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What Hath Albany Wrought?

Long Island and the New York State

Solid

By David Tonjes and R. Lawrence Swanson

introduction .

In 1988 New York State implemented its Solid
Waste Management Plan, which established a
hierarchy of waste managementstrategies: 1) waste
reduction, recycling, and reuse; 2) incineration
with energy recovery, and; 3) landfilling. The state
also set a goal of reducing the waste stream by 50
percent while increasing the rate of recycting to 50
percent by 1997 (New York State Department of
Environmental  Conservation (NYSDEC), 14988},
Long Island, already facing the closure of its land-
fils due to the 1983 “Long island Landfifl Law”
(NYS Legisiature, 1983), wasthrustby thismanage-
ment plan into a time of immense change.

By 1992, it became apparent that landfilling
was declining, and that recycling and incineration
with energy recavery were on the upswingonLong
Island. However, no institution was monitoring the
changes. Therefore, the Waste Management Insti-
tute (WMI) at the University at Stony Brook con-
tacted solid waste managers in the 15 towns and
cities of Long Island and examined earlier studies
by MNewsday, the New York Public interest Re-
search Group (NYPIRG), and the NYS Legisiative
Commission on Water Resource Needs of Long
lsland) to determine the size of the waste stream
and the methed of disposal for Long Island wastes
for two discrete years, 1986 and 1991,

What ts MSW? How s 1t Counted?

This study indicated that municipai solid waste
IMSW! s subject to differing descriptions. How a
waste stream was counted depended upon how it
was defined. For example, the operator of a landfill
might record scale weights of wastes accuratety,
but not distinguish among wastes (unless differing
fees were involved). Construction and demolition
debris (C&D) might not be differentiated from
garbage coliected through residential service, al-
though C&D is not included in most definitions of
MSW. An incinerator operator who did not pro-
cess particular wastes (such as C&D, yard wastes,
or tres) would exciude them from any reports.
Municipalities sometimes differentiate large loads
of commercially generated C&D from MSW, but
include residentially generated C&D. In addition,
the State directed that C&D be accounted for by
municipal MSW plans despite Federal defini-
tions that C&D is not M5W,

{ and clearing debris was sometimes included

lanagement Plan

in a municipality’s waste stream. Landfilling usu-
ally results in alf wastes being counted together.
Onrly distinctions resulting from differentiai ipping
fees or internal bookkeeping requirements led.
some towns to separate material streams. If wood
was chipped, and therefore recycled, the munici-
nality counted it to help reach recycling goals. If
landfilied, there was no incentive to include the
wood in the “countable” waste stream. Munici-
palities without processing facilities wanied to
claim the recycling credit, but had no means of
guantifying private efforts.

These fundamental problems led to great dis-
parities in waste stream definitions — exactly what
o count.

The Size of Long Island's Waste Siream

Our objective was to calculate the wastes gen-
erated in each municipatity, but statistics were
generally kept only on wastes processed by mu-
nicipalities through their own facilities. Thus,
private carters whao took the opportunity to dispose
of wastes at cheaper tipping fees elsewhere were
not accourited for. In rarer instances, there was the
problem of distinguishing wastes enlering a mu-
nicipality to avoid higher tipping fees elsewhere.
On the Fast End of Long Island, due to the absence
of municipal collection services, many tonnages
reported were only estimates, not actual scale
weights. Therefore, in additionto determining what
to count, how to count Long island’s wastes be:
came a nearly insoluble probiem.

How to Calculate MSW Disposal Methods

Another goal was to assess waste stream man:
agement and the changes in technologies em:
ployed for disposal, although it was difficult «
enumerate this precisely. The source studies hac
differing obiectives, and no standard formal wa
used. it was tempting to simply use municipaly
provided information, but most municipalities di
not account for MSW that was shipped to disposa
sites outside of that particular municipality {“non
systern” wastes).

We therefore set about constructing an ed
mate. A weighted mean was developed from dis
parate reported fonnages, with data from municl
palities weighted as equal to twoother data source
(Tahle 1). Pooling this data produced Table 2 an
Figure 1.

