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Executive Summary

New York City’ s waste management systemis at a critica juncture. Waste export costs are
balooning, consuming large portions of the Sanitation Department budget and contributing to

the City’s current budget crisis. Unfortunately, the Mayor’ s proposed solution, to save money by
cutting waste prevention, composting, and recycling programs, takes the City’ swaste
management system back towards policies the public and its elected representatives had long-ago
rejected.

The programs currently at risk form essentia cornerstones of an equitable, environmentaly
sound, and cost-€effective waste management system. They represent high paying, manufacturing
job opportunities that the City hasfalled to exploit. They serve asimportant counterpoint to
legidatorsin Washington and other state capitols who want to limit New Y ork City’ s ability to
export our waste.

The New York City Waste Prevention Codlition' isfully cognizant of the dire budget
circumstances in which New York City findsitsdlf. The Codlition has therefore developed a
series of dternative policy and program recommendations that provide budget savings or
revenue enhancements comparable to those sought by the Mayor. Unlike the Mayor’s
proposals, our recommendations can be implemented without jeopardizing the
development of a cost-effective, equitable, and environmentally sound solid waste
management strategy.

The Waste Prevention Coadlition’ s report, Why Waste the Future?, includes four broad
categories of recommendations. In devel oping these recommendations, we have dravn heavily
on Department of Sanitation data to help make our case:

1. REeTEW R ETSA o R Igelellsy: The Mayor damsthat cutting metal, glass, and

plastic recycling will save roughly $51.4 million/year. We have andyzed the Mayor's
cdculations, and find they overgate the potentia savings by nearly $12 million

Cutting Costs through DOS Callection Policy ChangeigcAW = e2e=Jle=aijilcek{e Vs
changes that collectively save the department between $17.5 and $21.5 million/year.

! The New Y ork City Waste Prevention Coalition is a network of organizations and individual s dedicated to
promoting waste prevention as the most responsible, environmentally sound and cost-effective means to solve New
Y ork City's mounting solid waste problems.



a. Ban the collection of grass clippings — Each year, New Y orkers discard more than
78,000 tons of grass clippings. Encouraging leave-it-on-the-lawn programs could
save the City $7-10 million/yesr.

b. Eliminate work ruleswhich create inefficient collection routes — Current work rules
require collection crews to stay with certain geographic boundaries. Eliminating
these rules would lead to more efficient routes, cutting the city’ s waste and recycling
collection cogts,

c. Eliminate extra waste collection pickups — More than 10 years ago, the city added
additiond collection routes to handle recyclable materials. No changes were madein
the number of trash collection pickups city residents received, despite the fact that
recycling captures a sgnificant portion of the waste stream in many neighborhoods.
(Estimated savings = up to $9.3 million/year)

d. Expand dual bin truck use — DOS clams they make use of dud bin trucksin dl
neighborhoods where they make economic sense. This doesn't appear to be the case,
as we estimate that many additiona neighborhoods could benefit from their use
(Estimated savings = $1.2-2.2 million/year)

3. REESIEEEANE: Additiona revenue can be raised from two different sources, totaing
between $4.5 and $13.9 million/yesr.

a. Feeon CFC removal services— To hdp NYC comply with federa Clean Air Act
guidelines, DOS crews make two separate vidts to drain CFCs from and then collect
unwanted air conditioners and refrigerators. DOS should follow the lead of other
communities by imposing asmd| handling fee for thisservice. (Estimated revenue =
$2.9 million/yr)

b. Increase amount of recycling violations and expand size of enforcement force —
Because failure to recycle imposes a cost burden on the City, we need to do a better
job a helping residents take the recycling rules serioudly. Increasing the tota number
of enforcement agents and increasing the Sze of arecyding violaion will improve
compliance and raise between $1.6 and $11 million/year.

4. [WCsahliGceYelelnigSigietig=: Although these ideas require alonger term view, there

is clear-cut evidence that City invesmentsin recycling processing and manufacturing
capacity can have a szable payback:

a. Build a publicly owned MRF — A Columbia Universty study estimates that NY C
could save over $20 million per year by building a publicly owned recyclables sorting
facility. Westchester County’ s publicly owned MRF operates at adightly higher
cost, but is il substantialy chegper than the private companies proposing to handle
NY C srecyclables.

b. Promote recycling business development — The Visy paper mill on Staten Idand
stands out as a recycling business success story, o it’s both surprising and
unfortunate the City hasn't tried to replicate this success targeting other recyclable
materias.

The fact that recent DOS managers have saddled the City with a costly and serioudy flawed
waste export plan should not mean that we smply walk away from waste prevention,
composting, and recycling programs because they’ re not as chegp as we would like,

Let'sfix these programs — don't kill them!



