account for true impacts, not 81
just geographic proximity.
3. Need continued community involvement. 133
Ana Zak State Senator 1. Will not support the plan unless there is 134
Martin Dilan reduction of waste in the community.
2. Unfair to have two transfer stations in the 131, 134
community when others could open.
Judd Schechtman Borough 1. Brooklyn has been shouldering the burden of | 135
President Marty waste for years.
Markowitz 2. Requires certainty that Manhattan’s MTSs 135
open, and that there is a decline in receipt of
Manhattan’s waste.
3. Need commercial haulers to utilize the MTSs, | 136
then a phased shut-down of land-based
stations.
4. City should enforce regulations at the existing | 83
facilities, and ensure that DSNY’s facilities
also operate under stringent standards.
5. One marine or rail facility, not two would be
acceptable. 131
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Index of Oral Comments at DEIS Hearings

See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
Ray Kairys Chairman of 1. Community is overburdened by land-based 134
OUTRAGE transfer stations, resulting in traffic, air, odor
and noise pollution.
2. SWMP must permanently reduce commercial | 79, 131
and residential waste processed in the
community. Any expansion of capacity must
have an offset.
3. Manhattan must handle its own waste. 45
4. Open the Brooklyn MTSs before any of the 136
alternatives to reduce waste in the
neighborhood as quickly as possible.
5. Opposed to the opening of two private 131
facilities in Williamsburg/Greenpoint.
6. Need dedicated ingress and egress from 132
highways.
7. Traffic impacts from Kosciusko Bridge must | 137
be considered.
8. Wants a community advisory group. 133
Deborah Masters Chair or CB1 1. CB1 handles 45% of waste, which results in 138
Environmental health concerns to the community.
Committee 2. There are many questions which need to be 139
answered to make the process work.
3. The community wants to be involved in the 133
decision-making process.
4. Health issues are a concern. 140
5. The permit applications must include an 140
analysis of PM ;5 and H,S.
6. Any facility must be equipped with the best 141
particulate controls.
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Index of Oral Comments at DEIS Hearings

See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
7. Issues related to trucking are the major 132
concern: emissions, vehicle speed and
accidents, etc.
8. Impact of major local projects was not 132
considered in the DEIS.
9. DSNY trucks must stagger deliveries. 142
10. Questions regarding dredging of Newtown 143
Creek.
11. If BFI is chosen, what is the plan to 144
minimize congestion in Harlem River Rail
Yards?
12. What are the alternative plans in case of 145
breakdowns?
13. Recommendations for house-keeping of the | 146
facility.
Sister Veronica 1. The high number of trucks is a real problem 132
Hammond in the neighborhood.
2. Its an injustice that Manhattan sends its waste | 135
elsewhere.
3. There should be no more than one transfer 131
station in this neighborhood.
4. The traffic on Metropolitan Avenue is a 132
problem.
Delia Lopez 1. Odors are a problem in the neighborhood. 147
Shannon Stone Waste 1. Need aggressive advancement of waste 8
Prevention prevention, reuse and recycling.
Coalition 2. There are no details on how to achieve the 9
70% recycling goal.
3. Draft SWMP omits the waste prevention 14
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Index of Oral Comments at DEIS Hearings

See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
coordinators programs.
4. The title of Chapter 2 of the SWMP omits the | 15
word “reuse”.
5. A waste characterization study should be 16
conducted every five years.
6. SWMP needs much more education on waste | 17
prevention, reuse and recycling programs.
7. In favor of annual HHW collection days, but
recommend additional items for collection. 18
8. Reuse is more cost effective than landfilling.
12
Guido Cianciotta 1. There are too many transfer stations in the 45
neighborhood. All of the MTSs should be
opened, to ease the burden.
2. The traffic on Metropolitan Ave. is too heavy. | 132
3. The heavy traffic, opening two TSs and two
garages in one area is too much. 131
Theresa Cianciotta Concerned 1. Concern with air quality, traffic, noise and 132,131
Citizens of rats from all of the additional trucking. The
Whithers Street new garage on Varick will bring even more
and the area trucks into the area.
block 2. The commercial trucks aren’t properly 132
association covered and don’t stay on truck routes.
3. We don’t want 2 transfer stations. 131
Rebecca White North Brooklyn | 1. We want our fair share; not all of the waste. 131
Greens Existing stations must be closed.
2. The number one goal is a permanent 134
reduction in waste handling capacity.
3. An MTS should be sited in lower Manhattan. | 135
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Index of Oral Comments at DEIS Hearings

See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
4. Trucks need to avoid residential streets. 132
5. DEIS is erroneous to say there are no 138
negative health impacts.
6. Waste prevention is key. 12
7. Need to reduce emissions of waste vehicles. 10*
Laura Hoffmann Barge Park Pals | 1. Need a net reduction of solid waste handling | 134
in the community.
2. City must choose only one facility for the 131
area.
3. If the BFI facility is chosen, DSNY must 148
ensure it is state-of-the-art.
4. Manhattan must have its own MTS. 45
5. The Greenpoint MTS must not open. 149
6. Community involvement is needed for 149
disposition of the Greenpoint MTS site.
7. Communities affected by the SWMP facilities | 80
should receive amenities.
8. The EIS must consider the Cross Harbor 137
project impacts.
9. The Williamsburg/Greenpoint rezoning may | 137
affect the SWMP.
10. Truck traffic must stay off residential 132
streets.
Carlotta Giglio 1. Truck traffic on Metropolitan is unbearable. | 132
2. The traffic noise affects the school on (or 150
near) Metropolitan
3. The truck rumbling has caused cracks in 132
some area homes.
Alison Cordero St. Nicholas 1. Need a reduction in waste facilities in the 134, 131
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Index of Oral Comments at DEIS Hearings

See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
Church neighborhood.
2. Need a fair share of facilities. 45
3. Clean fill transfer stations need to be 4*
addressed.
4. We have nonconforming uses which are 151
affected by the private transfer stations.
5. Wants one facility, not two. 151
6. Community needs mitigation and 80
compensation.
7. Use of green trucks at the new garage facility. | 82
8. Need a community advisory board. 133
9. Continue with waste prevention. 12
Dr. Edward Fishkin Medical 1. Concerned with the truck traffic, and its 152
Director of affect on asthma rates.
Woodhull 2. Need fair share of facility distribution. 45
Hospital
Carina Sciangola 1. Take the trucks off the street and barge the 132
waste.
2. Need better odor controls, monitoring and 141, 132
enforcement.
Dominick Sciangola 1. Need a reduction in the number of transfer 131, 134
stations, and a cap on capacity.
2. More enforcement of existing laws. 2*
3. Must reduce truck traffic. 132
David Yassky City Council 1. This CD needs relief from waste transfer; 134
member offsets for any new facility.
2. All MTSs must open. 135
Evelyn Cruz Congresswoman | 1. Must permanently reduce land-based 131
Valezquez facilities, and address their closure.
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Index of Oral Comments at DEIS Hearings

See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
2. Must have borough self-sufficiency. 45
3. The waste transfer stations and clustering of | 134
other facilities is damaging the environment
and health.
4. Must have a tonnage offset. 131
5. Commercial waste should be handled at all 5*
MTSs.
6. DSNY must evaluate the private land-based 79
transfer stations and regulations.
7. Enforcement needs to be stepped up. 83
The Bronx Paula Laura Kaplan Bronx Borough | 1. Approval of several key aspects of the Plan. 45,110, 5*
President 2. DEIS inadequately analyzes HRY and 132™ | 111
Adolfo Carrion Street site.
3. Need a comparative assessment between the | 112
two sites.
4. DEIS failed to analyze PM ,5 at 132™ Street | 113
5. Barge-to-rail would contradict the fair share 114
objectives of the plan.
6. The plan fails to identify disposal sites. 70
7. How will the 70% recycling rate be achieved? | 9
8. Waste reduction is inadequately addressed. 12
9. The DEIS undervalues the correlation 49
between diesel fumes and asthma.
10. The DEIS fails to analyze the impact on the | 115
redevelopment in Port Morris.
11. The impacts to Randalls Island must be 116
addressed.
12. While not part of the proposed plan, the 117
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Index of Oral Comments at DEIS Hearings

Hearing

Location Speaker/Author Representing

Summary of Issues

See
Comment
Number

DEIS makes statements about the South
Bronx MTS impacts which are not true.

13. The DEIS states that the existing MTS

would remain standing, which contradicts the
Hunts Point Vision Plan.

117

George Torres

Council member
Jose Serrano

-

. The plan is vague.
. Both facilities should not be receiving waste,

only one.

. Is the development of an intermodal facility

at HRY a reality?

118
118

119

Marion Feinberg

Carlos Alicea

. Exporting waste will impose environmental

burdens on other communities.

. It is disingenuous to say there is no permit

expansion, since a permit expansion just took
place.

. Need to implement more reuse and recycling

programs.

. The plan includes a South Bronx staging area,

so waste from other boroughs will come to
the Bronx.

. Manhattan waste will go to the incinerator in

Newark, and this is an unhealthy strategy to
dispose of waste.

. The 20-year plan will guarantee a lot of

money to private corporations, and
specifically to Waste Management.

. Poor and nonwhite depressed communities

will bear the environmental impacts.

. There is no cohesive plan for zero waste.

84

120

114

84, 85

84

37

71

Solid Waste Management Plan
FEIS

40-12

April 2005



Index of Oral Comments at DEIS Hearings

See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number

9. Cannot support a plan that gives waste 121
control to Waste Management

10. The plan claims to be fair but locations of 37
facilities are all in areas of low-income.

11. When the East 91% Street MTS doesn’t get | 45
built, where will the waste go?

12. It is not fair that the waste goes to landfills 37
also sited in poor communities.

13. There is an odor problem at the Waste 121
Management facility.

14. There is insufficient rail capacity out of 121
HRY and the City. Waste will back up.

Harry J. Bubbins 1. A capacity expansion was allowed, and a full | 111, 120

EIS was not done.

2. If CB1 is to get all of the waste, there needs 80, 122
to be mitigation and benefits to the
community.

3. There should be a local neighborhood 122
advisory council.

4. There should be a barge option in additionto | 127
rail.

5. The two proposed facilities occupy much of 123
the waterfront; access is needed where space
IS not utilized.

6. City should look at initiatives to pressure 19
companies to reduce packaging; reduce
waste generated.

7. Biodiesel should be looked at to reduce 82

emissions.
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Index of Oral Comments at DEIS Hearings

See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
Silkia Martinez 1. All of these facilities are put in low-income 37
communities.
2. The facility will affect the asthma rates. 49
3. The Hunts Point community has 15 stations 124
and doesn’t need any more.
Marta Rodriguez Sustainable 1. In favor of the MTS or the alternatives if 124
South Bronx private land-based transfer facilities close.
2. How can there be no impacts from all these 113
facilities?
Elena Conte Sustainable 1. Need to aggressively pursue zero waste. 12
South Bronx 2. Need to reduce the putrescible waste capacity | 124
in the Bronx to 4,000 tpd, by closing land-
based stations.
3. Need to strictly adhere to borough self- 124
sufficiency.
4. Willing to accept fair share of waste if 125
operation of facilities is improved.
5. Host community benefits are needed for areas | 122
accepting the facility.
6. Opening a new facility needs to be done at 124
the same time as closure of land-based
facilities.
7. City should develop a community advisory 86
group.
8. Only one company should get Bronx waste. 118
9. The proposed intermodal facility in the 119,114

Harlem River Yard needs to be discussed.
This facility violates borough self-
sufficiency, and is unacceptable.
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Index of Oral Comments at DEIS Hearings

See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
10. How can it be that the intermodal facility is | 114
not subject to environmental review?
11. The DEIS refers to previous studies but 111
doesn’t provide an analysis of current
impacts.
12. None of the historical studies have 111
examined off-site impacts; it needs a full
analysis.
13. New truck traffic on Bruckner and Barry is | 112
not analyzed. Changing the traffic signal will
not mitigate the problem.
14. Need more controls on existing facilities. 121
15. The environmental impacts of transfer 79
station siting and operational regulations
need to be assessed as part of the SWMP.
Sharon Josin 1. We are suffering from the current conditions | 124
in the South Bronx.
2. NYC needs to be more creative in waste 87
management.
3. The quality of life needs to be considered. 123
Timothy J. W. Logan Consumer 1. Only the MTSs are discussed in the SWMP. 87
Policy Institute 2. Diversion strategies are needed. 8,9
of Consumers 3. Zero waste was dismissed. 12
Union. 4. There is no detail on how to get to the 70% 9
and 35% diversion rates.
Timothy Logan for Bronx SWAB 1. Support of waste export by barge or rail. 72
Yolanda Gonzalez 2. Need a comparative environmental analysis 112
of the two sites.
3. Concern with HRY as an intermodal site, 114

Solid Waste Management Plan

FEIS

40-15

April 2005



Index of Oral Comments at DEIS Hearings

See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
taking waste from other boroughs.
4. Supports the transfer station in Manhattan. 126
5. Supports the composing projects and 71
recycling goals but wants details.
6. City should develop borough-based recycling | 20
industrial parks.
7. Need greater attention on food waste 11
composting.
8. SWMP needs to address commercial waste 9
prevention and recycling.
9. Increased transfer station revenues need to be | 88
dedicated to commercial prevention and
recycling programs.
10. SWMP needs to investigate commercial 5*
waste franchising.
11. City should pursue local EPR legislation. 21
12. City support for expansion of the State’s 12
bottle bill is needed.
13. Plastic packaging needs to be addressed. 12
14. Anaerobic digestion should be pursued, not | 87
types of incineration.
Review Jerel Klue Council member | 1. SWMP will add more traffic to already 352
Avenue, Eric Gioia crowded streets.
Queens 2. We don’t want facilities to affect the 354
waterfront.
Joe Conley Chairperson of 1. Truck traffic is already a big problem. 352
Queens CB2 2. The Plan will affect revitalization of the area. | 354
Joseph Ruzalski United 40s 1. Plan will cause traffic problems on Review 353
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Index of Oral Comments at DEIS Hearings

See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
Civic Avenue, Greenpoint Avenue; too much
Association and congestion, too many projects.
CB5
Dorothy Morehead Chair of . Problems with trucks, resulting in LIC having | 352, 355
Environmental worst air pollution in the City.
Committee of . Truckers don’t stay on truck routes, and 355
CB2 travel on regular streets.
. The siting is disastrous; should transport by 353
rail.
Don McCallian Member of . Truck traffic is currently horrendous; 48" 352
United 40s Street, 43" Street, 39" Street and Review
Ave. cannot take more traffic.
Gertrude McDonald . Streets cannot withstand heavy trucking. 352
. Is the City paying attention to our problems? | 356
Hamilton Fred Xuereb . Manhattan facilities won’t be built, resulting | 154
Avenue in trucks coming to Brooklyn.
. There are trains in Bay Ridge Yards now, 155
with waste protruding from the cars.
. Why does Sunset Park get all of the barge 158
facilities, when other areas, like the Arthur
Kill could be utilized?
. The DEP or EPA should be involved with 171
assurances on idling trucks.
Nancy Walby Brooklyn . The Plan for moving waste by barge or rail 72
SWAB from enclosed facilities is a good one.
. How can the community be assured that 159
Hugo Neu’s operation will be clean?
. Concern with truck queuing on Hamilton 162
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See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
Avenue.

. Concern with enforcement of air, noise and 162
traffic pollution.

. SWMP is not aggressive enough in plans for | 8
composting and recycling.

Felecia Campasano Board President . What type of waste will be in the containers; | 155
of Bay Ridge how many trains and barges?
Towers . What happens if it is snowing or icy? 155

. What guarantee is there that the containers 155
will be sealed?

David Rizutto Property . How can there be no need for an 156
manager of the environmental study for an intermodal yard?
Towers of Bay . Where does the waste that is currently on the | 155
Ridge rails under the building come from?

. How frequently will the barges take the 155
containers away?

Antonia Smith . How will waste at 65™ Street be transferred? | 155

. How can we be assured the containers will be | 155
enclosed?

. How many trucks and trains will be moving 155
in the area?