Another estimate was developed tc account o
uncertainty in assessing the methods of wax
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Table 1

Municipality
Glen Cove
Hempstead

Long Beach
North Hempstead
Oyster Bay
Babylon
#rockhaven
East Hampton
Huntington
Islip
Riverhead
Shelter Island
Smithtown
Southamptan
Southold

Waste Stream Es

4286 Weighted Mean
23,250 4+/- 2,268
855,843 +/~ 139,828
27,030 4/~ 6,312
277,060 +/~ 63,115
253,073 +/~ 15,400
226,328 +/~ 34,605
412,133 +/- 100,760
19,633 +/- 1,113
266,059 +/~ 60,380
335,433 4/~ 14,104
27,200 +/- 1,637

3,951 +/~ 843
123,762 +/- 28,290
55,200 +/- 8,176
31,658 +/~ 8,256
timates in Tons per Year

1391 Heighted Mean
22,759 +/- 171
784,945 +/- 10,787
24,705 +/- 1058
268,638 +/- 46,164
377,507 +/- 106,848
310,102 +/- 20,008
49%,413 +/- 22,776
38,925 +/- 1,10%
268,433 +/~ 63,151
174,784 +/- 53,857
38,933 +/- 471
3,952 4/~ 758
116,301 +/- 8,822
61,50C +/- 7,500
44,833 +/- 4,011

Municipally-provided Data Weighted by a Factor of Two

Takle 2

Nassau County
Suffolk County
Long Island

1

1,436,256 +/- 157,587
1,505,359 +/- 127,024
2,941,615 +/~ 202,407

Waste Stream Estimates in Tons per Year

Pooled Means of Table 1 Data

1991 Welghted Mean

1,478,554 +/~ 116,394
1,753,176 +/~ B%,218
3,231,730 +/~ 146, 654

Tables 3
Incinerated
75,000

1,000,000

100,000(?}%

350,000

Long Island
175,000

1,350,000

1

RHecycled Tranzportad
o 400,000
A28
160,000 350,000
LA286.
25,000 0
LA89%
375,000 275, 000"
2286
25,000 400,000
A391.
675,000 625,060

Landfilled
1,980,000

0

1,350,000(7)F

850,000

2,406,000

850,000

Tatal

1,825,000

1,650,000

1,475,000

1,850,000

3,000,000

3,500,000

“"transported” could alsec mean recycled, because of the lack of

information regarding Long Island's commercial carting community:
this material was not disposed in a Long Island municipal venue,

2 100,000 tpy

of Huntington's

wastes

assumed to

have

haen

incinerated, then landfilled -- only counted under “incinerateg®

Waste Generaticn in Tons Per Year
from Information on Hethods of Waste Dispesal

Source: Tenjes and Swanson, 1992
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Town/City
MNassau County

1286

1991

Recent Changes 7 ]

along with all MSW from City of
Long Beach; some wastes
shipped off-island.

Glen Cove tncinerated entire waste stream., | Curbside recycling; incineratGr closed Plans 1o refurbish and re-open Incinerator (1.
for non-attainment of Clean Air Act
standards; all non-recyclables shipped
off-istand.
Hempstead Landfilled majority of its wastes, Curbside recycliing; yard wastes Completed lnter-Municipal Agreement (IMA) with

composted in Pennsylvania; WTE
incineration of remaining MSW (excess
capacity sold 1o private cartersh,

Brookhaven, whereby Brookhaven agreed to Jandfill

all incinerator ash in exchange for 200,000 tons per

year WTE capacity {2). Oyster Bay also is negotiating
for guaranteed WTE capacity {3} -

Long Beach Shipped waste to Hempstead t©

be landfilled.

Curbside recycling; WTE facility with
excess capacity sold on the spot market.

Dians to build a Materials Recovery Facility (MRE). [4)

MNorth Hempstead Pilot recycling program;
landfilied wastes with some
material imported from New York

City.

Curbside recycling; because landfill had
closed due to noxious odors problems,
remainder of MSW shipped off-island.

IMA allows for shipment of MSW to Babylan's
recyclables recovery facility; remaining waste will be
pracessed through Babylon's WTE plant {5).

Oyster Bay Shipped all MSW off-island.

Curbside recycling processed through
town MRF: yard wasie composting;
remainder shipped off-istand.

Negotiating for guaranteed capacity at the
Hempstead incinerator (3} aiso developing a
marketing cooperative for collected newspapers with
Huntington, Babylon, and islip (6); has announced
ptans to buitd an MRF (7).

