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Excerpts from Draft Report

Qualification Regarding Our Observations and Conclusions

The demolition and debris removal at the World Trade Center site presented an
unprecedented situation and the standard government contract procedures that
would be used in a normal situation were modified to deal with the unprecedented
situation. The New York City Department of Design and Construction
(NYCDDC) was responsible for demolition and debris removal at the site.
NYCDDC entered into awarded-four oral contracts with four construction
management companies for demolition and removal ;-as-well-as-a-contract-for
wWetting and misting operations at the site_ was subcontracted under these
contracts. As stated above, the standard procedures for government contracts
Q(ﬁ’- -  Were modified to deal with the situation. A scope of work was not issued as there
o® L- was no time for standard planning in this circumstance. Instead, meetings were
3 ){>. % held every day af 9:00 a.m. to determine the work to be done and verbal directions

were issued to the construction managers concerning the work to be done for the
day. New York City officials would then would work with the construction
managers at the site to try to insure that the work was accomplished. Another
meeting was held at 5:00 p.m. to determine the progress that had been made that

day and to assist in planning work for the next day. At both meetings, minutes of
the previous meeting would be provided so the meeting participants could review

the taskings from the previous meetmg to aid in deahng w1th the i issues for the

PEANNING CONCERNING ASBESTOS-CONTAINING
MATERIALSNESHAP Notification Requirements-Not Followed b ’g,é(

An NYCDDC official told us that the Port Authority had removed accessible 2
asbestos-containing material from the WTC buildings prior to September 11.

O~
< There was no asbestos containing-material in WTC Buildings 4.5 and 6. o
/ i However, asbestos-containing material was found at the WTC site. €ty officials ‘,I
ateC1tvsAs s \

AWhile EPA and New York State asbestos NESHAP
regulations require that alnotification be filed even in emergency situations—N !
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notification of a NESHAP demolition and removal operation was not filed for the
WTC demolition and removal.] Although this technical requirement was not met,
proper planning was taken in the removal of asbestos-containing material and as
set forth below proper procedures were followed in removing any asbestos-
containing material and to minimize exposure to asbestos-containing material.
Health and safety meetings were held every day to plan to deal with, among othew
] things, removal of asbestos-containing materia ings were a A
W colabarative effert-among a number of CityS State and Federal agencies, “9
/ including the EPA. All agencies, including EPA confribufed their expertise and
played a role in the decision making at these meetings. These meetings discussed
among other things concerning removal of asbestos-containing material, the
adequate wetting down of the material. Procedures for removal of the material
were continuously revised considering the location and nature of the material and
any other issues affecting removal. Also, in this regard, a site safety plan was
created to address issues such as the removal of asbestos-containing material. All
agencies, including the EPA reviewed this plan and had input into the final
version of the plan. As set forth below proper procedures including measures to

msure adequate wettmg down of asbestos-contalmng materi al were taken City
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Obtain permits for the collection, transportation, and delivery of
regulated waste to staging areas or disposal locations owned or
operated by the City of New York, and

Comply with hazardous waste management standards at the site,
during the transportation of waste from the disaster site to staging
areas or disposal locations owned by the City of New York, and in
connection with the temporary storage of such waste at these staging
area or disposal locations.
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Excerpts from Background Section of the Draft Report

Early Response

Various circumstances complicated the Government’s and EPA’s ability to
respond to environmental concerns in what was an unprecedented and extremely
difficult situation. The New York City Office of Emergency Management’s
Emergency Operations Center was destroyed in the attacks. EPA’s Region 2
office, about a half-mile from the WTC site, was evacuated and not re-opened
until 2 weeks after the attacks. Electrical power was lost in Lower Manhattan, as
well as radio; and telephone;-and-satellite-communications. Further,
transportation to Lower Manhattan was zesteieted and commercial air travel was
halted nationwide. ST

As with most disasters, local authorities were the first responders. “Ground
Zero,” as the seven-building WTC area site would become known, was initially a
search and rescue effort under the direction of the Fire Department of New York
and, subsequently, a recovery operation under the jurisdiction of the New York
City Office of Emergency Management. During the recovery phase, which-began
November15-2001;-the New York City Department of Design and Construction

and the Fire Department of New York were co-incident commanders. According
to New York City’s Deputy Assistant Chief of the Fire Department, “the
complexity of the activity performed at one site — rescue, recovery, demolition,
and construction — at one time is unprecedented.” This unprecedented
complexity is evidenced by the fact that the New York City Office of Emergency
Management immediately undertook to coordinate the response efforts of
approximately 150 City, State and Federal agencies. Initial meetings were held to
request assistance from State and Federal agencies, including the EPA and to set

procedures for coord1nat10n and accomnhshment of various tasks.Immediate

Further comphcatlng the s1tuat10n was the fact that the area was treated as a crime
scene, with law enforcement authorities strictly limiting access for agencies such
as the EPA for only a few days. EPA access to the site was impeded for only the
first day or two.s
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interiors and exteriors. This was as a result of an initial positioin by FEMA that pursuant
to the Stafford Act, which governs federal disaster relief activities, it would not reimburse

the City for such cleaning. In general, landlords of rental units were responsible for
assessing, and if necessary.cleaning apartment walls, ceilings, and floors; common areas,
such as hallways and lobbies; and heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC)
systems. Renters were responsible for cleaning their personal belongings. In the case of
resident-owned|condominiums, residents were responsible for cleaning their units, while
building owner$ were responsible for cleaning common areas and HVAC systems.
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10-25-0T NYCDEP described benchmarks and guidelines used to