. Have surveys been performed of the building | 156
structure to ensure that the train traffic won’t
damage the buildings?

. How can be we sure that there won’t be noise | 156
or odor impacts?

. We are concerned with an increase in rodents. | 155

Nicole Tai Chair of . How much money will be put into fixing the | 162
Sanitation streets?
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Index of Oral Comments at DEIS Hearings

See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
committee for 2. How can we be assured that trucks won’t be | 162
CB7 using alternate routes?
3. Locating four facilities in the neighborhood is | 164
an overburden. Has the EIS addressed the
cumulative impacts of all four?
4. We did not receive the SWMP or any of the 165
appendices to the DEIS.
5. Is there potential for the 52" Street barge 157
staging area to be a source of traffic?
6. Will the 65™ Street intermodal yard be a 155
source of traffic?
7. If the Manhattan facilities don’t open, will all | 154
the trucks go to Brooklyn?
8. When will the Hugo Neu facility open? 159
9. More is needed on waste prevention, 12
recycling and reuse.
10. There is no mention of many facilities that 12
accept recyclables.
11. There is no mention of the cost of waste 9,17
prevention initiatives. No legislation.
Gloria Flora Nicolich 1. The Sunset Park area has become a dumping | 164
ground, home to all types of detrimental
facilities.
2. The community does not want the facility 159
because it will bring traffic, vermin, and
pollution to the area.
Edward Wade 1. There is concern that the Hamilton Ave. 163

facility will have more trucks than East 91"
Street, so will be open longer.
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See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
. The SWMP says that Manhattan recyclables | 160
will be trucked to Brooklyn.
. Hamilton Avenue will be crowded with 163
trucks from every Borough.
. No other CD is getting four facilities, only 164
CD7.
. Why are there to be two truck weighing 160
stations at the 30" Street pier, if there are no
trucks?
. Concerning 52™ Street, why build a 500-ft 157
long, 60-ft wide pier, to tie up a barge?
. The 65" street rail yard has no cranes, so how | 155
can the containers get off the barge?
. The containers from Hamilton Ave. will be 160
trucked to 65" Street, creating a lot of traffic.
Timothy Logan OWN, NYC . The DEIS fails to examine siting regulations | 79
Zero Waste and phasing out of truck-based facilities.
Campaign, . The findings of no significant adverse 166
Consumer impacts did not take into account the
Policy Institute Gowanus redecking or the plan for closure of
land-based transfer stations.
. There are conflicting numbers for truck trips | 160
for the Hugo Neu site.
. Only about one-third of Brooklyn should be | 160
going to Hugo Neu by truck...the rest should
be barged.
. SWMP needs more on reuse, recycling and 8,12
composting.
. SWMP fails to address zero waste. 12
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See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
7. Manhattan needs to deal with its own waste. | 45
8. 70% diversion goal provides no detail. 9
9. More discussion is needed on composting. 13
10. Commercial waste and C&D streams need 9
to be addressed in terms of diversion.
11. Commercial waste franchising should be 5*
investigated.
12. City should pursue local EPR legislation. 21
13. SWMP should support the State’s bottle bill. | 12
14. Policy is needed to address plastics.
15. Alternative technologies should not include | 12
combustion; anaerobic digestion should be 87
pursued.
Dyhalma Anaya Youth organizer | 1. Open the barge-fed MTS, and close the 166
at UPROS transfer station on 50" Street.
Irene Shen UPROS 1. Concerned with the truck traffic in the 154
neighborhood.
2. Need to close land-based stations, and open 154
the Manhattan facilities.
Jeremy Laufer District 1. Under this SWMP, waste will go from 47
Manager of CB7 Manhattan to Brooklyn, but not the other
way around.
2. No other CD is asked to host four facilities. 164
3. Never received notification of ULURP 165
certification.
4. Need an EIS for the 52™ Street staging area 156
and the 65™ Street Intermodal yard.
5. Need to address the cumulative impact of all | 164

these facilities in the neighborhood.
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See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
. The land-based facility in the area is too close | 2*
to people’s homes.
. The 25 trucks coming to Hugo Neu seems too | 160
low a number.
. The replacement of the drawbridge will occur | 166
at the same time as the MTS will come on
line. What will the impact be?
Chaplain Viviania . Plans for Sunset Park indicate no barges and | 167
Hernandez cleaner air. This conflicts with the SWMP.
. Not fair to have four facilities in Sunset Park. | 164
. Each borough must recycle its own 47
recyclables.
. Community Development revitalization 167
project, 197A is in direct opposition to the
SWMP.
. There will be construction impacts during 167
park development which are not taken into
account.
. The area has deteriorated roadbeds and 162
antiquated infrastructure.
. Traffic congestion already results in air 162
pollution.
Judd Schechtman Borough . Hugo Neu facility will burden the area. 164
President Marty . CDs 6 and 7 already handle more than their 164
Markowitz fair share of waste.
. Brooklyn will get more facilities than any 168
other borough.
. Require assurances that any planned facilities | 168

operate under the strictest environmental
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standards.

5. The plan must be undertaken in its entirety; 154
Manhattan facilities must open.
6. Must guarantee offset in the total amount of 166
waste handled. Close 50" Street and 577
Court Street facilities.
7. Reduce truck traffic; use marine facilities. 162
8. Gansevoort Street facility must open. 154
9. Must coax the commercial haulers to utilize 5*
the Converted MTSs.
10. Best practices must be utilized to eliminate | 170
fugitive debris at the MTS.
11. Would like the Hugo Neu facility totally 159
enclosed and preferably containerized.
12. What will happen to the 20% of material 161
considered residue at Hugo Neu?
13. Don’t want floatables in the harbor. 159
14. Need effective regulation of private 2*
facilities.
15. Need a citizen enforcement system. 162
16. Want host community compensation. 168
Leonard Silver 1. Why can’t the facilities be sited in areas 164
where there are no residents?
North Shore | Robert LoPinto Chair, CB7 1. More emphasis on waste prevention is 12
Environmental needed.
committee and 2. The CD already has a number of facilities, 345

Queens SWAB

including the MTS and a garage for another
CD.
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3. Where will the waste go? 70
4. There may be concern about the height of the | 346
building from the Port Authority’s
perspective.
5. Traffic is a major issue; mitigation is needed. | 347
Victor Ross Transportation 1. Congestion is heavy at Linden Place. 347
Chair for CB7 2. College Point Boulevard should be avoided. 348
3. Recent traffic studies should be reviewed as 349
there have been many changes.
Crystal Feng 1. Will the truck routes be the same as they 350
previously were?
Southwest Domenic M. Recchia NYC Council 1. The facility will handle much more traffic 173
Brooklyn member than claimed.
2. The amount of commercial waste is 174
underestimated.
3. Request that a new traffic analysis be added. | 173
4. City needs a better system for commercial 3*
waste.
5. Need means of increasing recycling, and 12,87
developing new technologies.
6. Concern with impacts on the marine lifeand | 175
the marina. Cannot have a negative effect on
the marina’s business.
Bill Colton Assembly 1. The goals are basically a positive step. 72
member 2. Need more creative ways to deal with waste. | 87
3. Concerns with traffic; are the projections 173
realistic?
4. Traffic patterns vary considerably by season. | 173

Solid Waste Management Plan

FEIS

40-24




Index of Oral Comments at DEIS Hearings

See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
Need greater assurance on traffic patterns.
5. Concern with impact of dredging upon water | 176
quality and upon marine life.
6. What will be done with the dredged material? | 177
Further study is needed.
7. Concern with impacts on the marina during 178
construction and operation.
8. Impacts on the amusement park. 179
9. Concerned with odors, traffic and noise if 180
volume of waste is greater than anticipated.
10. Concern that the MTS will receive 181
additional volume of waste.
11. Where will the commercial waste be coming | 174
from, and what incentives will the private
carters be receiving?
12. Concern with private trucks traveling on 182
residential streets.
13. Need assurances that quality of life in the 182
area will not be affected.
Adeline Michaels Chair or 1. Glad that the incinerator is being taken down, | 85
Concerned but how can another be built upstate?
Citizens of 2. Should promote innovative technologies. 87
Bensonhurst 3. Close incinerators in Nassau Co. and Newark, | 87
and find new technologies.
Bryan Thomas 1. Plans for the MTS encroach onto Bay 41° 183
Gagliano Street and onto the marina property.
2. Requested that City protect the marina’s 178
seawall form tugboat and barge traffic.
3. Concern with other impacts to the marina 178
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users.
Marisol Ponte- 1. Concerned with air quality. 184
Greenberg 2. If the project is environmentally-friendly, 184
why did Bay Ridge reject it?
Peter Gaudiuso 1. Concerned with the increase in traffic 173
especially from Bay Parkway to Caesar’s
Bay.
2. Will every single truck be checked by an 6
authority?
3. Was the odor study undertaken during the 185
heat of the summer? How can we be assured
there will be no odors?
4. How will runoff from the site be handled? 186
5. Concern with noise and how containers will 187
be handled.
Stanley Lave 1. It’s a bad idea to build a waste processing 188
facility in a residential area.
Judd Schechtman Borough 1. Brooklyn is taking on too many burdens. 189
President Marty | 2. Must have assurances that the facilities will 189
Markowitz. operate with least community impact.
3. If Brooklyn takes more than its fair share, it 80
must be compensated.
4. Support won’t be given if Manhattan sites 45
don’t get built.
5. Should work with the community to 189
minimize impacts.
6. Enforcement needs to be enhanced. 83
7. Needs guarantee that DSNY follows its own | 83
regulations.
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8. Borough self-sufficiency is critical. 45
Mark Treyger 1. The incinerator operated without a permit. 188
2. Traffic impacts will not be insignificant. 173
3. Noise will be a problem as trucks hit the 182
potholes at night.
4. If there are any odor problems, the facility 185
will be forced to close.
5. Truck idling will be a problem in terms of 190
emissions and noise.
6. Need to ensure that marina will not be 175
affected.
Sidney Schatzman 1. Traffic will be a problem. There are 173
bottlenecks at Nelly Bly, Kohls, and the
problem will be unbearable.
2. Wants a study monitoring traffic 24 173
hours/day for 2 to 4 weeks.
East 91° | Liz Krueger New York State | 1. Where will vehicles be diverted to avoid 238
Street Senator queuing?
2. What alternative sites were examined as an 206
alternative to East 91* Street?
3. The residential character and presence of 206
Asphalt Green make 91 Street an
inappropriate location.
4. The DEIS fails to examine the impact of the 1
maximum operational capacity.
5. The facility would receive 469 vehicles, not 207

the 130 projected, which would result in more
than 3.5 minutes turn-around time.
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6. There will be queuing of trucks, idling, and 207
this will create traffic congestion, noise, and a
health risk to public health.
7. The plan was chosen long before the impact 12
statement was ever undertaken.
8. City should support the bottle bill, promote 12
recycling and decrease the waste stream
Assemblyman Holmes Towers- | 1. Residents of Holmes and Isaacs Development | 208
Jonathan Bing Stanley lIsaacs will be negatively impacted. Location of the
Housing MTS will be a danger to the health and safety
of residents.
2. Hundreds of truck trips per day will impact 207
the neighborhood.
3. If the site is reactivated, the rats, noise and 209
odors will be worse than before due to the
increase capacity of the converted facility.
4. There will be a decrease in air quality and an | 49
increased risk of asthma.
Assemblyman  Scott | West side and 1. The MTS shouldn’t be sited in a residential 206
Stringer Clinton neighborhood; it should be in a
community commercially-zoned area.
2. Should not put 12,000 children using Asphalt | 49
Green at risk.
3. There is far less traffic in the neighborhood 209
today, since the MTS closed.
4. Come up with a real master plan for the entire | 74
City, working with community groups.
Assembly member 1. DEIS claims there will be no significant 206

Peter Grannis

adverse impact on the community.
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2. The 4 MTSs dropped from the plan were 210
dropped because they were in residential
communities, yet this is a residential
community too.
3. Failure to address waste reduction strategies. | 8, 12
4. Expand usage of garbage grinders. 13
5. Trucks will be lining up on York Ave., and 207
won’t be accommodated on the ramp, adding
to traffic issues.
6. The ramp to the facility should not be 216
covered.
Eve Moskowitz City Council 1. The MTS is a bad idea for many reasons. 206
2. Need to find a collective solution to waste 74
disposal
3. The DEIS doesn’t take into account the real 207
picture.
Jessica Lappin Speaker Gifford | 1. Opposed to the East 91% Street site 206
Miller 2. Favors use of marine system for waste 72
removal.
3. Zoning should matter; MTS can’t open in a 206
residential area.
4. New MTS will take 2 to 4 times what it used | 209, 1
to take; how can that have no impact?
5. Truck traffic will significantly impact York 207
avenue.
6. DEIS fails to address the negative impact of | 211
the MTS on local parks.
7. More sensible alternatives exist for 212

Manhattan’s waste.

Solid Waste Management Plan
FEIS

40-29

April 2005



Index of Oral Comments at DEIS Hearings

See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
Micah Kellner Congresswoman | 1. This is the only MTS planned for a 206
Carolyn residential neighborhood.
Maloney, 14" 2. The DEIS contains significant flaws that 213
Congressional reflect deference to political concerns.
District 3. The DEIS does not reflect the true impacts 206
on air quality, traffic patterns, pediatric
health, open space and public health.
4. The rates of asthma are among the highest in | 214
the U.S.
5. Neighborhood was very different when the 209
facility was first built.
6. DSNY’s siting rules do not permit a private | 211
transfer station within 400-ft of a park.
7. No justification is given for why this site is 206
suitable.
8. The DEIS doesn’t consider an analysis of the | 1, 209
facility at full capacity.
9. The DEIS fails to address the impacts of 215
demolition of the existing facility,
particularly on Asphalt Green.
10. The DEIS fails to analyze odor impactson | 211
recreational facilities.
11. The DEIS inadequately describes the 216
dimensions and appearance of the new MTS,
and its impact.
12. Having an MTS in each borough results in | 46
impacts to this residential community.
Rick Muller Manhattan 1. Opposed to this facility in densely residential | 206, 211
Borough neighborhood.
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President C. 2. The DEIS analyzes for less than half of the 215
Virginia Fields capacity.
3. Access to the facility cuts through Asphalt 216
Green, and this is not adequately addressed.
4. DEIS needs to analyze air quality and noise 217
of commercial vehicles.
5. Disclose why East 91% Street was selected, 210
but not West 135™ Street.
6. Manhattan SWAB identified 4 additional 218
sites in Manhattan which were not suitable;
these sites should be evaluated as well as the
four sites in the CWMS.
Jackie Ludorf CB8 1. DEIS analysis is at a lesser capacity than the | 215
Chair of the intended design.
Environmental 2. Inadequate analysis of alternatives. 210, 211
and Sanitation 3. DEIS lacks a comprehensive cost/benefit 104
Committee analysis.
4. What are the details of the traffic analyses 219
performed?
5. What is the impact to delivery trucks? 211
6. No mention of odors from trucks. 220
7. While businesses that generate waste are 221
located in CB8, the people come from all
over the City.
8. Noise will be an issue. 222
9. Will diesel trucks be transporting waste from | 221
other areas?
Philip Opher 1. Clarify the definition of a buffer zone inthe | 211, 223
siting rules.
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2. Which zoning resolution will be utilized? 224
3. Public testimony from the Scoping hearings | 40
was not distributed to the public.
4. Responses to comments in the Scoping 40
document showed lack of understanding.
5. Facility will impact on ambulances. 225
6. Garbage is transferred better today, than in 75
the plan.
Marjorie Flanagin 1. Comments were dismissed from the last 215
Maclachlan hearing, and the DEIS misrepresents the true
impacts.
2. Site was improperly chosen. 206, 218
3. Asthma from diesel, rats, cockroaches and 206, 214
allergens is an issue. No one should have to
deal with these issues.
4. The plan pits trash trucks against school 207
children.
5. This plan threatens the parks and waterfront. | 211
Elaine Friedman 1. Environmental fairness does not mandate that | 46
a MTS be located in a densely populated
area.
2. The purported sophisticated odor control 57, 206
system will not mitigate health
consequences.
3. What will it be like with many, many trucks | 207
on streets?
Greg Costello 1. Siting is within 400 feet of a park or 211
residence.
2. Trucks should go to New Jersey. 229

Solid Waste Management Plan

FEIS

40-32

April 2005



Index of Oral Comments at DEIS Hearings

Hearing
Location

Speaker/Author

Representing

Summary of Issues

See
Comment
Number

3. Site was chosen for political reasons. 213
Council Member Gale | West side of 1. Would like commercial trucks to use 10*
Brewer Manhattan alternative fuels.
2. Doesn’t want all commercial or residential 226
waste in one place.
Tony Ard President of 1. The City’s planning has pitted one 74
Gracie Point neighborhood against another.
Community 2. Studies have been done at Columbia 212
Council University identifying alternatives that are
less destructive.
Carol Tweedy Executive 1. How can the facility be sited in Asphalt 206
Director of Green? It is a City asset.
Asphalt Green 2. Need an analysis of economic impacts at 211
Asphalt Green.
3. The facility conflicts with siting rules. 211
4. DEIS fails to analyze traffic on Saturdays, 211
odors on Asphalt Green.
5. Ramp construction will interfere with the 211
fields.
Richard G. Leland Attorney for 1. The DEIS, if submitted by a private 74
Gracie Point developer would not have been accepted as
Community complete.
Council 2. DEIS lacks information on where waste will | 70
go.
3. There is no evidence that the Plan makes 104
economic sense.
4. Underestimation of the true impacts and 215
capacity of the facility.
5. DSNY believes it is exempt from full and 41
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proper compliance with CEQRA.
Dr. E. Arthur 1. The DEIS was not objective; DSNY “cooked | 41
Livingston the books™.
2. The MTS will destroy the area. 209
Kathryn R. Edmunds 1. The study area for this project is three times 227
more populous as the next most populated
study area.