{1y D*Ambrosic, 1993, perscnal communication; (2} Tonjes and Heil, 1993; (3} Mitrey, 1993, personal communication; {4) Raaby; 1992, personal communica-

tion: (5) NYSDEC, Region 1, 1593; {6} Mester, 1993h; (7) Yevoli, 1993c; (9) Freedman, 1992a;
communication: (13} Freedman, 1993b; (14 Wolke, 1992, personal communication; {15) Malcolm

(10) Nester, 1992; (11) Nester, 1993a: (12) Scully, personal

Pirnie, 1993b.

Table 4: Surnmary
of municipal waste
handling on Long
Island (above and
right)

dispasal employed. The amount of wastes dis-
nosed of at a particular facility was generally well-
known, and most municipalities had figures that
differentiated wastes collected within the munici-
pality. To account for wastes shipped off Long

lsiand, especially for 1991, comparisons were
made between waste generation rates of 1986 (or
another vear where the municipality disposed of
most of its locally generated wastes) and 1991; the
differences were generally assumed to have been

Curbside sorting of
recyclable materi-
als, City of Glen
Cove. Photo by
Randall Young
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fransported 1o off-Island disposal sites. The one
exception to this methodology was Oyster Bay. To
cover small errors in this methodology and its lack
of precision, all annual tornages were rounded
10 the nearest 25,000 tons (Table 3 and Figure 2).

Discussion of Waste Disposal Methods

Table 3 and Figure 2 iHlustrate what was intu
itively known about the effects of the waste hierar
chy compounded by the Long Isiand Landfill Law
Landfilling tonnages decreased by nearly two
thirds between 1986 and 1991, while incineratio
tonnages increased by over one million tons pe
year. [n 1691 incineration was the disposal methot
for nearly 40 percent of alt of Long island’s MSW
The true extent of waste-to-energy (WTE) dispos
on Long Island was masked, since the Huntingtor
Smyithtown incinerator, designed te burn 300,00
tans of waste per vear, did not begin operatior
until December, 1991, Collection for recyclin
expanded from one general municipal recyclin
program (in Islip) and two pilot programs, 10 mar
datory recycling programs in all fifteen municipal
ties, managing nearly 20 percent of the MSW. Gu
of-state transportation, spurred by declining ti
ping fees off Long Island and skyrocketing fees
the local facitities, increased by over 50 percen

Municipal Waste Management Technigues

Table 4 indicates the particular means of M§
management employed by Long lsland mmuni
palities in 1986 and 1991, It also presents rece
developments and upcoming plans for each m
nicipality.

[t is notewarthy that even with the solid w
planning and facilities construction shown
Table 4, only four municipalities (8abylon, £
Hampton, Hempstead, and Southampton) he



Town
Suffolic County

1986

991

Recent changes/Future plans

Babylon

Landfilled entire waste stream.

Cuirbside recycling; yard wastes
composted off-isfand; WTE plant
processed remainder of waste stream.

Opened recyclables recavery facility where recyclables
are removed without prior separation; entered IMA with
North Hempstead to process their residential wastes {3}
has traded ash-for-trash with isiip, Huntington, and
Smithtown (8); near completion of marker copperative
for collected newspapers with Huntington, Islip, and
Oyster Bay (6).

Brookhaven

Landfilied entire waste stream.

Curbside recycling; MRF and two
teal-composting facilides in operation;
other wastes landfilied in triple-lined
celi along with incinerator ash from
Hempstead.

Compieted IMA with Hempstead, whereby Braokhaven
agreed to landiil incinerator ash from Hempstead in
exchange for 200,000 tons per year WTE capacity;
issued Request for Praposals (RFP) for solid waste
composting services; negotiating to landfilf MSW until
composting plant is built {2).

Fast Hampton

Pilot drop-off recyeling program
in place; remainder of waste
stream landfiliad.

Mandatory recyclables drop-off; yard
waste composted or chipped;
remainder of wastes landfilied; suing
state with Riverhead, Shelter lsland,
and Southold to gain exemptions from
Long Island Landfill Law,

Still pursuing appeals in lawsult with state (94; plans
MEW and recyclables processing facility.

Huntington

Landfilied entire waste stream,
incinerating some for volume
reduction.

