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Overview 

As all New Yorkers know, the rising seas, super storms, and heat waves of climate change pose 

an existential threat to New York City. 350NYC is a group of climate activists, committed to responding 

to this threat by reducing NYC’s contributions to climate disaster. 350NYC is the local affiliate of 350.org, 

a global movement of climate activists with volunteers in 188 countries. 350NYC has three priorities for 

the 2013 election: increasing renewable energy use and energy efficiency, opposing destructive fossil 

fuel production practices such as hydrofracking, and above all, the divestment of New York City’s 

pension funds from fossil fuel companies.  

New York City’s pension system has billions of dollars invested in fossil fuel companies.  Returns 

from these divestments are dwarfed by the climate destruction wrought by these companies--Hurricane 

Sandy alone cost over $19B in damages and necessitated a climate adaptation effort of over $19B.  

 Divestment from fossil fuel companies is an economic necessity.  The worth of a fossil fuel 

company is directly tied to its reserves, the amount of fossil fuel that it intends to burn.  However, the 

reserves of fossil fuel companies are five times greater than what the world can safely burn and limit 

warming to 2 degrees Celsius, the “safe” amount of global warming.  Assessing the fossil fuel companies 

at full value necessitates a scorched and dead planet.  Shareholder resolutions do not offer a solution—

the problem lies in the business model of fossil fuel companies.  New York City cannot continue to invest 

in companies whose operation creates an existential hazard for the city.  350NYC is calling for New York 

City to freeze all of its investments in fossil fuels immediately and divest over the next five years.  

Divestment goes hand in hand with the other tools of emissions reduction.  The next group of 

elected officials will oversee the extension and implementation of PLANYC out to 2050, following the 

IPCC goal of an 80% reduction of carbon emissions.  The increasing affordability and scalability of 

renewable energy present New York with the opportunity to build up its renewable infrastructure, 

especially solar and offshore wind.  We have a historic opportunity to turn our back on fossil fuels, reject 

the destructive infrastructure of the past, and embrace a clean energy future for all   

The 2013 elections are crucial for NYC’s environmental priorities.  We ask that you fill out this 

questionnaire and return it to us at 350nyc.elections@gmail.com by July 24th. This questionnaire was 

produced in partnership with Occupy the Pipeline, CUNY Divest, Coalition against the Rockaway Pipeline, 

United for Action, and Sane Energy Project. 350NYC and its partners may choose to make endorsements 

based on your responses. 350NYC reserves the right to publish all or any of these responses, and to 

disclose any non-response.  

  

Candidate Name:   Paul Graziano 

 

Campaign Manager: Kimberley Francis 

 

Campaign Liaison:  Christina Wilkinson 
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Campaign Address:  146-24 32nd Avenue  Flushing, NY 11354 

 

Campaign Phone:  718-358-2535 

 

Campaign e-mail:  paulgraziano2013@gmail.com  

 

 

Please answer these questions as completely and concretely as possible: 

 

Addressing Climate Change 

350NYC is calling on the New York City Pension Fund to divest from fossil fuels.  Major cities like Seattle, 

San Francisco, Providence, and Madison have committed to divest their pension funds from fossil fuels. 

If elected, would you divest NYC’s pension funds from fossil fuel companies?  Why or why not?  How 

would you go about doing this?  

Divesting from fossil fuel companies in pension funds by municipalities in the United States is critical 

to changing the behavior of national and multinational corporations that are unwilling to change their 

behavior otherwise. While some municipalities have pension funds that invest in questionable 

companies/industries and use the argument that, as a large stakeholder in a public company, they 

have influence over the behavior of the corporation in question through shareholder resolutions, I 

believe that it is much overstated. Removing our investment capital from polluting corporations is not 

only smart for our city, it also makes a statement and encourages other municipalities to follow suit. 

In order to proceed with divestment, I would, as a member of the Finance Committee, work with the 

next Mayoral administration, Comptroller and the rest of the City Council to pursue a fiduciary shift 

based on legislation (to be introduced) banning the city from investing in fossil fuel companies. 

If you do not think that NYC should divest from fossil fuel companies, is it because you believe that 

shareholder resolutions offer the best opportunity for changing the fossil fuel industry?  Please give an 

example of how NYC has used shareholder resolutions to change the fossil fuel industry. 

PLANYC aims to reduce New York City’s greenhouse gas emissions 30% by 2030. The next phase of the 

plan calls for 80% reductions by 2050.  Which specific policies do you have for each of the primary 

sectors that cause greenhouse gas emissions (buildings, transport, energy production etc.)?  