2. Much of the data in the DEIS is given as a 228
percentage, instead of as an actual number of
people affected.

3. The area is far too populated to accommodate | 227
the proposed MTS.

Kendall Christiansen Insinkerator 1. DEIS and SWMP failed to address food 13
waste diversion.

2. Food waste should be handled separately. 13

3. SWMP doesn’t even propose looking at what | 13
other cities are doing.

Evan Firestone 1. DEIS understates the affected community. 227

2. No other borough is affected by Manhattan’s | 229
current disposal of waste.

3. Real life data shows that there will be 209
impacts.

4. How can the ramp be widened? 230

5. The facility will create gridlock on the entire | 219
Upper East Side.

6. Commercial waste was not adequately 3*
studied.

7. There are alternative waterfront sites in 218
Manhattan.

40-34

Solid Waste Management Plan

FEIS

April 2005



Index of Oral Comments at DEIS Hearings

See
Hearing Comment
Location Speaker/Author Representing Summary of Issues Number
Neal Flomenbaum . The MTS will create serious adverse health 214, 206
impacts.
. The DEIS is seriously flawed. 213
. The MTS is a new facility, not a converted 209, 211
MTS.
. New MTS poses greater damage to health 214
than a nuclear reactor.
Benjamin Miller Columbia . The plan will be a significant environmental | 231
University and economic benefit.
School of . DEIS fails to address zoning for disposing of | 76
Engineering waste; City should not be dependent on
Center private landfill market.
. Landfill will be the most expensive 76, 77
alternative; the City should acquire capacity
within the State.
. Waste-to-energy is preferable. 77
Charles Emma . Randalls Island would be suitable for an 218
MTS.
Richard Marlin President of 535 . The MTS will create problems worse than 209
East 86™ Street there were previously.
Dr. Clifford Bluestein . The MTS will create major health risks. 214
Mary Fliegir Trustee of the . The MTS will create problems for our special | 232
Gil N. Brewer needs children.
School
Alice Konorezov . There were terrible odors when the MTS was | 209
previously opened.
. How will trucks get to the facility given the 207

tremendous congestion that exists?
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3. Increased traffic on the river is a hazard. 233
Heleen Brody Vice President 1. DSNY is ignoring its own siting rules. 211
of 180 East End | 2. Analyzed the MTS at only a portion of its 215
Tenants capacity.
Association 3. An analysis of odors on the parks was not 211
undertaken.
4. Does not advocate sending Manhattan’s 226
waste to other boroughs.
Timothy Logan Consumers 1. Disapproval of the plan without alternative 234
Union, New sites is unconscionable.
York City Zero | 2. Best available control technologies should be | 78
Waste utilized at all MTSs, including routing of
Campaign, and trucks.
Organization of | 3. There should be planned closure of truck- 79
Waterfront based facilities in conjunction with reopening
Neighborhoods of the MTSs.
4. Community mitigation programs need to be 80
included in the Plan.
5. Zero waste should be embraced. 12
Dr. Marjorie Clarke Manhattan 1. Consider an alternate vision for the ramp. 235
SWAB and 2. Evaluate the feasibility of a number of small | 81
Waste sites for recyclables and waste.
Prevention 3. Stagger shifts to avoid queuing. 78
Coalition of 4. As new trucks are purchased, they should use | 82
New York City alternative fuels.
5. The EIS should delineate cumulative 90
emissions in all parts of New York from the
no action alternative.
6. Strive for zero waste. 12
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Elizabeth Dobell Board of the 1. Opposed to the facility because it will affect | 211
Carl Schurz Carl Schurz Park.
Park
Association
Laurie Edelstein 1. Every other MTS is in an M-3 zone except 209
for East 91°' Street.
2. New zoning in the area. 224
3. Comments from the last hearing on West Nile | 50
virus and mosquitoes were not addressed.
4. Ramp traverses a part of the park for babies. | 230
Shannon Stone Co-chair of New | 1. Cost of landfilling will continue to rise; we 12
York City Sierra need to look at means of reducing the
Club’s Solid garbage problem.
Waste 2. DSNY should phase out its diesel trucks with | 82
Committee and cleaner fueled vehicles.
recording
secretary of
NYC Waste
Prevention
Coalition.
T. Gorman Reilly President of 1. Commends DSNY on its comprehensive and | 72
Civitas Citizens, responsible plan, and commitment to long-
Inc. range planning.
2. There does not appear to be any practical 235
Manhattan alternative, but the facility should
not be built until certain issues are addressed.
Judy Schenidier Ceded her time.
Dr. Roy Geronemus Clinical 1. The SWMP will create a public health crisis, | 49, 206

Professor at

especially for geriatric adults and very young
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New York children.
University . This site may have made sense decades ago, | 51
Medical Center but not now, because there will be
detrimental effects from diesel exhaust,
vermin, and neutralizing agents.
. Would like a review of Workers’ 52
Compensation Claims amongst Sanitation
workers in NYC.
. Environmental justice issues apply here as 36
well as the other areas of the City.
Barry Schneider Member of CB8 . The DEIS had a preconceived conclusion. 74
Mort Gerard Board member . The proposed action will have a significant 206
of 445 East 86" impact on a community service (Asphalt
Street Green), will impact on cultural resources.
Babette Bandler . Can’t have a conclusion that there is no 209
impact.
. There will be traffic impacts with the waste 207
vehicles and all of the bus traffic.
Andrew Racine Professor of . Concern with the health of the children in the | 51
Pediatrics area and diesel emissions
. Pulmonary physiology of children is different | 53
from adults. This is not taken into account in
the DEIS.
Note:

*See Comment number in Section 40.3.4.3 for this item.
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General Fazio, Christine A. Bar Association | 1. The Proposed Action needs to place higher priority 87
of the City of of reducing and reusing waste.
New York 2. Failed to provide a comparative economic analysis or | 104, 105
other solid waste management approaches.
3. Does not provide adequate alternatives for 89
management of commercial waste.
4. Include a project-wide analysis of impacts on the 90
environment (specifically air pollution from diesel
and barge exhaust), and alternatives that reduce air
emissions.
5. Include alternatives that increase recycling rates, etc. | 12
6. Rethink amending Local law 19. 22
7. Energy recovered from WTE should be available to 77
the planning unit.
8. Need details on costs of proposed plan. 106
9. SWMP should consider self-sufficiency. 76
10. Need details on Hugo Neu contract. 24
11. Consider ramifications over a 20-year period. 23
12. Need project-wide air impacts. 58
Christiansen, Kendall In SinkErator Refer to oral comments.
Biggs, Jeanette, also: 1. Support the SWMP; it will improve the quality of life | 72
Cheng, Lug-Ting; in all five boroughs.
Cotto, Liana;
Davis, Sherisse;
Garcia, Josefina;
Igbal, Farah;
Kairys, Elise,
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L., Mark (not legible);
Manniello, Angelo;
Phillips, Christopher;
Ramsay, Camieka;
Shiller, Eugene;
Tis, Danielle;
Zilber, Gregory
Byron, Joan Pratt Institute . Plan lacks substance on achieving the 70% recycling | 9
Center for goal.
Community & . Applaud fair share, but oppose the HRY barge-to-rail | 48
Environmental facility.
Development . Plan does not address recycling of commercial waste | 27
and C&D.
. DSNY should adopt Zero waste goals. 12
Konheim, Carolyn Konheim & . There is no assessment of cumulative traffic impacts | 62
Ketcham from all facilities.
. Analysis year omits consideration of approved 166
development which follows shortly after the year
2006.
. The traffic analysis method looks at each intersection | 63
in isolation.
. An analysis of turnaround time and queuing potential | 64
IS missing.
. The mitigation proposed can worsen conditions on 63
adjacent roads.
. There is no analysis of the commercial impacts. 64
. There is no discussion of the change in the flow of 28
paper.
. The reallocation of recyclables should be examined. 28
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9. Means to reduce needless commercial transfer 2*
stations is vague.

10. No discussion of separately collected paper that is 29
recycled.

11. Needs to be a discussion on how to attract 5*
commercial waste to the MTSs.

12.Need to discuss commercial traffic to the MTSs. 8*

13. Waste generation factors needed for reliable 93
projections are missing.

14. The economic impact analysis is missing. 104

15. There is no analysis of the hidden social costs of 107
transport.

16. There is no discussion of the alternative potential of | 108
the proposed sites.

17. Need a discussion on garbage disposals. 109

Lassalle, Yvonne 1. SWMP and DEIS fail to address all waste. 89

2. Documents at repositories were incomplete. 43

3. Need a complete assessment for sites not under 143
DSNY control.

4. DEIS fails to discuss existing impacts of the system. | 7*

5. No time frame given for mitigating burdens. 7*

6. Need detail on intermodal infrastructure. 97

7. Details needed rail yard required for Review Avenue. | 359

8. Discuss feasibility of ocean-going barges. 153

9. Assess the adequacy of intermodal transport 97
capacity.

10. Need details on costs provided. 104

11. Describe composting if Spring Creek doesn’t get 34
permitted.

Solid Waste Management Plan 40-41 April 2005

FEIS



Index of Written Comments on DEIS and Draft New SWMP

FEIS

See
Location of Written Comment Comment
Comment by: Representing Summary of Issues Number
12. Clarify relationship between recommendations in 98
the CWMS and the SWMP/DEIS.
13. Clarify compliance with DEC’s EJ policy. 39
14. Evaluate the impacts of making Manhattan’s 90
interim plan final.
15. Certain traffic impacts weren’t assessed. 99
16.Should have used data on actual operations. 100
17. Should provide methodology on truck counts. 68
18.CWMS comments to address. 1*
19. Information needed by CD. 68
20. No. of trucks differs between the permit application | 243
and DEIS.
21. Need the truck distribution. 69
22. Need to evaluate “upset conditions”. 1
23. Need data and methodologies in a technical 101
appendix.
Roistacher, Robert E. 1. DSNY should consider using the Amtrak right-of- 91
way for a truck-to-rail facility on the west side of
Manhattan.
Somesfalean, Jov 1. Waste should not be incinerated; it causes high 85
Theodore cancer rates.
Underwood, Joanna D. | INFORM 1. SWMP needs a monitoring baseline for truck 60
President emissions.
2. Commitment to natural gas trucks is vital. 61
3. Fuel security is crucial. 61
4. SWMP should set the pace for commercial haulers. 10*
5. Single-stream waste collection should be explored. 35
Warren, Barbara Consumer 1. SWMP does not address the overburdened 2*
Project Director Policy Institute communities.
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of Consumers 2. Does not advance zero waste. 12
Union 3. The commercial waste study was deficient yet forms | 3

the basis for reform.
4. SWMP is vague, with no clear details, and violates 71,87
State requirements.

5. The section on new and emerging technologies is 87
irrelevant.

6. Composting not adequately addressed. 30

7. Key elements that should be in the plan. 87

8. Criteria that should be met by the plan. 87

9. Preference should be given to waste prevention 85
programs.

10. City should use the MTSs for the movement of 6

recyclables and compostables.
11. Plan should improve the commercial waste system. | 89
12. Plan should advance plans to address Manhattan’s 90

waste.
13. SWMP did not comply with SWMA. 87
14. DEIS did not analyze the impacts of making the 90
interim plan permanent.
15. Lacks clear steps concerning West 59" Street. 305
16. Must address inequities, such as in the South Bronx. | 129
17. Need detailed milestones. 5*
18. Inadequate analysis for parts of the plan. 119
19. Nonroad equipment should be retrofitted. 82
20. Need a thorough cost analysis. 102
21. Plan failed to develop long term landfill capacity. 76
22. Need disclosure on the outlines of the private 103
contracts.
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23. Need to analyze all available options. 8
24. Need to plan for a system to divert loads with 12
recyclables.
25. Need to address fill material. 31
26. Need to examine the “Reaching for Zero” report. 10
General and | Wipper, Janette and New York 1. The Environmental Review must include a detailed 90
Site Specific | Kearney, Gavin Lawyers for the review of the system proposed by the SWMP.
Public Interest 2. The Environmental Review must evaluate 90
cumulative impacts
3. The EIS must analyze the existing network of 7*
commercial waste transfer stations.
4. The EIS must incorporate the siting regulations and 7*
the operational regulations included in the SWMP.
5. The EIS must incorporate an analysis of new 7*
commercial waste initiatives.
6. Hamilton Ave. MTS is much larger than the other 163
facilities.
7. More extensive mitigation strategies are needed for 160
the Hugo Neu facility.
8. Are the 52" Street staging area and the 65™ Street 156
intermodal yard part of the SWMP?
9. The DEIS did not assess the commercial transfer 351
stations located next to residences.
10. The FEIS should consider the impacts of the 138
proposed facilities in conjunction with the existing
ones.
11. The FEIS must consider the impacts of all the 119
proposed actions in the South Bronx.
12. Comments from report entitled: “Analysis of the 1*
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Department of Sanitation of New York Commercial
Waste Study”
West 59" | Bradley, Michael Riverside South | 1. Zoning error on area north of the West 59" Street 307
Street MTS Planning MTS.
Corporation 2. Area north of site is mapped parkland, and use of 308
area is illegal.
3. Any measures to resolve the safety conditions on the | 309, 306
bike path must be disclosed in the DEIS.
4. Any actions affect the West 59" Street or 310
Gansevoort properties must be consistent with the
Hudson River Park Act.
5. Alternative sites must be examined for the recycling | 332
facility at Gansevoort Peninsula.
Bronx Acosta, Joseph; also 1. Manhattan needs to have a facility 45
Munoz, Justin 2. South Bronx needs to have shoreline access. 123
Pagan, Brian 3. Trucks should be converted to bio-diesel 82
Richardson, Davon 4. Pass legislation to require businesses to accept 19
Rodriguez, Luis consumer packaging.
Conte, Elena 1. Should aggressively pursue Zero Waste. 10
2. C&D stream needs to address waste prevention. 4* 9
3. Should discuss eco-industrial parks. 9,10
4. Should provide more detail on composting or organic | 11
food waste stream.
5. Should look at innovative technologies. 87
6. Should support the expansion of the Bottle Bill. 87
7. The Manhattan facilities must open. 45
8. Must eliminate excess permit capacity in the Bronx. 124
9. SWMP should discuss economic flow control of 5*
commercial waste.
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10. Workers at the facilities need to be protected. 4