Curbside recycling; vard waste
composting site; shipped remainder of
waste to Smithtown landfill most of the
year; much commercial waste disposed
of through private carters; opened WTE
plant with Smithtown in December,
1991,

Traded ash-for-trash with Babylon, islip, and Smithtown
(8); closed vard waste composting site because of odor
complaints (10); fandfifling vard wastes at Smithtown
landfith recent IMA with Smithtown and Southold will
result in yard waste's being shipped to Southeld for
composting in exchange for incinerater capacity for
Southold MSW (11); compleling marketing cooperative
with Babylon, islip, and Oyster Bay for newspapers (6).

ishp

Had first mandatory curbside
recycling program on Long
island; landfilled remainder of
wastes,

Incinerator, MRF, and one of the
nation’s largest yard waste composting
sites in operation; a large portion of
commercial waste stream managed by
facilities outside the town because of
high tipping fees.

Traded ash-fortrash with Babylon, Huntington, and
Smithtown as capacity for wastes or ash matched
respective needs (B); completing markel cooperative
with Babylon, Hunfington, and Osyter Bay for
newspaper (6}; forced to stop grass composting because
of aders complaints {12).

Riverhead

Landfillad entire waste stream,

Recyclables drop-off program, yard
waste composting in place; landfilled
remainder of waste stream; joined East
Hampton, Sheiter lsland and Southold
in suitto gain exemption from Long
istand Landfill Law.

Stll pursuing appeals against Landfilt Law (9);
negotiating with private company for MSW composting
{13).

Shelter sland

Landfitled entire waste stream,

Drop-off recyeling; fandfijled
remainder of wastes mast of year;
dropped suit to keep landfills open;
instituted only per-hag disposal fee
system on Long Island; began shipping
waste off-island.

Smithtown

Landfilled entire waste stream.

Curbside recycling in conjunction with
modest MRF; vard waste privately
composted; landfilled remainder of
waste most of year (together with
municipally collected wastes from
Huntington); opened WTE plant with
Huntington, December, 1991.

Traded ash-for-trash with Babylon, Islip and #Huntington
as trades met needs (8); forced 1o break contract with
private composter because of odor complaints {14):
landfilis yard wastes at town landfill; recent IMA with
Huntington and Southold will have yard waste shipped
to Seuthold for composting in exchange for incinerator
capacity for Southold MSW (11).

Southampton

Landfilled entire waste stream.

Drop-off recycling; yard wastes
composted; obtained state permit to
allow double-lined fandfill to remain
open through 1995,

Recently issued RFP for construction of new facility (or
facilities) to compost yard and organic waste, and MSW
and (o process recyclables (155

Southold

Landfilled entire waste stream,

Drop-off recycling; composted vard
wastes, landfilled remainder; joined
tast Hampton, Riverhead and Shelter
Istand in suit to gain exemption from
Long island Landfill Law.

Recent IMA with Huntingtan aned Smithtown will resuit
in those towns shipping vard wastes to Southold for
composting in exchange for incineration capacity; still
pursuing appeals against Landfill Law (9).
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Hampton, Hempstead, and Southampton) have
been able to gain state approval of their solid
waste management plans, which are required
under the 1988 State Plan (Woodward, 1993,
personal communication).

Conceptual Compliance with the Hierarchy

Waste Reduction

Our data show that waste reduction has not
been successful. The data indicate a waste growth
of 10 percent (greater than the standard devia-
tions, and so probably not an artifact of the lack
of precision}, Arguments opposing this judge-
ment include:

1} the study covered 1986 and 1991, and
therefore an overall waste reduction from
1988-1991 could be outweighed by awaste
generation increase from 1986 to 1991,

2) waste generation per capita may not have
increased -- just the underlying population
hase. It should be noted, however, that the
1990 U.S. Census count for Long Isiand
indicates a decrease in population, not an
increase.

3) Long Island has only recently (1991 on-
wards} made more than token attempts to
impiement waste reduction policies. Due
to the odor-asseciated failures of grass clip-
ping composting, several municipalities
now promote campaigns for mulching
mowers or backyard composting. Yard
waste constitutes a 10-15 percent portion
of the waste stream,

4y if waste reduction steps were to achieve an
8 percent decrease {the state goal) in waste
generation rates by 1997, the initial 1-2
percent achieved might be masked, and
not be recognizable until it is a more sub-
stantial (and recognizable) 5 percent,

if there has been a failure to achieve signifi-

cant waste reduction percentages, it may be
because significant waste reduction ocecurs
through manufacturers’ initiatives, rather than
local management strategies. Legislative efforts
to curb packaging or other “useless” wastes,
either on the State or Federal levels, may contrib-
ute significantly to waste reduction.

