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	The Council of the City of New York

Finance Division

Larian Angelo, Director

Fiscal Impact Statement
Intro. No: 414-A 


Committee:
Environmental Protection



	Title: A Local Law to amend the administrative code of the city of New York, in relation to the city’s purchase of cleaner vehicles and the repeal of sections 24-163.1 and 24-163.2 of such code.

	Sponsors:
The Speaker (Council Member Miller) and Council Members Gennaro, Yassky, Quinn, McMahon, Gerson, DeBlasio, Avella, Brewer, Clarke, Comrie, Fidler, Gioia, Gonzalez, James, Jennings, Koppell, Liu, Martinez, Nelson, Palma, Recchia Jr., Reed, Rivera, Seabrook, Stewart, Vallone Jr., Weprin, Lopez, Monserrate, Gentile, Foster, Baez, Moskowitz, Katz, Jackson, sanders Jr., Barron, Perkins, Oddo, and Gallagher. 



	Summary of Legislation  This legislation mandates that all light-duty and medium duty vehicles purchased by the City beginning July 1, 2006 (the first day of Fiscal 2007) achieve the highest possible emission ratings as measured by the California LEV II standards.  It further stipulates that beginning on July 1, 2005 (Fiscal 2006) at least 80 percent of the City’s light-duty vehicle purchases be alternative fuel vehicles, and that “the city shall not purchase additional bi-fuel vehicles” (i.e., those that may run exclusively on alternative fuel, gas or diesel).  The legislation compels the city to “complete an inventory of the fuel economy of all light-duty vehicles purchased” during Fiscal 2005 and to calculate the average fuel economy of such vehicles; this information is subsequently to serve as a baseline against which to measure future fuel economy.  As such, the legislation sets a schedule for achieving minimum increases above this baseline, beginning with a five-percent increase in Fiscal 2007 and escalating to a 20-percent increase by Fiscal 2016.  Beginning January 1, 2007, the city would be required to provide reporting on the emissions standards and fuel economy of its purchased vehicles.  Beginning July 1, 2006 the city would be required to measure the amount of fuel consumed by the City’s fleet and the equivalent carbon dioxide emitted by these vehicles and would also have to report on this annually.

The legislation next addresses alternative fuel buses and sanitation vehicles.  The bill requires that beginning in Fiscal 2006, at least 20 percent of the buses the city purchases each year be alternative fuel vehicles.  It further requires the sanitation commissioner, by no later than March 2006, to test “the mechanical reliability and operational feasibility of alternative fuel street sweeping vehicles…[and to] further develop its initiatives for and assess the feasibility of incorporating new alternative fuel sanitation vehicles and technology into its fleet.”  The legislation compels the mayor to provide reporting on alternative fuel buses and the sanitation commissioner to provide reporting on alternative fuel street sweepers and sanitation vehicles.     



	Effective Date This local law shall take effect three months after its enactment, except that the commissioner of environmental protection shall take all actions necessary, including the promulgation of rules, to implement this local law on or before the date upon which it shall take effect. 



	Fiscal Year In Which Full Fiscal Impact Anticipated: 2015



	Fiscal Impact Statement:
Effective FY06

FY Succeeding

Effective FY07

Full Fiscal

Impact FY15

Revenues (+)

$0

$0

$0

Expenditures (-)

($50,000)

$64,000

$406,000

Net

($50,000)

$64,000

$406,000



	Impact on Revenues: This legislation would have no impact on revenues.



	Impact on Expenditures: Currently, the City’s fleet size is 27,728; of this total, 3,300 are alternative fuel vehicles (FY05 PMMR).  This legislation would not require the City to purchase any additional vehicles; it would only require that vehicles to be purchased conform with certain environmentally positive emission standards and fuel economies.  Whereas it is assumed that the purchase price of alternative fuel vehicles (AFVs) will be comparable to that of non-AFVs (thus not representing a cost), the legislation’s required increases in fuel economy will generate substantial savings.   For example, the legislation’s required five-percent increase in fuel economy required in Fiscal 2007 will save $114,000; the legislation’s required 20-percent increase in fuel economy required by Fiscal 2015 will save $456,000.  These savings are somewhat mitigated by the likely administrative costs associated with the legislation’s required reporting and increases in fleet management responsibilities ($50,000 annually).  Fiscal 2006 is the only year in which this legislation would generate a net cost, as fleet management costs will be generated, but fuel economy improvements will not yet have begun.     



	Source of Funds To Cover Estimated Costs:
  General Fund

	Source of Information:
Fiscal 2005 Preliminary Mayor’s Management Report (FY05 PMMR), Mayor’s Office of City Legislative Affairs



	Estimate Prepared By:
Andy Grossman, Assistant Director, City Council Finance Division

                                                

	FIS History:


Int. No. 414 was considered and laid over by the Committees on Environmental Protection and Education on September 23, 2004.  Amended version  (Proposed Int. No. 414-A) was considered and laid over by the Committees on Environmental Protection and Education on April 7, 2005.  The legislation was again amended and Proposed Int. No. 414-A is to be considered by the Committee on April 19, 2005.



	Date Submitted to Council:  Introduced on August 12, 2004 and referred to the Committee on Environmental Protection.


Note: This fiscal impact statement represents a best-effort analysis to ascertain likely costs and savings associated with this legislation.  Such analysis was rendered extremely difficult due to the presence of a myriad of uncertainties such as: the current fleet’s fuel economy, usage patterns and replacement cycles; the Administration’s current program for emission reduction and fuel economy improvement; the costs, over time, of gasoline and the many potential alternative fuels; and, given the ever-emerging vehicle manufacturing industry, the potential universe and cost of available alternative fuel vehicles and fuel efficient vehicles, over time, and the city’s ability to utilize them.  In addition, as of this writing the Administration, though asked, was unable to provide a cost estimate to which the City Council Finance Division’s fiscal impact analysis could be compared.  As this matter is so very complex, this lack of assistance is thought to stem not from an unwillingness on the part of the Administration to cooperate, but rather from a legitimate uncertainty on their end as to how to account for the impact of so many uncertain variables.