11. Should be host community benefits. 80

12. Need a community advisory group. 86

13. The intermodal facility is inconsistent with borough | 114
self-sufficiency.

14. The intermodal facility needs to be assessed. 127

15. Updated analyses are needed, especially off-site 128
impacts.

16. The HRY site should not rely on DEC analyses. 128

17. The 132" Street site is deemed exempt from review | 128
with no basis.

18. Siting and operational regulations must be part of 79
the review.

19. Use of alternative fuels. 10*

20. Permit applications must include analysis of PM, 5 130
and H,S

21. Dust migration, odor and vermin controls are 130
needed.

22. Must be hazardous materials detection, on-site 78
record keeping, and an on-site decontamination
system.

23. There must be transport controls. 5

24. Other local projects must be included. 128

25. Unnecessary system-wide redundancy should be 89
reduced.

26. Staggered deliveries are needed. 78

Dimino, Resa Bronx SWAB 1. Fair share must be upheld. 45
2. Opposed to use of HRY for other borough’s waste. 114
3. DEIS does not provide backup on the HRY site. 114
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4. Should utilize barges instead of rail. 127
5. There is no discussion on means of coaxing 5*
commercial waste through the MTSs.
6. The DEIS on 132™ Street is insufficient. 128
7. No programs are mentioned to meet the 70% 9
diversion goal.
8. Need specific goals for alternative fuels. 82
9. No discussion on alternative fuels for private 10*
commercial carters.
10. Confusion on EJ Policy. 38
11. No milestones or targets for alternative 87
technologies.
General Hart, Carol L Lemon Man 1. Plan ignored Zero Waste initiatives. 12
Entertainment, 2. Plan did not discuss alternative technologies. 87
Inc. 3. More public education is needed (recycling 14,17
coordinators)
4. Recycling information should be in other languages. | 85
5. Need regular pick-up of electronics. 21
Hamilton Ramirez, Santana Block Watcher 1. The transfer station on Thames Street is a health 172
Ave. MTS problem due to odors and rats.
Southwest Abeido, Lorraine 1. The MTS will affect the quality of life in the 188
Brooklyn neighborhood.
MTS
Ayvazyan, Svetlana; Waterview 1. What are the O&M requirements and enforcement 185
also Towers measures that will minimize impacts, and what
Barone, Ruth; and restrictions will be placed on air emissions?
Blanck, Naomi; Contello Towers | 2. What is the state-of-the-art odor control equipment? 185
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Butler, Lucille
Butler, Ruth;
Brown, Loretta;
Celentano, Richard and
Sandra;

Clemente, Robert
Coppola, Marie;
Cowen, Esther;
D’Onofrio, Catherine;
Dubin, Milton;
Geffen, Howard;
Hager, Bernard;
Hager, Pearl;

Henry, Alice A,;
Kraut, Jeanette;
Lipscher, Allan;
Impeduglia, Alfred,;
Mensowitz, Mollie;
Mortman, David and
Dorothy;

Moran, Thomas J.;
Mulvey, Patricia;
Nemet, Leslie C.;
Rabinowitz, Phyllis;
Ritchings, Diane K.;
Royzman, Velya;
Sannasardo, Phyllis;
Schleifer, Henry and
Mildred;

3. Will Gravesend Bay accept seepage from the
misplaced dumping of waste?
4. What will be the long range health effects on the

community?

191

49
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Sendyk, lda E.

Ventiera, Lorraine;

Vinokurov, Lyubov,

and Apt. 15D, 2652

Cropsey Avenue.

Cohen, Mitchel Brooklyn . There are discrepancies in truck traffic along 192
Greens/Green Cropsey Avenue and Shore Parkway. (4 different
Party of NY, sets of data)
and coordinator . The DEIS fails to consider the senior citizen and 192
of No Spray nursing homes on Cropsey Avenue.

Coalition . The DEIS fails to anticipate increases in vermin 193

populations.

. The impacts of dredging of toxic materials have not 177
been addressed.

. The DEIS fails to address the increase in toxic 194
burden.

. The DEIS fails to address the deleterious effects on 176
the fish, and its resultant effect on humans.

. The DEIS needs to focus on waste reduction, 12
recycling and reuse.

Grubman, Vicki Wake Up . Request for an extension of comment period. 42
(...and smell the . The DEIS does not address the impacts of the MTS 188
garbage) on quality of life and health of neighborhood.

. The dredging will have adverse impacts on humans 176
and wildlife.
. DEIS needs to more realistically look at traffic 192
impacts.
. The DEIS must measure the cumulative health 184
impacts from air pollution.
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6. Must analyze impacts from leakages, runoff, 184
discharges, etc.

7. Odors of the trucks must be addressed. 186

8. Must analyze the cumulative effect of noises. 185

9. Must examine the health hazard of vermin and 187
insects.

10. Must look at the impacts of chemical usage. 193

11. Must address the erosion of the community. 194

12. DEIS does not adequately explore other sites in 195
industrial areas.

13. DSNY has not tried to reduce the waste stream. 8

Hershkowitz, William 1. Request for an extension of the comment period. 42

2. There are inconsistencies in the discussion on 175, 176
dredging, the seawall, etc.

3. The DEIS did not discuss the impacts of the 196
recycling facility, the types of materials brought
there, and many other details.

4. The exit from the Belt Parkway at Bay Parkway is 192
dangerous.

5. There will be impacts, as there were with the 188
previous MTS.

La Monaca, Guy Brooklyn CB 11 | 1. Disputes the time frame for the “no-build” analysis. 197

Future impacts should be based upon 20 years
beyond completion.

2. ATR counts were undertaken in February, but winter | 198
may have significantly lower traffic than in the
summer. Pedestrian activity is also greater in the
summer.

3. The traffic approach diagrams should be turned. 199
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4. Questions concerning Section 5.14.2.4. 200
5. Should use NYMTC’s demand modeling tool. 198
6. There is no weekend traffic data shown. 201
Lipstein, Arleen 1. Opposed to reopening of SW Brooklyn 205
Magali, Nino 1. The facility will result in odor, noise and traffic 182, 184
problems.
2. How can we be assured this won’t pollute the water? | 186
3. What is the possibility of a child being injured by a 179
truck?
New, Michael Sephardic 1. Request for a comment period extension. 42
Nursing and
Rehabilitation
Center
Ortner, Ruth, also 1. Request for a comment period extension. 42
Breyman, Mark
Cleaver, Marion,
Greenberg, Allan;
Hershkowitz, William
Mergold, Yuri
Reznik, Sylvia 1. There will be impacts on public health from the 205
facility
Sanoff, Ira and Natural 1. Dredging will impact the fish and the people who 176
Willner, Andrew Resources consume them.
Protective 2. Toxins will deleteriously affect area biota. 176
Association and | 3. The effects of constructing the breakwater should be | 202
NY/NJ evaluated in conjunction with others planned in the
Baykeeper area.
4. Containers must be secured to the barges. 203
5. What mitigation is proposed for environmental 204
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impacts?
Stella, Rochelle 1. The area generates a small % of commercial waste. 174
2. How will this not pollute the water 186
Tomasuto, Phyllis 1. Two schools are located across the street from the 179
MTS.
Review Ave. | Giordano, Gary District 1. Concerns with truck traffic in and around Queens 352
Manager, CB5 CD?5, due to 3 transfer stations.
2. Concerns with the truck-to truck-to-rail facility. 357
3. Need a spill mitigation plan for Newtown Creek, and | 358
look at water traffic issues.
Amato, Gus; United Forties 1. Newtown Creek is extremely contaminated, resulting | 355
Bennington, Brian; Civic in neighborhood odors and pollution.
Branco, Dennis; Association 2. The Review Avenue facility along with other 355
Branco, Loleta; projects will bring too much heavy traffic to the
Branco, Vanessa M; area, resulting in noise, odors and pollution.
Conway, Francis;
Daly, Margaret;
Fondulis, Domina;
Hampl, Marie;
Lalsa, A.N;
Lewis, William;
McCarthy, Jan;
McDonald, Gertrude;
McEvoy, Mary;
McGovern, Mary;
McNamara, Catherine;
Otono, Pamela;
Renda, Charles;
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Skarmoutsos, Thea;
Trovato, Alfie;
Vanklukooris, R.
East 91°" | Ard, Anthony Gracie Point 1. The use of the East 91% Street facility is conjecture. 70
MTS Community 2. Facility should not be placed in a residential 206
Council neighborhood.
3. DEIS was written to justify the plan, not evaluate it. 74
Baker, Pat 1. This is not a good site for the MTS 206
Bauer, llene 1. Previous MTS operated poorly. 209
2. Should not be in a residential area. 206
Belina, Peter 1. The trucks coming to the facility will pose a danger 206, 211
to the children at Asphalt Green.
Blachere, Nathalie and 1. The MTS may affect Carl Shurz Park and Asphalt 211
Maki, Robert Green.
2. Alternative location at the cement plant north of 218
northern end of 1% Avenue.
Bleustein, Clifford 1. Diesel exhaust will affect asthma rates. 214, 49
2. Conclusions drawn from PM analysis are flawed; the | 51
effects from diesel exhaust at the MTS and
surrounding area has not been assessed.
3. The PM;5 analysis is based on false assumptions; the | 237
contribution from the facility needs to be added to
the background and a cumulative PM analysis needs
to be done.
4. There are too many trucks not to have queuing. 238
Borrell, Wendy 1. Facility is sited in a densely populated area. 206, 227
2. Tonnages vary at each presentation. 215
Brand, Susan 1. Asphalt Green will not be a safe and healthy place if | 206
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the MTS gets built.
Bulua, Stan 1. The impacts are underestimated because the 215
throughput is less than capacity.
2. There is no analysis of why the site was chosen. 210
3. DEIS did not address impacts to the residential area 209
and parks.
Bulua, Gail 1. The facility should not be sited in a residential area. 209
2. MTS siting does not meet current zoning laws. 209
Chadwick, Knox 1. Don’t build the facility. 206
Chase, Norman and 1. The facility should not be sited in a residential area. 206, 209
Joan 2. There is already too much traffic. 207
3. Should examine alternative method and alternative 87,218
sites.
Clarke, Maggie Refer to oral testimony.
Adams, Joan; 1. The facility should not be sited in a residential area. 209
Angelo, Casey; 2. It falsely assumes that one third of the capacity will 215
Angelo, Lauren; be used.
Arkin, Hadara; 3. The DEIS should look for other waterfront sites. 218
Atkind, David; 4. Mitigation is inadequate, impractical and 236
Auerbach, Jacqueling; unenforceable.
Baker, Patricia; 5. Site would not be acceptable if it were a private 223
Bandler, Babette; transfer station.
Bartlett, Scott;
Baum, Deborah H.;
Blasi, Roberta D.;
Blau, Joan;
Bleustein, Clifford;
Bleustein, Sherti;
Braverman, Ellen J.
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Bryers, Gabrielle;
Bulua, Ariel;
Bulua, Gail,

Bulua, Scott J.
Burrell, Wendy;
Carmen, Jake;
Carrier, Jesse;
Celli, Robert;
Chadwick, Donald
Chang, Tom;
Charrow, Charles;
Chou, Katherine J.
Christie, Sandra;
Cohen, Michael A.;
Cordova, Bette;
Cosio, Nick;
Costello, Annie;
Costello, Greg;
Curtis, James A.;
Cutler, Judith;
Davis, Peggy E.;
Davis, Terri;

Da Costa, Maria
Delano, Laura;
Desilets, Dolores M.
Donovan, Christine;
Edelstein, David;
Edelstein, Gary;
Edelstein, Laurie;
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Elkies, Bernard;
Elkies, Rhoda H.;
Ellis, Mark;

Ellis, Peggy A.;
Emma, Charles;
Fassberg, Marilyn;
Feinberg, Barbara;
Finkelstein, Seymour;
Flaster, Amelia;
Flaster, Norman;
Fleischer, Eva;
Fleischer, Norman;
Flieger, Mary K_;
Floud, Sharon;
Forzano, Sal;
Friedland, Lawrence;
Friedlander, Jean D.;
Friedman, Ed;
Friedman, Emily;
Gaffaney, Erin;
Gaffaney, Kristine;
Gaffaney, Lauren;
Gaffaney, Lawrence;
Galen, Eve;

Galen, Timur F.;
Gerard, Mort;
Genereux, Linda;
Geronemus, Galil;
Geronemmus, Roy;
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Giampaolo, Eileen K.;
Giampaolo, Joseph;
Gordon, Jodi;

Grace, N. Terrell;
Graup, Leona

Gray, Erik L.;
Greenberg, L.S.;
Grieco, Audrey M.;
Griesman, Todd;
Guarnera, Thomas A.
Hager, Robert;
Hamblett, Brooks;
Haroules, B.
Harrison, Jane;
Harrison, Robert S.
Heilbrunn, Lili;
Heilbrunn, M.;
Helleis, Jacqueline;
Hoffman, Carol S.
Hoffman, Jack;
Holzhen, Lucia;
Holzhen, Thomas
Huntington, Linda;
Huyer, Scott;

lldars, P.M.;

Ingber, Hannah;
Japha, Joan;

Jenkins, C.C.;
Johnstone, Douglas S.;
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Kahara, T.;

Kallman, Joan;
Kaplan, Joyce;
Kaplan, Howard;
Kaplan, Laird A.;
Karp, Julie A;
Kassar, Janet A.
Katcher, Michael;
Konorezov, A.;
Krassner, Marshall M.
Kronish, Naomi;
Kronish, Paul
Kroschmitz, Jacqueline
Lai, Kathy;

Lader, Craig;

Lader, Melissa;

Lane, Carol;

Lane, Mark;
Laussugo, Suzanne;
Lemon, Dorothy B.
Lesser, Gerson;

Levy, Edward,;
Linder, Lindy;

Lipitz — Mehrberg, R.
Litman, Joseph;
Livingston, E. Arthur;
MacLachlan, M.F.
Magid, Caryn L.;
Magid, James |I.;
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Magnani, Louis A.;
Malina, Evelyn
Margolas, S.;
Marlin, Caroline;
Marlin, Richard;
McGuire, Kevin;
Mead, Catherine
Mead, Robert;
Miller, Elinor;
Mishel, Maury;
Muskin, Marlene;
Neal, Katherine;
Negrin, Leon;
Nowak, Henry;
Onghera, Peter;
Opher, Philip;
Osman, Jenny;,
Owen, Jane;
Owen, Randy;
Panzica, David J.;
Passick, Terri;
Pazzaglini, Emily;
Pazzaglini, Matthew;
Perchick, Wendy;
Perez, Daniel;
Peters, Debbie;
Phillips, John;
Pitman, Jennifer;
Plimack, Monica;
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Quigley, M.J,;
Ratner, Carol;
Ratner, Jennifer;
Rich, Judith P.
Richner, Sandra;
Rodman, Leroy E.
Rodriguez, Jonathan;
Roth, Annette;

Roth, Carolyn;

Roth, Ernie;
Rothenberg, Sheldon;
Rubenfeld, S.

Rubin, Stephanie;
Russo, Leslie;
Salton, Edith;
Savino, Laura;

Scheckman, Elliot M.

Schneider, Barry;
Schneider, Judith E.;
Schumaci, Louis;
Selton, Gregg;
Seltzer, Harold
Seltzer, Matt;

Senk, Susan;
Seplow, Barbara R.
Seplow, Kenneth F.;
Shah, Linda;
Sholinsky, Stephen;
Silverstein, Al;
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Sippel, Collin;

Sise, John S.;
Smyser, Hugh;
Staiger, Laura A.;
Stickney, Patricia;
Strober, Deborah;
Strober, Renee D.
Szediga, Susan M.;
Tenca, Doria;

Torre, A.