Recycling

MNowhere on Long lsland has the recycling
effort attained the level mandated by the state
plan (40 percent+}. Some residential waste pro-
grams may be approaching these levels, and
many municipalities are banking on recyclables
credits from composting (other than vard wastes)
to bring their programs in line with the State
goals. Others anticipate being able to count

commercial efforts as a key to meeting the goal,

Twoe municipalities have adopted a different
means of increasing recyclables coliection ef.
forts. Babylon built, and North Hempstead has
contracted for, the services of “dirty” Materials |
Recovery Facitities (MRFs). These are operations
where recyclables are sorted from wastes noj
subject to source separation, and which are .
usually marketed at a discount because of sojl-
ing. Babylon processes only commercial wastes,
and claims a 40 percent recovery rate. The op-
erator of the North Hempstead dirty MRF re.
ceivesthattown'sresidential wastes, and achieves |
a more than 25 percent recovery rate (even after |
prior curbside recycling). it should be noted that
the Babylon operation is in conflict with a 1988¢
NYS Law, GML-120-aa, which mandates source
separation of all recyclables, Babyionisusingits’
dirty MRF rather than mandating source separa-
tion of recyclables by businesses (Appeli, 1992
personal communication). North Hempstead's :
commercial wastes are also delivered to the :
Babylon facility.

The commercial waste sector seems destines |
to be a perpetual accounting problem. The com-
petitive nature of Long Island’s private carting
industry promoles secrecy as a business trade-
mark, and the carters have not been cooperative
with municipal efforts to coilect recycling data. :
Larger entities will sometimes bypass the entira
system and deal with recyclables brokess di-
rectly. Examples are firms with waste streams
dominated by a single, profi-making waste {such::
as supermarkets and corrugated cardboard) ori
larpe cempanies capable of entering markets.
directly (such as Grumman Aerospace). Some
form of reporting mechanism is necessary o
allow the municipalities to augment residential :
recyclables totals. ;

Data are fragmentary, but it appears that most |
municipal programs achieve large recycéngg
growth rates through the first two years or so of
residential collection, before reaching a slow-*@
growth piateau. Programs soon achieve good:
participation from most residents, and usually]
begin by collecting the large tonnage recyclabies
-- newspapers, bottles, and cans. Some programéf
have expanded to low-grade paper (junk mail), |
but large tonnage recyclables other than vard
waste are difficult to identify.

Composting

Composting on Long Isfand is limited to yardd
wasle at present, Yard waste composting suffered,
a setback when ailegations were made linking!
the Town of Islip Yard Waste Compost site to the
death of a vendor ar a nearby train station.
Aspergillus, a fungus with widespread distribu-



Vet uwia iy TQURIG AL greater concentrations in
compost than background, is the subject of a
State Department of Health investigation (Rabin,
1992} in connection with this incident,

Odors have also proven to be a cause of
difficuities for several sites. The Tawn of Hun-
tington closed its yard waste composting site due
to complaints from corporate aeighbors, and the
Town of Istip’s site has also been the subject of
public meetings regarding odors. Grass clippings
are cited as creating the odors, Project managers
insist that incorporation of grass into existing
windrows quickly stifies any odors, zlthough
nearby residents often disagree. Several private
yard waste facilities have also received com-
plaints of this nature {Lesser, 1993),

Programs for composting any materials other
than vard waste, such as MSW or source-sepa-
rated organic wastes, exist only in the planning
stage. No municipality has yet signed a contract
for such services, afthough three Requests for
Proposals (RFPs;) have been issued. Riverhead
has only to sign a contract in order for its private
vendor to break ground for an MSW composting
- facifity. Residue rates from MSW composting

operations are unknown, and whether the prod-

uct wili be as marketable as iis sponsors believe
also is yet to be proven.

Other Recycling Activities

Many municipalities are expanding wood
chipping operations, This serves a dual purpose:
avoided disposal costs and recycting credits. It is
not clear how large the market for such wood
chips is on Lang Isfand.