_é evaluate environmental conditions in a letter to Lower
Manhattan residents dated October 25. In regard to
- cleaning indoor spaces the letter stated: “If more than
W 1 percent asbestos was found and testing and cleaning was
necessary, it had to be performed by certified personnel.” In \9\
&X C\\ \3 addition, the statement indicated landlords should not

reopen any building until a competent professional had
‘)\\E‘j properly inspected their building. The City’s Asbestos
Abatement Program requires that building owners file a
written notification with the NYCDEP for asbestos abatement
QJ" S projects that do not require plan or permit approval from the
w \“,J"\' City’s Buildings Department. NYCDEP officials told us this
notification applied tc’)éu:iaglgs owners who found more than
u

1 percent asbestos infbulk $amplesthe-dust in their buildings | |
(see Appendix O for a pyGI b

the instructions). q
~
v NY-EBEP officials told us that there is no statutory authority to they-did-net-conduct a
b certifieattonprogram to defermine compliance with their instructi
Jﬁm

s regardin and cleaning of asbestos inside buildings> This is a purely voluntary
v%“" program. In January and February 2002, NY CDEP contacted building owners by express
mail and asked them t4§ file reports? This was followed up by a second mailing and by
W&by 1nspectors to building owners, who had not responded.
. However, the only authority to conduct inspections of buildings is if a complaint is made,
Py or if the building owner reports that a bylk sample was found containing more than 1%

S&,‘S asbestos. NYCDEP received over 300 complaints with respect to asbestos insi v <
w’f#‘ . bulldlggs and conducted inspections eeneeming-every-complaint- In cendUCHHE over-396-

inspections, NYCDEP found only 1- cased where a bulk sample exceeded 1% asbestos. vf
€re wer 37\nstances. pursuant to the Asbestos Control Program, where building

ors reported bulk sample levels of 1% or more asbestos. Inspections were conducted
in every instance amd-the-inspectrons-foumd-tevets of T Or Sreater I Oy ———cases. fi‘“,

J Beginning in September 2001, City officials along with EPA officials.they-said-they ¢ }:’UA
@ began visually inspecting the exteriors of over 1,000 buildings and identified 324-323 A

buildings with visible dust. NYCDEP officials told us that 96102 of these 324323
building exteriors were subsequently cleaned by the building owners and the remaining
owners stated they could not afford to clean their buildings. These remaining buildings

were cleaned by contractors hired by NY CDEP.ewners-were-eligible-to-have their
buildings-cleaned by NY-CDEP with funding provided by FEMA.

In order to determine the extent of indoor contamination in Lower Manhattan residences,
the NYCDOH and ATSDR initiated an indoor air study in November 2001. The
sampling phase was completed in December 2001, and the final report was issued by

DRAFT - FOR REVIEW AND COMMENT PURPOSES ONLY
i 2= LiAs. Sk o0\

NYC-WTC_000146101



NYC 9/11 Public Portal Document

ATSDR in September 2002. The results of this study are discussed later in this chapter
on page Xx.

[Evaluator’s Note: a DEP “Public Notice” about WTC, dated September 16, 2001, is included in
its entirely as an exhibit to the draft report.]

Fyfe AR - FOR REYIEW 2050 COMMENT PURPOSES ONLY

NYC-WTC_000146102



NYC 9/11 Public Portal Document

SURVEY FOUND RESIDENTS WANTED MORE AIR QUALITY INFORMATION
AND DID NOT USE RECOMMENDED CLEANING PROCEDURES

From October 25 through November 1, 2001, NYCDOH conducted a door-to-door
survey of residents in Lower Manhattan’s Battery Park City, Southbridge Towers, and
Independence Plaza. All of these neighborhoods were in close proximity to the WTC towers. A
representative sample of apartments from each of these three areas was selected and a total of
414 interviews were conducted. Despite the enormous amount of publicity and information
concerning air quality provided to residents by the media, and City, State and Federal agencies

and attempts by the City and EPA to widely disseminate information concerning indoor cleaning
of residences Fthe survey reached two conclusions related to air quality:

a. Residents of Lower Manhattan were worried about their health and safety. There
was a tremendous concern about the air quality and its potential effects on health.
The high proportion of the population experiencing symptoms likely to be related
to respiratory irritants contributed to this concern.

b. The majority of households had not been cleaned to recommendations, possibly
increasing the exposure to respiratory irritants. Specifically, in regard to air
quality information, the report noted that:

The topics of most interest to this population related to air quality, its safety and its effect on the
physical health of both adults and children (70% said they wanted more information about air
quality). There is a need for more information regarding the potential risks from exposure to the
dust and debris that continues to be emitted from the WTC site. Related to this topic, 35% of the
respondents reported that they needed more information regarding cleaning.

The report noted that only 40 percent of the residents reported cleaning their homes according to
the recommended methods of wet moping hard surfaces and using HEPA vacuums on carpeting.
The study did not report whether residents wore air purifying respirators when cleaning their

g na Wl T~
P e0ay S v viv atd ~fen 0 S

The report noted two limitations on its results. First, the survey only included three selected
neighborhoods in Lower Manhattan and did not include residents who had not re-occupied their
apartments at the time of the survey. Second, the report noted that normally respiratory
symptoms increase during the time of year the survey was conducted.

' The issue of whether residents should wear respiratory protection when cleaning their

apartments was discussed at various meetings attended by New Yorl City officials, EPA officials
and officials from the National Institute for Occupational and Safety Health. At no time prior to
providing guidance to residents @¥-while the cleaning process was in progress did any officia
expert suggest that residents should take the precaution of wearing respiratory protection. -
However, in preparing this report, experts contacted by the EPA now believe that this precaution
should have been recommended.

Lo
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