Trapp, Amy;
Wasserberg, Louise;
Wasserman, Carol,
Wax, Lynnie;
Weinberger, A;
Weinberger, Hazel 1.
Weinberger, Molly;
Weinberger, Peter;
Weinberger, Sydelle;
Weinfeld, Steven;
Weinfeld, Tammy;
Weinstein, Jerome;
Weir, Rosalie C.;
White, Susanne
Wilcox, Kristen;
Wise, Mary-Elizabeth;
Witten, R.;

Yasuda, Rumi;
Young, Louisa;

Solid Waste Management Plan

FEIS

40-61

April 2005



Index of Written Comments on DEIS and Draft New SWMP

See
Location of Written Comment Comment
Comment by: Representing Summary of Issues Number
Zanghellini, R;
Zazosi, Tammy;
Zimmer, Samantha;
Zimmer, Virginia
Curtis, James 1. The facility should not be sited in a residential area, 206
near a historic landmark, or next to a park.
Curtis Jr., James and 1. The MTS will have severe environmental impacts. 206
Rachel
DeCosse, Sheila 1. The MTS should not be near a park. 211
Duff, Patricia 1. Opposed to the MTS because of severe traffic. 207
2. The diesel emissions will pose a health risk. 214
3. Vermin and extermination poisons will pose a health | 209
threat.
4. Noise will be a problem. 207
5. The large volume of sanitation trucks will pose a 207
danger.
Edmunds, Kathryn R. 1. This study area is 3x more densely populated than 227
any other study area.
2. Pier 42 should be looked at as an alternative site. 218
3. East 91% Street includes an EJ community, so 242
outreach should be the same as for other areas.
4. PCEs for sanitation trucks were inappropriate. 65
5. There were differences in evaluating sites. 66
6. No buses were counted on 1%, 2" or York Avenues. 243
7. Pedestrian counts seem inadequately estimated. 243
8. Commercial trucks are heavier, so studies need to be | 66
adjusted.
9. No information provided on trucks for recycling 67
facility.
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10. Public health study should be redone. 55
11. Pollutant risk factors. 56
12. EJ Problem with the how stakeholders were 38
defined.
13. Tri-fold fliers were deceptive. 38
Eldelstein, Laurie 1. The facility should be located in an industrial zone. 206
Emma, Charles King 1. Randall and Wards Islands should be considered. 218
2. Examine the characteristics of each waste 25
component.
Feinberg, Barbara 1. Concerned that the facility will degrade air quality. 206
Flieger, Scott 1. Site is not good for an MTS 206
Fields, C. Virginia Manhattan Refer to Oral testimony
Borough
President
Firestone, Evan Refer to Oral testimony.
Fleischer, Eva 1. Hearing date was not convenient. 239
2. Site is not good for an MTS. 206
Friedland, Lawrence 1. No justification for this project is provided. 206
Friedman, Elaine R. 1. The MTS should not be sited near a park. 211
2. Should not be in a residential neighborhood. 206
Friedman, Grant Ethan 1. Should not be in a residential area. 206
Friedman, Halle Kate 1. Should not be sited near a park. 211
Geronemus, Roy NYU School of 1. Health concern over placing the facility in a densely | 206, 51
Medicine populated area.
Geronemus, Roy Laser &Skin Refer to Oral testimony.
Surgery Center
of NY
Glaser, Herb Glaser’s Bake 1. Increased truck traffic will affect deliveries to local 214,211
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Shop businesses and the customers.
2. Should not be sited in a residential neighborhood. 206
Grannis, Pete Assembly, State | 1. What criteria were used to select the 4 MTS sites 206, 210
Assemblymember of New York selected?
2. DEIS fails to address plans to reduce the amount of 8
waste disposed.
3. The Plan is to handle vastly more garbage than the 209
figures listed as average peak day deliveries.
4. The DEIS fails to include a cost benefit analysis. 104
5. There needs to be a commercial buffer between the 209
MTS and residents.
6. Concern with risks so near the parks. 211
7. Need added focus on truck emissions. 230
8. The vehicular and pedestrian traffic studies are 207
insufficient.
9. Need strict enforcement guidelines so bus stops are 219
not blocked.
10. Odors cannot be mitigated by keeping trucks clean. | 220
11. Noise will not be mitigated by limiting the number | 222
of trucks at night.
12. Could result in economic losses to Asphalt Green 211
and businesses.
13. Impacts on Carl Schurz Park and Stanley Isaacs/ 208, 211
John Holmes Houses were not addressed.
Grieco, Audrey M. 1. This is not a good site for the MTS 206
Hall, Betsy 1. The MTS should not be sited in a residential areaor | 206
near the park.
Hamamoto, David Brearley School | 1. Diesel exhaust will pose a health threat. 211,214
2. Rats and vermin are already a problem in the 209
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neighborhood.
3. Noise will be a problem. 222
4. Trucks will pose a problem to traffic and pedestrian 207
safety.
Havens-Hasty, Nancy; | Havens 1. The MTS should not be sited in a densely populated | 206, 211
Letaconnoux, Calleen | Advisors area, or near a park.
King 2. Queuing trucks will pose a danger. 207
3. The intersection is already congested. 207
4. Expand recycling and explore other technologies. 226
Heilbrunn, Martin and | East 79" Street 1. This is not a good site for the facility. 206
Lila Neighborhood
Association
Kaplan, Howard 1. Should not be sited in this neighborhood. 206
Kennedy, Donna The Gillen Refer to Oral comments.
Brewer School
Koeppel, Noel 1. Should not be sited in this neighborhood. 206
Lefer, Jay 1. Should not be sited in a residential area. 206
Leland, Richard G. Kramer Levin 1. The DEIS is vague. 213
Naftalis & 2. No information provided on where waste will go. 70
Frankel 3. The DEIS analyzes artificially low throughput. 1,215
4. Alternatives are not analyzed. 218
5. The DEIS manipulates data. 213
6. Site is not appropriate. 206
7. The DEIS fails to discuss impacts to businesses. 211
8. Ramp will impact on open space. 275
9. No description of how the facility will look. 216
10. DSNYs siting regulations would not allow the 211
facility. 275
11. No discussion on land grant impacts. 216
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12. Odor analysis did not take into account sensitive
receptors. 222
13. Noise analysis is flawed. 215
14. Permit does not mention permit limitations. 251
15. Construction impacts need to include impacts on
humans.
Lesser, Gerson; 1. Should not be sited in a residential area. 209
Peters, Debbie 2. Analyses must be at full capacity. 215
3. Other alternatives must be analyzed. 218
4. DEIS lacks a description of the facility, its 216
dimensions, etc.
5. Would not meet DSNY’s siting rules. 209
6. Mitigation is inadequate. 236
Lesser, Eve 1. Should not be located in a densely populated area. 209
2. A private company would not site the facility at East | 303
91° Street for liability and logistical concerns.
3. Alternative Manhattan sites were not examined. 218
Levine, Allen 1. The MTS will affect the area’s quality of life. 211, 206
Linder, Lindy 1. The facility will not operate at half its capacity. 215
2. The Facility should not be sited in a residential area. | 206
3. Other alternatives must be explored. 212
Maloney, Carolyn B. House of Refer to oral testimony
Representatives,
Congress of the
United States
McCandless, Deborah 1. The facility will not operate at half its capacity. 215
and Stephen 2. Should not be placed in a residential area. 206
McGuire, Kevin P. 1. This is not the site for the facility. 206
Miller, Benjamin Earth Refer to oral testimony, also
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Engineering 1. Use multiple sites to barge recyclables. 81
Center, 2. Advantages of a franchise system for commercial 5*
Columbia waste.
University
Miller, Gifford Speaker, Refer to oral testimony
Council of the
City of New
York
Mischel, Maria 1. Opposed to the public outreach efforts. 239
2. Graphics omit major features of the community. 240
3. Why is the facility sized for a much bigger facility? 215
4. Should not place the MTS in a residential 206
neighborhood.
5. Why is east 91 Street facility part of the plan, but 210
the West 135" Street is not?
Morin, George 1. NYC needs a state-of-the-art processing and 28
recycling system.
2. MTS should not be sited in a residential 211
neighborhood or near a park.
3. Put the facility adjacent to the west-side railyards. 218
Plimack, Monica 1. Opposed to the facility in this neighborhood. 206
Racine M.D., Andrew See comments from oral testimony.
Rose, Daniel, 1. Previous MTS had a negative impact. 209
Roth, Seymour M. 1. DSNY is not being honest with the operation of the 247
MTS.
2. Alternative sites and costs not examined. 218, 70
3. Whose property will the facility be on? 248
4. Noise will be objectionable. 222
5. Odors will be objectionable. 220
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Location of Written Comment Comment
Comment by: Representing Summary of Issues Number
6. Rats will be a health issue. 50, 209
7. Design is questionable. 2
8. There is an EJ community involved. 242
Salton, Edith 1. Neighborhood is densely populated. 206
Seltzer, Adele 1. Hearing is at an inconvenient time. 239
2. Facility shouldn’t be in a densely populated area. 206
Senk, Susan 1. Site is not appropriate. 206
Schmidt, Gordon M. 1. Site is not appropriate. 206
Schneider, M. Barry 1. Site is not appropriate. 206
2. Should not be near a park. 211
Schneider, Judith E. 1. MTS should not be sited near a park. 211
2. Should not be in a residential area. 206
3. Will worsen truck traffic. 207
Shragan, Barbara 1. Should not be sited in a densely populated area. 206
Smyser, Hugh 1. Should not be sited in a densely populated area. 206, 211
2. Discussion of planned specifications. 207
3. Noise, air quality, odors and vermin will be 214
problems.
4. The facility will add to congestion. 207
5. The facility will severely impact Asphalt Green. 211
6. The plan is lacking in specifics. 213
7. No consideration of alternatives. 229, 208
8. The process is to ram the plan through despite 239
opposition.
Staiger, Laura 1. Should not be sited in a densely populated area. 206
Stone, Shannon NYC Waste 1. Should strive for Zero Waste in 20 years. 12
Prevention 2. Phase out diesel trucks with cleaner-fueled vehicles. | 82
Coalition and
NYC Group of
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Sierra Club’s
Solid Waste
Committee
Sweet, Melite 1. The facility should not be sited in a densely 206
populated area; will create too many environmental
impacts.
Toby, Judith 1. There were environmental problems when the 209
facility was previously open.
2. Would you let your children or grandchildren play 241
within 20 feet of a garbage dump?
Todrys, Karol 1. The facility should not be sited in a densely 206
populated residential area
Tripp, James T.B., Environmental 1. Support of the major goals of SWMP. 72
Cruz, Ramon, Defense 2. City needs to take additional measures to minimize 235
Darrell, Andy impacts at 91% Street in terms of truck operation,
ramp issues, queuing.
3. There should be tonnage caps. 235, 1
4. There must be detailed monitoring, data collection 246
assessment and reporting.
5. Commercial waste system problems must be 3*, 2*
addressed.
6. The DEIS should evaluate other Manhattan sitesand | 218
provide information on why the Manhattan sites
were chosen.
7. New SWMP doesn’t improve the handling of two- 94
thirds of Manhattan’s waste.
Tweedy, Carol Asphalt Green Refer to oral testimony.
Executive Director
Warren, Charles S. and | Manhattan Refer to oral testimony.
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Ludorf, Jacqueline Community
Board 8
Wasserman, Jack 1. Significant impacts will be created from DSNY 207
vehicle traffic, noise and pollution.
2. Need an analysis of other reasonably cost-efficient 210
sites.
Wong, Winnie 1. The facility should not be sited near Asphalt Green. 211
Zabar, Eli 1. Having DSNY vehicles use 91* Street will put 207
traffic at a complete standstill.
Ferrandino & Gracie Point Numerous comments on the East 91* Street site 207, 2009,
Associates, Inc. with Community 210, 211,
Vanasse Hangen Council 213, 214,
Brustlin Inc. 215, 216,
222, 227
and 249
through
302
Budnick, Noah Transportation 1. If the 59™ Street MTS is in the Final SWMP, must 306
Alternatives ensure safety of greenway users.
(also Doswell, John, Manhattan CB4 | 1. Analysis for 59™ St. and Gansevoort requires a later | 321
Gansevoort | Frederick, Pam build year.
Recyclables 2. Need a noise analysis 322
Acceptance 3. What were the alternatives to Gansevoort? 339
Facility) 4. Other locations need to be examined. 340
5. Gansevoort site must have an environmental review. | 341
6. The current analysis is premature. 321
7. Gansevoort site will be parkland only. 341
8. Noise analysis needed farther east. 342
9. There is a mischaracterization of the area. 313
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10. The area is highly residential. 315
11. Significant residential information is missing. 315, 319
12. Additions to future no-build land use 319
13. Socioeconomic conditions need revision. 318
14. There are Open Space contradictions. 310, 323
15. There may be a negative impact on visual 316
resources.
16. Design should involve the public. 324
17. The neighborhood is not industrial 315
18. What will be the effects of dredging? 325
19. There will be impacts on pedestrian traffic. 319
20. Further traffic analysis is needed. 326
21. The EIS must consider increase use of 327
bikeway/walkway.
22. Questions concerning private hauler use of the 326, 2%,
facility. 10*
23. What is the contingency if exhaust fans break 57
down?
24. The odor receptor is incorrect. 328
25. The combined noise analysis must be done. 329
26. Commercial and residential waste may not have the | 330
same odor impacts.
27. The traffic analysis is speculative. 331
(also Doyle, Noreen Hudson River 1. The Hudson River Park Act imposes restrictions 310
Gansevoort | Executive V.P. Park Trust which should be in the FEIS.
Recyclables 2. Existing conditions sections should be modified. 310
Acceptance 3. Comments for a supplemental. 310
Facility) 4. DEIS should acknowledge that the bulkhead is 310
eligible for the State and National Registers of
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Historic Places.

5. Comments on operational hours. 310

6. Hudson River Park Act would need to be amended 333
to permit the recycling facility at Gansevoort.

7. List Hudson River Trust as an involved agency. 311

Community Board 7 1. W. 59™ Street site was not evaluated for its intended | 313

use.

2. The underlying policy decisions need to be 96
described.

3. Recycling section of SWMP needs more discussion. | 12

4. What if East 91% St is not approved and Hudson 314
River Park Act doesn’t get changed?

5. Section 22 needs to reflect current and near-future 315
neighborhood character.

6. Need to know the loading activity. 316

7. DEIS should detail what was shown by the studies 317
undertaken.

8. DEIS “neighborhood character” section is incorrect. | 317

9. Include data on District 7’s collection and relay 317
trucks, recycling trucks etc.

10. Population statements are wrong. 318

11. Waterfront Revitalization Program incorrectly 338

identifies several sub-policies as inapplicable.
12. DEIS failed to include a number of detailed items. 319

13. DEIS should analyze sanitary sewage and 320
stormwater impacts.
Gansevoort | Glick, Deborah J. Assembly, State | 1. The recycling acceptance facility will foul Hudson 334
Recyclables | Assemblymember of New York River Park, and will destroy the park’s recreational
Acceptance value due to truck exhaust.
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Facility 2. Children’s playground will be adversely affected, 334
and odors in the neighborhood will be a problem.
3. The facility will create traffic problems. 334
4. There is concern that the number of trucks will 335
grow.
5. There is no information on the proposed financing of | 312
the park, and who would get the income from
commercial contractors?
6. What would be the learning value of the facility? 336
7. Explore other sites for recyclables or use more than 337
one site so that Gansevoort will not get all of the
burden.
8. Should look explore waste reduction measures. 8
65"  Street | Eaton, Craig A. Brooklyn, CB10 | 1. Opposed to expansion of 65" Street Railyard. 156
Rail Yard
Visy Paper Domonoske, Daniel Potential 1. DEIS does not evaluate the impacts of trucking 32
Industries, Inc. paper over the Verrazano bridge to Visy.
Manhattan Romero, Christine Manhattan 1. SWMP is deficient on waste prevention and 8
Datz, (Chair) Citizens’ Solid recycling.
Waste Advisory | 2. Materials that never entered the waste stream should | 12
Board not be included in reduction totals.
3. Phase out trucking for Manhattan waste. 94
4. Manhattan should have additional transfer sites to 94
decentralize waste handling, particularly below 59™
Street.
5. Trucking waste to Newark should stop. 94
6. Operational and design issues at East 91% Streetand | 235
Gansevoort must be addressed.
7. Phase out queuing of trucks. 235
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8. Encourage clean fuels. 124
9. Work with the community to develop a creative 235
ramp design at 91% Street.
10. Define the timetable for the Gansevoort facility. 333
11. Examine efficiency of trucking some recyclablesto | 33
Hugo Neu in the Bronx.
12. Evaluate the cumulative emissions from alternate 59
trucking schemes, and add TEQ to pollutants
evaluated.
13. Plan for the 59™ Street MTS to optimize its use and | 305
minimize impacts.
14. Excess capacity at 91 Street should be used for 235
some portion of commercial waste, but needs more
study.
Brooklyn Diamondstone, Ken Brooklyn Solid 1. The Plan should identify goals and objectives for the | 86
Waste Advisory entire 20-year period.
Board 2. Pilot programs are needed. 76
3. Need concrete proposals to advance Zero Waste 12
goals.
4. Plan is lacking on new initiatives. 12,19, 20
5. Plan is lacking relief for EJ areas. 2%
6. What was the rationale for paper going from 32
Brooklyn to the Visy facility?
7.Would like an independent planning task force to 95
advise on a 20-year SWMP.
Greenpoint, | Markowitz, Marty Office of the Refer to oral testimony.
Brooklyn Brooklyn
Borough
President
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Paris-Mendez, Zaida Outrage 1. Trucks create noise and pollution; need to reduce 132
traffic.
Shute, Benjamin 1. Reduce truck traffic in Greenpoint and 132
Williamsburg.
2. Increase composting and recycling by educating the 17
public
Vevers, Stephanie 1. Reduce the truck traffic in Greenpoint and 132
Williamsburg
Involved Moore, Michelle New York State | See Section 40.3.3.1 for comments and responses from
Agencies Department of Involved Agencies.
Environmental
Conservation
New York City | See Section 40.3.3.3 for comments and responses.
Department of
Transportation
New York City | See Section 40.3.3.4 for comments and responses.
Department of
Parks and
Recreation
Note:
*See Comment number in Section 40.3.4.3 for this item.
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40.3

Comments and Responses

40.3.1 General Comments
40.3.1.1 Facility Capacity and Design

Comment: Several comments expressed concern that the DSNY intended to process
4,290 tpd at each of the Converted MTSs and was being inconsistent in its presentation of
the capacity it intends to permit at these facilities.