Hazardous household waste collection DIO-
grams (STOP programs) have had a checkered
history on Long Isiand. Many municipalities in-
stituted such programs in the late 1980 only to
end them soon after. Reasons givern for this
change include a duplication of the County's
program, costof operating the service (Alexander,
1993}, and the costs of planning and building a
permanentfacility - a process that has now taken
over two vears in Brookhaven (Heil, 1993, per-
sonal communication), The environmental ben-
efits associated with such programs -- and also
the costs -- are substantial, considering the small
tonnages of wastes so managed.

Incineration

Ne new incinerators are expected o be built
to add 1o the five operating waste-to-energy
facilities, although Glen Cove is in the process of
retro-fitting ils plant to meet the 1990 Clean Ajr
Act. Ash disposal remains a problem for several
of these facilities, particufarly Huntington/
Smithtown and islip.

Landfilling

The only landfil] facility expected to be con-
structed in the near future is the Brookhaven
Landfill expansion. This is for the residues from
recycling operations by and within Brookhaven,
and for incinerator ash from the Hempstead WTE
plant, for 20 vears: (Wehran-New York, inc.,
1992). This is permissible under the Long Island
Landfill Law, and is a landfilling option espoused
in the State Plan. The Town of Southampton has
anapproved Solid Waste Management Plan which
cails for landfilling of some MSW during sum-
mer, when the town’s waste stream more than
doubles over winter waste generation rates
(Malcolm Pirnie, 1993a). The town's double-
lined landfil! is acceptable under the Landfill
Law. The current cell is expected to reach capac-
ity around 1995, however, and a new cell may
have to be constructed.

Three other double-lined landfills exist on
Long Island. The Town of Islip’s is iocated in the
deep-recharge area, and is being rapidiy filled
with “inert” materials such as cleanfill and C&D
(Mitrey, 1993, personal communication). The
Town of Babylon is planning to use its fandfill for
its own WTE residues (Appeli, 1993, personal
communication). Smithtown'’s landfiil was used
to dispose of Huntington and Smithtown’s MSW
while their WTE plant was under construction,
and is currently being used to dispose yard wastes
and C&D (Sievers, 1993). These uses make it
ineligible under the Long Island Landfil! Law as a
site for incinerator ash disposal.

Another noteworthy landfilling issue on Long
tsland is the non-compliance of East Hampton,
Riverhead, and Southold with the Landfill Law.
All three towns have carried appeals of this law
to the highest level of State court, which upheld
the validity of the law and its interpretation by the
NYSDEC. The towns are currently re-appealing

Sorting conveyor at
Town of
Brookhaven
Materials Recovery
Facility. Photo by i
R.L. Swanson
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Segregated ash
disposal being
lanidfilled at Town
of Brookhaven
Landfill Facility.
Photo by David

' Tonjes
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on the grounds of prior sovereignty. All three
towns have plans for ajternatives to landfilling,
and some cbservers believe that the entire con-
troversy has been an exercise in comparative
economics, This view of the situation holds that
the towns decided that legal fees and fines were
cheaper than the unattractive alternative of find-
ing other disposal options.

Since almost all of Long Island’s current solid
waste planning energies are being spent on recy-
cling lespecially composting) and waste reduc-
tion, Long Isiand is in compliance with the spirit
of the State Waste Management Plan. Suppaoriers
of greater recycling efforts would differ with this
anaiysis, however. They claim that the results of
these efforts (a 20 percent recycling rate} indicate
that a great deal of lip service is being paid to the
state hierarchy, but solid waste managers have
merely refocussed their interest on incineration
and long-distance waste disposal as a replace-
ment for the now-banned local landfills, Thease
waste management sirategies are relatively easy
to implement, needing only money, and place-
ment of a facility. Recycling, the preferred ap-
tion, is much maore difficuit to implement, need-

ing the management of the population rather.

than finances. Intensive recycling would require
changes in lifestyles and practices, upsetting
voters and political contributors, and so, accord-
ing to supporters of recycling, is untenable in the
status guo atmosphere found on Long Island.
Most solid waste managers claim that they
recycle as much as possibie, given the con-
straints of limited budgets, limited pubiic partici-
pation, and inconsistent markets. A phrase often
heard regarding recycling is that “the public
would not support recycling if it knew the actual
costofrecycling.” Without intensive post-coilec-
tion efforis, little of the material collected on
Long Island would have a positive market vaiue.