While PLANYC calls for these reductions, implementation is much more complicated than a blueprint 

document that is flawed (at best) in its methodology.  Reducing our carbon footprint is critical to the 

survival of this city, without a question. I would approach this from a multi-pronged effort, including 

but not limited to: protection and restoration of coastline habitat, including the reintroduction of 

oyster reefs, as a productive East River/Long Island Sound and other bodies of water actually will act 
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as a carbon sink; increased planting - and maintenance - of trees, both on streets and private 

property, as the Bloomberg administration has been one of the biggest offenders of arborcide in New 

York City during the past decade;  mandating reflective rooftops throughout urban areas of the city, to 

remove increased heat sinks that exacerbate climate change; making it a point to RETAIN our existing 

building stock rather than wholesale rebuilding efforts, as it is the existing built environment that 

produces less than any new construction, when demolition and concrete CO2 generation is taken into 

consideration (which it is generally not through the LEEDS certification process); implement wholesale 

introduction of solar and wind power into the mainstream power generation of the city; and 

introduce additional taxation through a reinstituted commuter tax or congestion pricing on vehicular 

traffic specifically from OUTSIDE of New York City, to discourage driving from the suburbs. 

Extreme Energy 

Do you support a statewide ban on hydrofracking? Why or why not? How will you use your position to 

resist hydrofracking? 

I am 100% opposed to hydrofracking and support a statewide ban. Any industry that refuses to 

divulge information about the dangerous chemicals that they use by claiming them as "trade secrets" 

or "proprietary" has something to hide. There is no question that hydrofracking is a remarkably 

dangerous and polluting industry that has terrible consequences, including methane gas byproducts - 

which produces intense amounts of CO2 - and long-term contamination of our precious groundwater 

supplies. As a member of the City Council, I would make sure to impress upon our local and statewide 

agencies - the DEP and DEC - as well as the Governor, Mayor and State Legislature that we must never 

permit hydrofracking to be allowed anywhere in the State of New York. 

There are currently 23 natural gas infrastructure projects planned for New York State. The industry 

prefers for such infrastructure to be in place prior to drilling. Do you support or oppose the expansion 

of infrastructure that supports fracking? What is your position on local NYC projects such as the Liberty 

LNG port, the Spectra and Rockaway pipelines? 

Again, I am totally opposed to laying the groundwork for hydrofracking in New York State. I am totally 

opposed to the Spectra/Rockaway pipelines and the Liberty KNG Port as well. 

Do you find it problematic that current City and Con Ed programs incentivize gas boiler conversions 

when sustainable alternatives are cheaper and better for local air quality? 

The cooperation between the City and Con Edison which fosters natural gas at the expense of any and 

all sustainable energy would be considered collusion in many parts of the United States, which also 

tends to generate price-fixing as well. As a member of the City Council, I would sponsor legislation to 

force Con Edison and/or any other utility to have a mandatory timetable to switch over to an 

increasing percentage of sustainable energy which will, in itself, immediately create a market for 

sustainable energy boiler conversions. I would then create legislation to introduce rebates and tax 

incentives for property owners, increasing the probability of spurring on additional boiler conversions 

throughout New York City. 

Are you aware that radon levels in New York's gas supply could rise with increased use of Marcellus 

Shale via new pipelines?  "Will you support legislation in the state assembly and senate (A6863/S09421) 

that requires monitoring and mitigation of radon in municipal gas supplies? 
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Yes and yes. 

 

 

Renewable Energy 

New York has many natural resources such as hydroelectric and wind power. Hence, NYC’s electricity 

generation generates much less carbon dioxide than most places. However, the actual amount of 

distributed generation solar power in NYC is pitifully small—PLANYC 2011 sees us with a mere 60 

megawatts of solar in Con Edison’s service area by 2017. California and Germany add multiples of this 

number every month. How would you change this? What would you do to make solar power more 

accessible and ubiquitous? Specifically, what policies can the city implement to achieve this goal (cut red 

tape, feed in tariffs, etc.) How many megawatts would you aim for by the end of your first term? 

New York State actually has a relatively generous rebate/tax credit program for homeowners who 

want to install solar arrays for their individual households, making a $25,000 initial investment 

ultimately only cost about $8,000. However, for many working and middle-class homeowners 

throughout the city, this is still a large amount of money to lay out at one time. One of the best things 

that we can do as Councilmembers is to add rebates and tax incentives for individual property 

owners. Additionally, there are many different types of solar arrays available throughout the country, 

but only one or two that are being supported by New York State government as included in the 

rebate/tax incentive program. I believe that it is important to get as many competing types of 

paneling - including roof tiles, which are gaining significant popularity in California - into this program. 

Finally, I would again mandate through legislation that the city must have an ever increasing share of 

solar and wind power to generate energy within New York City. By the end of 2017, I would want to 

see a bare minimum of 300 megawatts of power generated by solar and/or wind, if not more. 

 

Offshore wind represents a potential energy bonanza for the city. What can city officials do to realize 

this promise?  

We have the ability to build wind power off of our coasts - particularly on the Atlantic Ocean coastline 

- which we should be examining immediately. The permitting process is complicated, as City, State 

and Federal government agencies will be involved. Additionally, there is an issue of our visual 

landscape being affected, which can not be understated. Nevertheless, generating clean energy is 

critical to the future health of our city. Most importantly, we should be able to place wind turbines up 

to 12 nautical miles away from the coastline on the Continental Shelf and, with Federal Approval, may 

be able to place them even further away in order to both generate wind energy and keep our 

viewsheds pristine. 