Response: The FEIS and the Draft New SWMP explain that each of the Converted
MTSs will handle the respective wasteshed historically served by the existing facilities
and limited quantities of Commercial Waste, acceptance of which the environmental
review in the FEIS shows would not cause any potentially significant unmitigatable
adverse impacts. The proposal to process commercial waste at the Converted MTSs
responds to the requirements of Local Law 74 of 2000, which directed that DSNY
evaluate this issue as a potential means to reduce impacts from the presence of multiple

transfer stations in certain neighborhoods of the City.

To dispel confusion on the issue of the permitted capacity that DSNY seeks in the Part
360 permit application pending before NYSDEC, the following presents the anticipated
throughputs under various operating conditions and describes DSNY’s proposal on the
permit limits both on a weekly and on a daily basis for all the Converted MTSs.
NYSDEC, as the permit issuing authority, will make the final determination on permit

issuance and limits.

This describes the capacity requirements and the DSNY proposed permit limits for each
of the four Converted MTSs designated in the Proposed Action, as described in the Draft
New SWMP and supporting FEIS. These facilities are:

= The North Shore Converted MTS;
=  The Hamilton Avenue MTS;
= The Southwest Brooklyn, and
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= The East 91% Street MTS.

Table 40.3-1 provides information on the waste flows for DSNY-managed Waste that
DSNY would expect to process at each of these facilities under various scenarios that are
typical of DSNY operations. Additionally, the maximum daily volumes of Commercial
Waste that would be delivered by private carters to each facility, consistent with the
analysis of off-site impacts in the FEIS, is listed in the table. Finally, the on- and off-site
impact analyses for traffic, air quality, odor and noise as evaluated in the FEIS are listed.
The table notes following Table 40.3-1 provide additional information on the sources,
underlying assumptions and application of the data in the table.

Table 40.3-2 presents the permit limits that DSNY has proposed to NYSDEC, which is in
the process of reviewing a Part 360 Solid Waste Facility Permit Application for each of
these facilities. When NYSDEC deems the application complete, it will hold public
hearings on each of the applications. If NYSDEC’s permit review and hearings process
results in a permit issuance, permit conditions will apply to the operation of each facility
and the waste types and volumes that can be processed under stipulated conditions. The
table notes following Table 40.3-2 provide additional information on the proposed

application of these Permit Limits.

Table 40.3-3 presents the Permit Limits that DSNY has proposed to NYSDEC to address
a circumstance when there is a disruption in an element of the overall DSNY waste
management system or when a public emergency requires that DSNY, acting on the basis
of protecting the public health, must use the maximum design capacity at all facilities to
remove accumulated refuse from the streets as quickly as possible. The classic example
of this Emergency Condition is refuse collections after an extended snow emergency,
when refuse has accumulated on the streets. The table notes following Table 40.3-3

provide additional information on the proposed application of these Permit Limits.
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Table 40.3-1

Converted MTSs
DSNY and Commercial Waste Anticipated Capacity Requirements

and

Capacities Evaluated in the New SWMP DEIS

tpd = tons per day

DSNY-Managed Waste . M_aximum
Potential Daily Waste
Commercial Evaluated
DSNY Waste in DEIS for
Converted | DSNY Average | Holiday Week (Noise Off-Site
MTS Average | Peak Day Peak Constrained) Impacts
Location | (tpd)® (tpd)®@ (tpd)® (tpd)® (tpd)®
Hamilton 1,900 2,280 2,850 1,274 4,100
Avenue
Southwest 950 1,140 1,425 718 3,451
Brooklyn
East 91% 720 864 1,080 780 2,892
Street
Shore
Table Notes:

1. The DSNY average ton per day (tpd) values are based upon an analysis of the historical

Solid Waste Management Plan

volumes of DSNY-managed Waste generated annually averaged over 302 days per year
in the respective MTS wastesheds.

. The Average Peak Day (tpd) in column 2 is approximately 20% higher than the Average
Day and reflects the daily and seasonal variability in DSNY’s weekly collections as well
as the potential growth waste generated over time, as a function of future population
growth.

DSNY experiences a holiday week collection peak day, column 3, when a scheduled
holiday reduces six days of collection activity to five days. Post-holiday day peak day
collections can be approximately 50% above the annual average day.

. Column 4 is the quantity of Commercial Waste that could be processed during the
8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. time period without causing off-site noise impacts and was
presented in the Summary Report in Volume 111 of the Commercial Waste Management
Study, and also reevaluated in the FEIS. This 8:00 PM to 8:00 PM time period is the
period when commercial carters collect waste in the City and DSNY collection
operations are at their lowest volume. Local Law 74 of 2000 directed that DSNY
evaluate the potential to process commercial waste at the MTSs. The arrangements under
which processing of commercial waste would occur will be the subject of discussion
between DSNY and the City Council during the adoption of the New SWMP.
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Table Notes for Table 40.3-1 (Continued):

5. The Maximum Daily Tonnage Evaluated in the DFIS for Off-Site Impacts, Column 5, is

the sum of data derived from the following sources and methods: (i) a calculated value
from a sample of available, historical 1998 data for the Average Peak Day for DSNY-
managed Waste in the Converted MTS wastesheds plus a 20% contingency allowance
that reflects variations in the waste stream and a margin of conservatism in the analysis of
the potential for significant adverse off-site impacts related to traffic, air quality, and
noise (essentially DSNY collection vehicle traffic to and from the Converted MTS); and
(i) the Commercial Waste Tonnage identified in column 4.

. This total is restricted for off-site noise analyses to 3,341tpd, but was analyzed for all

other off-site impacts at 3,451tpd.

Table 40.3-2
Converted MTSs
DSNY-Proposed Weekly and Daily Permit Limits

Weekly Limit — tpd times 6

Proposed Permit days per week Maximum Peak Day
Limit Tons per Week® (tpd)?
Hamilton Avenue 21,324 4,100
Southwest Brooklyn 11,148 2,143
East 91* Street 9,864 1,860
North Shore 21,840 3,991
Table Notes:

tpd = tons per day

1. The Weekly Limit (column 1) proposed is the sum of: (i) the DSNY Average TPD

amount shown in Column 1 of Table 40.3-1 multiplied by 6 days per week and increased
by a 20% contingency factor to allow for seasonal variability, growth in waste generation
and system redundancy; and (ii) the Maximum Commercial Waste in Column 4 of Table
40.3-1 multiplied by 6 days per week. This limit would not be exceeded in any calendar
week, except for an Emergency Condition.

. The Maximum Peak Day TPD limit (column 2) is proposed as the level sufficient to

enable DSNY to process holiday-week peak day tonnage which, based on DSNY
historical data, is often 150% of average TPD throughput. This limit is calculated as the
lesser of: (i) the sum of the 150% of Average TPD for DSNY-managed Waste plus the
Commercial Waste from column 4 of Table 40.3-1; or (ii) in the case of Hamilton
Avenue and North Shore, the maximum capacity evaluated in the FEIS (from Column 5
of Table 40.3-1) for off-site impacts and shown to have no significant adverse impacts.
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Table 40.3-3
Converted MTSs
DSNY-Proposed Emergency Permit Limits

Upset Condition
Limit

Proposed Permit (Time Limited Emergency Condition limit
Limit tpd)® (Time Limited tpd)
Hamilton Avenue 4,290 5,280

Southwest Brooklyn 4,290 5,280

East 91* Street 4,290 5,280

North Shore 4,290 5,280

Table Notes:
tpd = tons per day

1. The Upset Condition Limit would be defined as an infrequent, short-term event causing a
reduction in the processing capacity of an element of the DSNY waste management
system, such as a fire or equipment outages, requiring a temporary re-allocation over a
period of few days duration, during which the tonnage normally processed by the affected
element of the system is diverted to other unaffected elements of the system. The
proposed Upset Condition Limit is the capacity of the Converted MTSs as documented in
the Basis of Design discussion in the permit application, which is 4,290 tpd for all the
Converted MTSs. The FEIS evaluated the potential for significant adverse impacts
on-site related to air quality, odor and noise, assuming the facility were operated at its
design capacity. The analysis evaluated emissions from all on-site sources, including
equipment trucks inside the processing building and tugs servicing barges that would
result from operating the facility at its design capacity.

The basis of design for the proposed MTS considered hourly and daily peak arrival rates
for DSNY collection vehicles and tons of DSNY-managed Waste. The hourly
throughput rate was established to ensure that the MTS could process anticipated peak
hour deliveries of DSNY-managed Waste. This peak arrival rate for DSNY collection
vehicles occurs during the second shift, typically for one hour between the hours of
8:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. Given on-floor storage capacity, the number of tipping bays and
on-site truck queuing space on the ramps, this arrival can be accommodated without any
off-site queuing. Daily capacity is a function of the number of operating shifts and shift
hours during the day.

The MTS would operate for three shifts to accommodate anticipated deliveries of
DSNY-managed Waste over a 24-hour period. Given these parameters for receiving and
containerizing DSNY-managed Waste, there is also the potential for deliveries of
Commercial Waste to the MTSs during nighttime periods between 8:00 p.m. and
8:00 a.m. when deliveries of DSNY-managed Waste are substantially less than the
facility’s available capacity.

Solid Waste Management Plan 40-80 April 2005
FEIS



Table Notes for Table 40.3-3 (Continued):

Hourly throughput and daily design capacity are based on the following assumptions:

=  The MTS would process 10 containers per hour using three loading slots with the
fourth maintained in a spare mode.

= 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.

= 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.

= Employees would effectively work 6.5 hours out of an 8-hour shift due to shift
changes and break time during the shift, resulting in 19.5 operating hours per
24-hour day.

Using these parameters, hourly throughput approximates 220 tons and the average
design capacity is 4,290 tpd (220 tons per hour x 19.5 hours per day) for the four
Converted MTSs.

Because a Converted MTS could operate at its design capacity of 4,290 tpd, the FEIS
evaluated the on-site impacts associated with operating at this 4,290 tpd level to
determine the potential for adverse impacts. The analysis accounts for air, odor and
noise emissions related to all on-site indoor and outdoor equipment, including DSNY
collection vehicles inside the building and queuing on the ramps to the processing
building, and tugs and cranes servicing barges at the facility. These on-site air
quality, noise and odor analyses found no unmitigable significant potentially adverse
impacts. This result eliminated the need for further more refined analyses of on-site
impacts at lower waste throughputs.

2. The Emergency Condition Limit would be defined as a rare, public emergency event
affecting the entire or a large part of the waste management system. An emergency event
would allow DSNY, acting on the basis of protecting the public health, to use of the
maximum design capacity at all facilities to remove accumulated refuse from the streets
as quickly as possible. The classic example of this Emergency Condition is refuse
collections after an extended snow emergency, when refuse has accumulated on the
streets. The maximum design capacity at the four Converted MTSs is 5,280 tpd as
documented in the Basis of Design discussion in the permit application, assuming the
facility is staffed for an emergency to operate with three full shifts and no break time, i.e.,
24 hours a day.

Because neither of these conditions is typical of how the Converted MTSs would
normally operate, CEQR does not require impact analyses that evaluate an abnormal
event scenario.
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2. Comment: The design of the MTS seems lacking in durability and reliability in terms of
the containerization process and its operation will have serious impacts on the
surrounding community. It appears that the containers can be easily damaged, the lidding
operation is dangerous to the work crew, and the wheeled transfer platforms are
susceptible to malfunction. During icy, rainy, or snowy conditions, it appears that there
may be service interruptions or a high risk of injury to operating staff.

Response: The design features of the facility that insure reliability in operations and

minimize the potential for impacts on neighboring communities include the following:

* The Converted MTS is designed to receive and process up to 36 collection
vehicles an hour, more than anticipated in the peak hour. Trucks queuing outside
the old MTS buildings were a frequent source of complaints. Accordingly, the
new tipping floor for the Converted MTS is designed with a large maneuvering
area and six tipping bays to unload six trucks at a time.

e The tipping floor is 12 feet above the loading floor, which accelerates the
unloading process by eliminating potential interference between collection
vehicles and mobile waste processing equipment. Truck turnaround time is also
improved through the use of automated scales in contrast to the manual weigh-in
— weigh-out system at the old MTSs. Finally, should the arrival rate ever exceed
the 36 trucks per hour design criteria, the ramp is structurally strong enough to
hold queuing trucks. Although the peak arrival rate occurs during only one hour a
day, the need to accommodate this peak rate, maintain the efficiency of DSNY
collection operations and avoid on-street queuing problems were all important
considerations in the design of the building.

* The loading floor is designed to process 220 tons per hour into containers, using
three of four processing lines with one held in reserve as a spare. The floor can
also provide approximately 760 tons of on-floor storage in the event of a delivery
surge or a delay in barge arrival. These design criteria enable the facility to
manage maximum expected arrival rates without excessive queuing or turning
away trucks. The fourth processing line provides redundancy in the event of
mechanical problems affecting one of the other processing lines.

» Container loading and lidding operations occur on the level below the loading
floor and are within the enclosed building to prevent the escape of litter and odors
to the outside environment. The through-the-floor loading system is a simple, fast,
gravity-based process to assure a high degree of reliability.
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» The building’s ventilation system is designed to maintain negative pressure in the
building at all times, even when doors are open with the capability to provide
12 air changes per hour, compared to the code standard of 6. It is also equipped
with an odor neutralizing system that treats air as it is exhausted from the building
to remove 90% to 99% of the odors from the building’s exhaust air. The
neutralizing system uses a natural neutralizing agent that is made from a plant
compound.

Additionally, the facility will have the following state-of-the-art environmental controls:

* An advanced odor control system; and

» A ventilation system exceeding building code standards that maintains negative
pressure to prevent the escape of odors to the outside under all conditions.

The components of the containerization process, including the containers, lids, shuttle
cars, lidding hoists and gantry cranes, are all designed for extreme continuous duty in

harsh marine environments.