To infuse value into MSW requires labor aﬂd
time, and therefore money.

Recyceling: Long Isiand and New York City

The tremendous potential for recyclables col
lection posed by New York City looms over Long
tsland’s fusure. New York City has approximateif’
three times the population of Long Island, ang
waould present itself as a unified source of maie
rial. Long Island consists currently of fiftes
different municipal markets, and almost ait mae
rial collected on Long Island must physically pa
through New York City before it can be repr
cessed. One effectfor Long Island from fuil-scal
New York City recycling could be to furths
depress the low prices received for recyclables
Another could be that New York City will be ab
to offer huge product guarantees to recyclabls
outlets, and monopotize all convenient markeu
for Long Island recyclables.

One outgrowth has been the development g
the Long island Recycling Co-operative. This orgg
nization is stalled at this time, however, becaus@E
two municipalities with close to one-third of Loy
island’s population (Isfip and Brookhaven) hav
modern MRFs capable of producing waste news
paper with a positive value. Other prospectivecy
op members do not have this ability, and are willin
to settle for a guarantee of no-cost recycling. Unles
this economic difference can be settled, it isun
likely that the Co-op will be abie to create the lan
market it had hoped for to combat New York City
immense potential.

The Effect of the Management Plan :

It is difficuit to ascribe ail these changes aif,
prablems solely to the NYS Solid Waste Manag
ment Plan. The Long island Landfill Law wasald
important in shaping the form of waste manags
ment on Long Island, at least insofar as i
facilities that have been constructed to replag
landfills. And the general rise in public demant
for recycling services has heiped to fuel the farg
increases in that form of waste managemer
However, the Management Plan has certaini
forced these changes to aim for goals that migh
not have been those of Long Island’s waste ma#
agers without the Plan. Certainly Long lslan
waolld notbe experimenting onthe scale it is not
with unproven MSW composting plants withos
the recycling goals espoused within the Net
York State Solid Waste Management Plan,

The major complaints from local waste mal
agers do not seem lo concern the conceptd
bases infused within the State’s Solid Wad
Maragement Plan. The need for greater prot§
tion of the environment, and a waste manag
ment sirategy with a strong recycling LOmQOW&
has been acknowledged.




Most local managers are dismayed by the
embodiment of these ideals into what is per-
ceived as an infiexibly enforced body of regula-
tions. The widespread view that Albany bureau-
crats are disengaged from the “real world of
waste management” has led to a deteriorating
relationship between the Department of Environ-
mental Conservation and Long Island munici-
palities, as is most clearly seen in the legal battle
over East End landfill closures, and is echoed in
the lack of approved local Solid Waste Manage-
ment Plans.

While Long Island has made progress towards
implementation of the 1988 State Plan, the con-
flict regarding local autonomy and, perhaps,
underlying philosophies regarding solid waste,
continue to color the refationship between regu-
tator and regulated. initiatives by State legislators
and the new Director of Solid Waste may be able
to reverse the trend towards bad relationships,
and enable all levels of government to work
towards environmentally sound, practical, and
economically affordable waste managementprac-
tices for Long Island.
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First Symposium
On Disposal Site
Slated at Stony Brook

The National Gceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration (NOAA) and U.S5, Environmenial
Protection Agency (EPA) will co-sponsor a sym-
posium on the 106-mile Deepwater Municipal
Sewage Sludge Disposal Site October 25 - 28 at
the Marine Sciences Research Center, State Uni-
versity of New York at Siony Brook.

The dumpsite is 185 km east of Cape May, Nj.
Between 1985 and 1991, nine New York and
New fersey municipalities used the site to dis-
pose of large volumes of municipal sewage sludge.
The Ocean Dumping Ban Act (ODBA) passed by
Congress in 1988 colsed the 106-Mile Site after
December 31, 1991, The ODBA also required
NOAA and EPA to conduct research and moni-
taring activities related to the dumpsite in order
to assess the fate and potential effects of the
material there.

The symposium at The Stony Brook Marine
Sciences Research Cender will be the first orga-
nized effort to report results emerging from the
extensive research sponsored by NOAA and EPA
at the dumpsite over the past few years.
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