The containers are specifically designed to handle municipal solid waste (MSW). Their
strength is much greater than standard traditional cargo containers found at most marine
terminals. These high strength environmental containers meet the American Railroad
Association (ARA) and the American Bureau of Shipping (ABS) standards, and are

industry standard equipment in many intermodal transfer operations.

The container lid is designed for high strength, water tightness and odor control. The lid
design also incorporates a twist lock latch system currently used in the industry to fasten
containers to transport trailers and rail cars. This new lid and latch system eliminates the
need for workers to manually remove and reattach the lids. In this design the lids will be
mechanically removed and reattached to the containers by an electric hoist attached to a
spreader mechanism and locking device that will automatically position itself and

automatically lock itself to the lid.
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The entire process, including shuttle car operations, lidding/unlidding operations,
container filling, and barge loading/unloading, will be controlled automatically or

manually by operations staff located in safe controlled environments.

The shuttle cars designed for this process are simple, rugged and reliable. Their design is
based on similar cars used in the paper and steel mill industries to automatically move
large heavy materials. They are battery powered remotely and automatically-controlled
vehicles designed to handle the rigors of constant heavy use in all weathers and
environments. Use of the shuttle cars for container movement is a safety improvement

for the operating staff.

The MTSs are designed with considerable flexibility and redundancy to allow for
mechanical failure, proper maintenance operations, and other process-related
interruptions that may occur, such as inclement weather. Each equipment system has
been carefully designed for the harsh marine environment it will be exposed to.
Components have been specified to be of extreme duty construction, supplied by

manufacturers who have experience building this specific equipment.

3. Comment: Why are none of the new MTSs planned to have compacting capability?
Response: Compaction of waste is part of the process operation at all of the new MTSs.
Waste material will be compacted by tamper/excavators as each container is loaded to its
capacity. In addition, the loading floor and the operation of the wheel loaders have been
designed for pre-crushing and compaction of the waste before it is pushed into the

containers.

4, Comment: The safety and well-being of any neighborhood includes that of the workers
at the MTSs and private transfer station sites, who deserve prevailing wages,
uncompromised safety protocols and other basic rights.

Response: DSNY is highly committed to worker safety. The safety and well being of
the DSNY and private employees who would staff the Converted MTSs and container

loading piers, respectively, are protected by applicable law and by collective bargaining
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and employee agreements. The safety of the employees of private transfer stations is

protected by employee agreements and by applicable law.

5. Comment: All methods used for long-range transport must have hard/fixed type covers
to control odors and spillage. In terms of rail transport, full rail cars must not be
permitted to sit at any location longer than 6 hours.

Response: All containers used at the Converted MTSs will be sealed and leakproof as
required under 6 NYCRR Part 360, Subpart 360-11 and conform to ARA and ABS
standards. All waste will be loaded into these containers within 24 hours of its receipt.
Containerized waste will be removed from the Converted MTSs by barge as soon as the
barge is full. In the case of truck-to-rail facilities, the containers will be removed from
the site when the rail cars are full, or within seven (7) days, whichever comes first, in
accordance with Subpart 360-11. There are no provisions in the current regulations
governing solid waste facilities that require rail cars to be moved from a location after 6

hours.

6. Comment: The MTS facilities should allow flexibility for the City to use them for the
movement of recyclables and compostables.
Response: The Draft New SWMP describes the facilities and services that exist or are
elements of the Proposed Action for Recycling and also provides extensive information
on DSNY’s composting activities. The intended purpose of the Converted MTSs is not

to process these materials. DSNY has other dedicated other facilities for this purpose.

40.3.1.2 Alternatives Analysis

7. Comment: A number of comments stated that the DEIS is inadequate in assessing
alternatives to the Proposed Action. Many indicated that the only sites evaluated were
the existing MTS sites, and the only alternative examined for handling the City’s waste

was long-term export.
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Response: Chapter 1, Section 1.3 of the FEIS incorporates revisions that clarify the
Alternatives considered in formulating the Proposed Action for Long Term Export. The

following is a summary explanation.

In July 2001, Mayor Michael Bloomberg completed an evaluation of the Long Term
Export Program and directed DSNY to evaluate waste containerization and export from
the City’s eight existing Marine Transfer Stations (MTSs). The Long Term Export
Program was an element of the City Council and State approved 2000 SWMP
Modification supported by an October 2000 FEIS that analyzed long term export options
at some 20 different sites with 25 different facility options across the City. (The 2000
SWMP Modification and supporting FEIS are available from DSNY on request.) The
Mayor’s decision to pursue containerization at the MTSs was made after a determination
that insurmountable problems prevented the implementation of the Linden EBUF project.
The Linden project, a key component of the 2000 SWMP Modification, would have
received waste from five existing MTSs, three in Manhattan, Hamilton Avenue and North
Shore. The Alternatives evaluated in the 2000 SWMP FEIS were not acceptable
substitutes for Long Term Export from the three Manhattan and the North Shore MTS
wastesheds, which comprised four of the five MTSs wastesheds that the Linden Project

would have served.

In July 2002, the Mayor announced that the City would move in a new direction by
redeveloping all eight of the MTSs as facilities capable of containerizing waste for
intermodal transport by barge or rail to out-of-City disposal facilities (Converted MTSs).
Since that announcement, DSNY has worked diligently with NYCEDC, the Law

Department and other City agencies to implement the Mayor’s policy directive.

In the course of this work, DSNY has considered Alternatives. DSNY has proposed to
implement four Converted MTS projects, not eight. Other Long Term Export options
have been identified to serve the West 135" and West 59" Street wastesheds in
Manhattan, and the wastesheds formerly served by the South Bronx and Greenpoint
MTSs. These options are now part of the Proposed Action, because DSNY believes they
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can be implemented more quickly, are more cost effective than developing Alternative
Converted MTSs for those wastesheds and also avoid adding new in-City waste transfer
capacity, particularly in the Bronx and Brooklyn where there is a relative concentration of

private waste transfer stations.

Additionally, DSNY included an investigation of alternative rail or barge export sites in
Manhattan in the Scope of the CWMS. Three of the four sites investigated, West 140™
Street (between the North River Water Pollution Control Plant on the Hudson River and
the Henry Hudson Parkway), West 30" Street and Pier 42 on the East River were found
to be infeasible. The reasons for that finding are reported in the CWMS, Volume V,
Manhattan Siting Study that is included as Appendix I in this FEIS. Finally, during the
re-procurement of Interim Export contracts for DSNY-managed Waste from Manhattan
awarded in November 2004, DSNY established that the LIPCo/Covanta waste-to-energy
facility in Rahway, New Jersey, had insufficient capacity to serve as a primary disposal
facility. This facility was awarded an Interim Export contract for backup capacity in the
amount of 125 tpd, substantially less than is generated in any of Manhattan’s three

wastesheds.

40.3.1.3 Waste Reduction and Recycling

8. Comment: The City’s Solid Waste Management Plan has failed to address alternatives
to export for disposal. This is in violation of the State’s Solid Waste Management Act.
In 2000, DSNY’s SWMP focused on long term export due to critical time constraints, but
they promised that the next plan would be more comprehensive. The Plan needs to more
adequately address the alternatives to long-term export, focusing on waste reduction,
re-use, recycling and composting. It will be more difficult to institute these types of
programs once the long-term export facilities are built. The contracts should be written in
a way to encourage and reward recycling. By way of contrast, the 1992 Comprehensive
Waste Management plan offered 86 ambitious waste prevention and recycling initiatives.
The 1995 update had 47 milestones, some of these goals were accomplished and most

were delayed or forgotten. The New SWMP lists 22 reduction milestones, of which only
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4 are new concepts (electronics recycling, paper-bagged yard waste, an annual electronic
newsletter, and revisions to LL19), and only one of which reduces tonnage. This is not
progress.

Response: Waste reduction, reuse and recycling are important components of the
proposed New SWMP. The number of recycling and waste reduction alternatives to
disposal in successive SWMPs has not decreased because of the city’s diminished
commitment to such alternatives. The number of alternatives has been reduced because
over the period of time discussed many have been adopted as programs and many others
have proven themselves to be incapable of practical implementation. The change
reflected in the City’s various SWMPs over time and is informed by the results of the
conduct of numerous SWMP-related pilots, initiatives and studies that have focused on

the feasibility of alternatives.

0. Comment: A number of speakers supported the 70% recycling goal to be met by the
year 2015; but thought that the SWMP should include the supporting details as to how to
achieve this goal. Costs should be provided, along with plans for improvement of the
existing system. There is a lack of information on how the City intends to establish the
infrastructure necessary for greater reuse, composting and recycling. Assuming that
construction and demolition waste and fill material constitute a large share of the 70%,
the SWMP must address these types of transfer facilities and recycling of the commercial
waste stream.

Response: The statement is correct that recycling of construction and demolition waste
and clean fill material is essential to achieving the 70% city-wide recycling target
proposed. The Draft New SWMPs’ 70% overall recycling can be achieved over time
through Existing Programs and New Initiatives. The citywide recycling average, based
upon NYSDEC’s own accounting system for recycling is currently in excess of 62%.
Therefore, DSNY believes the gain of eight additional percentage points over the time

period discussed in the Draft New SWMP is a reasonable goal.

10. Comment: The City should consider the merits of investing dollars within New York

City to create industries that use our waste materials to manufacture new products instead
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of sending dollars out of the City to export waste. Specifically, borough-based
eco-industrial parks could be developed. An analysis of the benefits and costs of choosing
an economic development path are completely absent from the SWMP.

Response: The private sector is already an active participant in the recycling industry,
where the economics are justified. The City actively seeks opportunities to foster
economic development that would utilize waste materials as a resource. A notable
success has been the Visy/Pratt Industries paper manufacturing plant on Staten Island,
which was financed with City assistance and which currently recycles waste paper under
contracts with DSNY. Additionally, the City will soon be entering into a 20-year
contract with Hugo Neu to recycle the City’s metal, glass and plastic and a portion of the

City’s paper stream. A recent publication issued by DSNY, Processing and Marketing

Recyclables in  New York City, available on the DSNY’s website at:

http://www.nyc.gov/html/dos/html/recywprpts.html#1 provides useful information on the

economics of recycling in NYC.

11. Comment: How long will the City talk about studying composting at Hunts Point
without developing any new facilities? The Riker’s Island Project was supposed to be the
test facility with commercial scale facilities to follow. Greater attention is needed in the
SWMP on composting of food waste.

Response:  With the recent increase in the regulated commercial carting fees for wet
waste, including food market waste, economic incentives exist for the Hunts Point
Market Cooperative to consider composting as a less expensive disposal alternative.
Rikers Island was the test facility for a particular type of compost technology (in-vessel

composting), but is not one of the technologies proposed for use at Hunts Point.

12. Comment: The City should adopt the Zero Waste initiatives and the SWMP should
examine better ways to recycle and prevent waste, since waste prevention, was key to
reducing costs. The City should be more aggressive in its programs: target food and yard
waste for composting, recycle textiles and more types of plastics, and support of State-
level efforts like expanding the “bottle bill”. Commercial and institutional recycling
should be improved through the establishment of recycling programs at major
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transportation hubs and parks and stadiums, increasing the number of collection and
distribution sites for special recyclable collections such as hazardous material or new
compost, and an analysis of programs which currently recycle waste, but were not
discussed. The DEIS needs to study the impacts of increased recycling and how it would
reduce truck traffic and the need for disposal sites. There needs to be an organized system
for diverting loads from the MTS that contain large quantities of recyclables.

Response: Waste reduction, reuse, and recycling will continue to be central to waste
management under the New SWMP, which contains several initiatives to expand what is
already by far the largest mandatory recycling program in the nation. As the cost of
waste disposal increases, the economics of recycling and waste reuse improves, in
addition to the environmental benefits of resource conservation. DSNY actively follows
recycling markets to determine whether designation of additional items for recycling

makes sense.

With the recommencement this year of weekly collection for Curbside Recyclables in all
boroughs, the City has made a significant financial commitment to building a Recycling
Program that is and will remain an important element of its waste management strategy.
That commitment is reinforced by related commitments in the Draft New SWMP to
several important actions and initiatives. As discussed in the Draft New SWMP, the
following commitments are major steps toward attaining substantially higher waste
diversion rates. The commitments to significantly higher waste diversion goals are
ambitious goals that reflect a comprehensive, experienced and realistic assessment of
what the City can attempt to achieve.

Significantly Increased, Percentage Based Waste Diversion Goals

The Draft New SWMP sets a 70% diversion goal for the combined Commercial and
DSNY-managed Waste streams to be achieved by 2015. In the near term, the City should
meet a 25% diversion goal for the curbside and containerized waste generated by
residents and institutions, and a 35% diversion goal for the total DSNY-managed Waste
stream by 2007.
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South Brooklyn Marine Terminal Materials Processing Facility

As noted in the Draft New SWMP, DSNY with NYCEDC proposes to develop a
Materials Processing Facility at the South Brooklyn Marine Terminal in Brooklyn
through a public-private partnership involving a 20-year service agreement with a private
recyclables processor, Hugo Nue Corp (HNC). This is an important element of the
foundation for increased diversion rates for curbside and containerized waste through
DSNY’s Curbside Recycling Program. The long-term commitment to a Materials
Processing Facility will facilitate the development of state-of-the-art processing
infrastructure in the City, which in turn will generate the consistent streams of materials
necessary to foster reliable secondary materials markets and enable the diversion of

Curbside materials that are now discarded.

As noted in the Draft New SWMP, the major advantages of this commitment to develop a

Materials Processing Facility are:

= Commits the City to maintain its Curbside MGP Program over the next 20-years.

= Creates a relationship in which the processor has economic incentives to expand
product markets and thereby increase the net recovery rate for MGP. Historically,
DSNY has had considerable difficulty in establishing stable and cost-effective
relationships with the contractors that have processed its Curbside MGP, in part
due to the practice of contracting for a five-year term with a short-notice
cancellation clause. This created economic uncertainty for the contractor and
discouraged investments in facility upgrades to improve recovery rates. The 20-
year term of the service agreement removes these disincentives and will create a
relationship in which the processor has economic incentives to expand product
markets and thereby increase the net recovery rate for MGP processed.

= Enhances the opportunity to produce and market new products by recovering
materials that are now marginal. The City’s Curbside MGP collections have high
proportions by weight of glass, particularly mixed-color, broken glass, a material
which does not have economic markets. Better technology to be used in the
proposed materials processing facility, in addition to aggressive research and
development — both afforded by a long-term contract — is expected to improve the
sorting of glass and help address this situation.
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= Secures competitive price terms for the City and stabilizes costs over the long
term.
The long-term contract is expected to lower the City’s cost for processing MGP recycling
to approximately $48 per ton, compared to $51 per ton under current contracts, and $59
less per ton than the $107 that the City was facing before the program was suspended two
years ago. Note: This does not include the City’s proposed contribution to site
improvements for this project.

Waste Composition Study

DSNY is currently performing a four-season Citywide Waste Composition Sort (WCS),!
involving the sorting of both residential refuse and recyclable streams. This study, an
update of the WCS first undertaken in 1989-1990, will provide essential data to solid
waste planners, especially in the recycling field. The 2004 Spring Sorts found that 21%
of the MGP stream consisted of non-designated materials. Much of that figure consisted
of materials that potentially could be designated for recycling some time in the future,
depending upon markets and advances in sorting technology. Nevertheless, one of the
major goals of the Recycling Program over this 20-year SWMP planning period must be
to reduce this rate as much as possible. This can be accomplished through the sustained
public education and enforcement efforts described later in this section.

The WCS data will inform the City’s ambitious diversion goals, as well as the choice of
programs necessary to reach these goals over the course of this new SWMP planning
period. For example, 12.2% of the non-designated material category consists of refuse
thrown into the recycling bin, the next largest category (6.5%) consists of plastic
containers that are not currently designated for recycling collection. DSNY currently
asks residents to separate #1 and #2 plastics in the form of narrow-neck bottles; previous
vendors relied largely on manual sorting of plastics and it was easier for sorters to
recognize a shape than read a number on the bottom of a container. However, HNC has
expressed interest in testing more sophisticated sorting technologies that may facilitate

! Among the requirements of a SWMP are to “characterize the solid waste stream to be managed in the planning
period.” (New York State Environmental Conservation Law, Section 27-0107, Subsection 1.b.i.).
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the addition of other plastic types (#3 to #7) in the future. This move would increase
diversion and reduce the non-designated material rates.

Regarding yard waste, the Spring Sorts took place in May and June 2004 and therefore
will likely reflect a higher percentage of yard waste, including leaves, grass and prunings,
than will probably be found in the other three seasonal sorts that followed. What is
noteworthy, however, is that the percentage of yard waste in the total spring waste stream
(7.7%) is substantially higher than in the Spring Sort, conducted as part of the 1989-1990
Study (4.1%).

The organic fraction of the waste stream will play an important role in meeting the
diversion goals of this SWMP. To keep yard waste out of the waste stream, DSNY is
restoring funding to its backyard composting and “Leave in on the Lawn” education
programs and its subsidized compost bin promotional programs. In addition, DSNY will

continue to promote its compost facility to residential landscapers.

Appliances and electronics, a category not assessed in 1990, comprised a very small
fraction of the overall waste stream in the 2004 Spring Sorts — 0.92%. Nevertheless,
electronics are a growing and potentially toxic fraction of the City’s waste stream. To
deal with this issue, DSNY is undertaking the electronics-recycling initiative described in
Section 2.4.5 of the Draft New SWMP.

Finally the Draft New SWMP outlines a series of ongoing waste prevention, market
research and public education initiatives that are necessary elements of a strategy to

increase waste diversion rates.

13. Comment: The DEIS and SWMP fail to address proven methods for diverting food
waste, such as the use of garbage grinders. The SWMP should examine effective
programs in other cities, for handling food waste.

Response: Residential garbage grinders became lawful in New York City recently and
are just beginning to reduce curbside organic waste from households. However, such

grinders neither prevent waste nor pollution, and just change its form and require
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14.

15.

16.

handling by the City’s wastewater treatment plants rather than its solid waste
management system. NYCDEP studied the long-range effects on the City’s wastewater
system of the use of garbage grinders in households and agreed to absorb the potential
diversion of household food waste through the permissible installation of garbage
grinders in City households. NYCDEP did not approve the use of garbage grinders for
commercial users and has not agreed to absorb the increased demands on the City’s
wastewater system from the installation of garbage grinders for commercial
establishments. DSNY is proposing a pilot program to compost commercial food waste

from the Hunts Point Market in the Bronx.

Comment: The draft SWMP did not discuss the waste prevention coordinators program.
We recommend that the program be reestablished and expanded so that there is one waste
prevention coordinator in every community district, whose responsibility will be to
increase waste prevention in the residential sector.

Response: The Waste Prevention Coordinators Program results are described in public
reports (see DSNY web page). Reports highlighting their various program efforts over
the one year of funding made available by the Council have been widely circulated within
the waste prevention community. As each ton of waste prevented cost an average cost
per ton of $750, this program proved to be prohibitively expensive and is not proposed to

be replicated in a city-wide publicly-funded program

Comment: Chapter two of the SWMP should be entitled “Waste prevention, reuse and
recycling”. The omission of the term “reuse” coveys a lack of understanding about the
waste management hierarchy. The development of a community reuse complex should
be included in this section.

Response: Duly noted, refer to content of programming. No community reuse complex
is proposed at this time, but could be considered in the future.

Comment: The SWMP fails to discuss the need for the conduct of a waste

characterization study every five years.
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17.

18.

19.

Response: The current study is expected to cost as much as $5 million, and the results,
which build on a similar study conducted in 1989 — 1990, will be useful as a basis for
making programming decisions and data comparisons for as many as twenty years.
Unless circumstances change rapidly, DSNY sees no need to conduct a waste

characterization study every five years.

Comment: More marketing research on achieving greater public education is needed.
The general public needs to be better educated about waste prevention, recycling and
reuse. Reuse should be particularly stressed in children’s educational programs.

Response: The New SWMP would continue DSNY’s outreach and education efforts
about waste prevention, reuse and recycling. These include outreach to schools. DSNY
is in the process of conducting further market research as noted in the Draft New SWMP.
Market research, conducted in the past (see report on DSNY web page) indicated that
most New Yorkers, a diverse, dynamic and extremely mobile population, are in fact very
aware of the requirements of recycling in NYC. The reasons why many New Yorkers do
not fully recycle has a great deal more to do with lack of convenience and personal

motivation; much more difficult challenges to overcome than mere lack of knowledge.

Comment: It is good that DSNY is instituting an annual household hazardous waste
collection day, but it is recommended that additional items be added for collection.
Electronic waste should be included in pick-ups.

Response: Electronic waste represents a very small (less than 1%), but potentially toxic
fraction of the waste stream. DSNY is exploring the possibility of including these items

in its collection programs, as well. See Draft New SWMP section 2.4.5.

Comment: The City should enact legislation which would pressure companies to reduce
packaging and waste. Businesses should be encouraged to generate less waste, and
should be responsible for the waste they create.

Response: The suggested approach is unfortunately not feasible at the municipal level.
The City cannot act in isolation from the federal and state government on this type of
legislation without creating an incentive for City manufacturers to relocate.
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20.

21.

22,

Comment: The City should develop additional recycling capacity in each borough
through borough-based recycling industrial parks.

Response: To evaluate this goal and for a basic understanding of the economics of
recycling in NYC the author of this comment is referred to DSNY’s recent publication,
Processing and Marketing Recyclables in New York City, available on the DSNY’s

website at: http://www.nyc.gov/html/dos/html/recywprpts.html#1. The report also

provides a discussion of the current economic constraints that govern the processing and
marketing of recyclables. See also response to Comment #15, above.

Comment: The Plan states that the City supports Federal legislation to establish producer
responsibility for electronic waste. The City should be pursuing local EPR legislation. In
addition there should be means of picking up electronic waste on a regular basis.

Response: Department of Sanitation continues to pay close attention to the emerging
issue of electronic waste, which is less than 1% of the household waste stream. The Draft
New SWMP clearly expresses the City’s preference that manufacturers deal with
electronic waste themselves. The City is willing to work with the manufacturers and
distributors of electronics in the absence of regulation to assist in the proper disposal of
electronics, but not to bear the full financial burden of operating separate electronic waste
collection and disposal programs, which would be prohibitively expensive. Collection
costs are the greatest share of recycling program, primarily due to the fact that less than
50% of what was formerly waste is targeted at each household in a recycling program.
The collection costs associated with targeting less than 1% of household waste, for
separate collection is not practicable. See also response to Comment #12, above.

Comment: Future improvements to the City’s recycling rate are put into question by the
City’s plan to modify Local Law 19. This is a major undertaking. Local Law 19 should
only be amended if it will improve the City’s recycling program.

Response:  The proposal to modify LL 19 is separate from the success of the City’s
recycling program and the proposal to achieve even higher diversion rates in the future.
As explained in the draft New SWMP, Local Law 19’s tonnage mandate is based upon an
inaccurate refuse tonnage assumption. Unachievable mandates can have the effect of
undermining support for the recycling program. Rather than mandates, the Draft New
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23.

24,

25.

SWMP proposes achievable goals that can be strived for over a reasonable period of
time. The goals suggested in the Draft New SWMP are both ambitious and within the
City’s reach.

Comment: The Draft New SWMP should include a discussion on the greatest cost
component of recycling, i.e., collection. Means of reducing costs should be examined,
such as the use of dual bin trucks, or other alternatives.

Response: DSNY has tested out a number of alternative vehicles over the last 15 years
and currently uses the suggested dual bin vehicle in over 21 of the city’s 59 community

districts to collect recyclables.

Comment: There are no details provided on the Hugo Neu contract, specifically if the
contract is flexible enough to adapt to the changing technologies and characteristics of
the City’s waste generation. Will there be adequate incentives for Hugo Neu to maintain
and upgrade its facilities, if the City’s economic circumstances change?

Response: Details of the contract are still subject to negotiation. However, the types of
incentives suggested will be included in the structure of the 20 year agreement. For more

information, see the Response to Comment #12.

Comment: Each of the components of the waste stream (residential and commercial)
should be examined for (1) the amount generated, and its rate of change over time; (2) the
frequency of collection; (3) its destination; (4) its salability and time/value changes;
(5) effect of volume changes on buildings, and equipment requirements, and (6) impacts
of commercial waste. Then the most optimal recycling system can be determined.
Response: The City’s public and private recycling efforts are robust, as evidenced by the
62% diversion rate for the City reported by the Department of Environmental
Conservation. The Draft New SWMP Proposed Action for recycling reflects the results
of considerable analysis and practical experience in implementing and operating a
recycling program in the City for 15 years. DSNY’s recent publication, Processing and
Marketing Recyclables in New York City is available on the DSNY website at:
http://www.nyc.gov/html/dos/html/recywprpts.html#1.
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26.

217.

28.

Comment: There needs to be more emphasis in providing recycling information in
foreign languages. Fliers in languages other than English or Spanish aren’t always
available. There seems to be a lack of information in Chinese, Korean, and Arabic.
Television spots on foreign language channels should also be implemented.

Response: The comment is duly noted. The Department of Sanitation makes
publications available in multiple languages to target foreign language audiences as
appropriate. For more information, please refer to a series of DSNY publications posted
on the Department’s website, that provide some missing background on the Department’s
public education efforts to date and market research about what New Yorkers know and

don’t know about recycling: http://www.nyc.gov/html/dos/html/recywprpts.htmi

Comment: The SWMP does not adequately address waste prevention and diversion in
the commercial and construction sectors, given the huge volume of redevelopment and
new construction anticipated. This increased quantity of waste will impose an
unacceptable burden on the City’s EJ communities, absent a more comprehensive plan
for commercial waste diversion. The Plan’s proposal to increase transfer station fees
should be linked to the expansion of commercial waste prevention and recycling,
dedicating the revenue stream from those fees to the development of those programs.

Response: Because economics drive waste prevention in the commercial sector, unlike
the government sector, as disposal costs rise in the New York metropolitan area more and
more waste prevention and recycling will necessarily occur, without direct government
intervention in the form of regulation and its enforcement. Construction and Demolition
processing facilities currently recycle approximately 50% of the waste they receive with
some such facilities in the metropolitan area recycling over 80%. Clean fill transfer

stations typically recycle nearly all of the waste they receive.

Comment: The DEIS does not evaluate the change in paper flow, from 10 current
locations, to four facilities (Gansevoort and the three Hugo Neu facilities) used in the
future, even though paper is the second largest component of municipal waste. This
reallocation of recyclables needs to be examined in the same manner as the other
facilities are examined.  The environmental review of the Visy plant was based on
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29.

30.

31.

material arriving by barge from Manhattan and by truck from Staten Island. But DSNY
amended the Visy agreement in 2003 to re-designate paper from seven western Brooklyn
districts to be trucked to Staten Island.

Response: See response to Comment #32 below.

Comment: The discussion of the existing system notes that about 27% of putrescible
waste is recycled. However, there is no discussion of the huge amount of separately
collected paper that is recycled.

Response: As the Draft New SWMP incorporates by reference the 1992 SWMP and
subsequent modifications and updates, much information that describes the evolutions of
the City’s paper recycling program has not been repeated. It is true that the City’s
revenue producing paper recycling program is particularly successful, in part due to the
fact that a degree of cost and processing stability has been achieved through long-term
contracting.

Comment: The City rejected composting claiming that it was studied extensively in an
earlier report, but in that previous report only one method was studied — static pile
composting. Composting by other means needs to be evaluated.

Response: More than one method of composting has been studied by the City. Please
see the reports published by DSNY that contain extensive discussions and analysis of a
number of alternative composting technologies at:

http://www.nyc.gov/html/dos/html/recywprpts.html

Comment: What will be done with the large amounts of fill material that are currently
recycled at Fresh Kills as landfill cover and road building material?

Response: Some of the generators of this material are already reducing the amount
produced by changing their operating procedures, in anticipation of the eventual
discontinuation of these programs. For the time being alternatives methods for recycling

and/or disposal of this material are being explored.
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32.

33.

Comment: The DEIS states that the potential traffic, off-site air and off-site noise
impacts associated with the changes in delivery of Curbside Recyclables by DSNY
collection vehicles from current destinations to new facilities are evaluated in this DEIS.
However, these impacts are not evaluated. The Agreement between the City and Visy
directs DSNY to deliver 34,000 tpy of waste paper to Visy from 7 Brooklyn districts.
DSNY delivers those Districts to Visy. However, DSNY does not yet deliver the entire
66,000 tpy over and above that amount which is also mentioned in the Amendment. Not
only is there no analysis of the 66,000 tpy, but there was never an analysis of the traffic,
air and noise impacts of diverting the initial 34,000 tpy of Brooklyn mixed paper that is
being trucked by DSNY over the Verrazano Bridge to Visy. DSNY must evaluate the
impacts of the 100,000 tons per year of Brooklyn-based mixed paper while keeping in
mind the stated goal of reducing truck traffic and congestion. One may want to compare
delivery costs and revenues generated for DSNY taking this material to Visy as opposed
to the Brooklyn facilities.

Response: The DEIS and this FEIS evaluates sending only MGP from the Brooklyn
Community Districts that would deliver by truck to Hugo Neu at the SBMT. Any
delivery of paper to the proposed processing facility at SBMT that may make occur in the
future would be subject to environmental review when and if that decision is made. The
current delivery of 34,000 tpy of Brooklyn mixed paper to Visy is an Existing Condition

and, as such is not subject to environmental review in the New SWMP DEIS/FEIS.

Comment: DSNY should use its transportation model to determine if it would be more
efficient for the recyclables in certain districts of Manhattan to be driven directly to the
Hugo Neu facility located in the Bronx. The EIS should evaluate potential additional
marine and rail sites in Manhattan, and should consider the creation of a number of
smaller facilities for Manhattan recyclables.

Response: DSNY has already used the transportation model for this effort and the
results are reflected in the SWMP. The DEIS evaluates the Proposed Action and
reasonable alternatives. The proposed development of the Gansevoort Recyclables
Acceptance facility will be subject to supplemental environmental review, including any

required consideration of reasonable alternative.
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Comment: The SWMP failed to disclose that the Spring Creek composting facility may
never be permitted, due to the ruling in August 2004 that found that the project would
likely constitute an illegal alienation of parkland. The SWMP and DEIS should
accurately describe how composting will be managed should the site not be available for
the above-noted reasons.

Response: DSNY expects that the Spring Creek leaf and yard waste composting facility
will be permitted eventually to accept leaves from Brooklyn and Queens, as proposed. In
FY’05, leaves from these Boroughs were delivered mainly to DSNY’s composting
facility at Fresh Kills on Staten Island. The comment refers to a ruling in a permit
proceeding that the joint DSNY-Parks Department effort to use a portion of
unconstructed parkland on former landfill for leaf composting to generate compost for
park improvements must be adjudicated to determine whether it is a lawful park use.
The proceeding is still pending and no final ruling has been issued. If it is not permitted,
the city will need to re-evaluate the feasibility of continuing to seek to expand its
program to collect leaf and yard waste for composting at appropriate locations in the City

to generate a useful soil amendment.

Comment: DSNY trucks typically make 10 trips down most neighborhood streets each
week: six to pick up refuse on different sides of the streets, two to pick up MGP, and two
to pick up paper. By using more efficient single-stream or co-collection approaches, such
as used in San Francisco and Chicago, truck traffic and emissions could be dramatically
reduced. It could also reduce collection costs by tens of millions of dollars and help
make recycling cost-effective. A good chance to consider either single-stream or
co-collection might be in conjunction with the planning now being done for the
waterfront facility in Brooklyn.

Response: The comment correctly assumes that collecting solid waste and recyclables
together would reduce truck traffic, air emissions and collection costs. However, co-
collection would require the siting and construction of special materials recovery
facilities known as “dirty MRFs” to separate recyclables from regular household refuse,
as Chicago has done. Such facilities do not exist in the City and would constitute a
change to the SWMP that is well beyond the current Proposed Action. In addition, such

Sol