
350NYC Candidate Questionnaire 

1 

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:  Debra Cooper 
 
Campaign Manager:  Richard Fife, 917-617-4188, richie@rjfpr.com 
 
Press Secretary:  Richard Fife 
 
Campaign Address:  290 West End Avenue, 9A, New York, NY 10023 
 
Campaign Phone:  347-903-3272 
 
Campaign e-mail:  info@debracooper2013.com 
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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?  

I have spoken on this issue many times in different forums throughout  the 
neighborhood.  I pointedly maintain  that we should be talking about going quickly and 
directly to green energy sources like solar, wind, etc. rather than abiding by  the 
conventional wisdom that we should see gas as transitional fuel on the way to a green 
energy future. Who lknows what kind of future there will be if we keep using 
“transitional” energy.  

  I agree with Bill McKibben. In a truly important piece entitled, , “Global Warming's 
Terrifying New Math”, he  eloquently and forcefully  put forward the case that if we 
exploit all of the carbon left in the ground then civilization, itself,  is not sustainable.  
Copenhagen targeted 2°C rise,  though many now feel that our current >0.8°C has 

proven to be more damaging than our climate models had once predicted.  Depleting 
all of our fossil fuels would certainly push us to 4°C of temperature rise,  if not higher.  

This mandates fossil fuels should be left in the ground.  We need to transition to green 
energy as fast as possible not only to save bio diversity, minimize extreme weather and 
ensure some agricultural continuity, even the future of the human species on this 
planet. I bring an additional perspective as a political progressive.  Progressive 
achievements - women’s equality, gender equality, racial equality, meaningful 
participation in government  -  is not sustainable in a world where 4°C rise in 
temperature has destroyed civilization. 

Divestment in fossil fuel companies serve a dual purpose.  First it has an economic 
impact.  Secondly it has a huge public impact in terms of making that industry as one 
who is operating outside the pale of acceptable behavior. It should be unacceptable to 
look toward short term financial windfalls for individuals and companies at the 
expense of the very future of life on this planet.   

Yes, I would divest NYC’s pension funds from fossil fuel companies. 

I would advocate taking that money and investing instead , to strengthen the City’s 
economy rather than investing in fossil fuel companies outside of it. For example in 
mass energy efficiency program in New York City owned buildings.  The ROI would be 
better than the stock market.  
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The  NYC Pension fund is under the sole discretion of the NYC Comptroller. In the 
Democratic primary, there are two candidates vying for the position, ( without passing 
judgement on them otherwise ) both of whom I think would be very open to divesting 
from fossil fuels. If they are not, I would certainly be more than happy to conduct 
hearings on how essential this is for the future of NY City. NY City is a collection of 
islands close to waters which can rise and literally engulf it.  Without change in the use 
of fossil fuel this city may not be here in the future.  

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. 

I do support divestment from fossil fuel companies. 

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.)?  

Transport: Gale Brewer has made some proposals for putting in plug-ins on the Upper 
West Side, and I think this is an excellent idea. I live near the Fairway Market, and 
every morning huge tractor trailers idle, spewing fumes, while they deliver their 
refrigerated cargo. The City should mandate that all trucks have ability to plug-in, and 
that there should be plug-ins throughout NYC.  These trucks can then be powered 
without polluting the air.  I think this would also encourage the use of electric cars in 
the City.  NYC is big enough that it could impact the truck and automobile market and 
facilitate the use of electric cars.  

Congressman Nadler has a proposal for a rail freight tunnel under the Hudson River 
which would lessen the number of large tractor trailers coming into the City.  Large 
amounts of freight would come in by train then to be placed on smaller trucks which 
would have  plug in capability. These smaller trucks would  distribute food and other 
products throughout the city.  This would lessen pollution and traffic as well as wear 
and tear on the City’s physical plant.   

I am also in favor of greening NYC though green markets, mobile food trucks going to 
food desert areas. , I am in favor of creating  a synergistic relationship between 
regional farmers and NYC consumers.  In addition we can use roofs and open spaces to 
promote growing food, either through coops,  schools or other neighborhood 
institutions  providing locally grown healthy food one is creating both better heal 
outcomes, it also reduces pollution by lessening the need  for truck delivery. 

Buildings:  If Germany can get much of its electricity from solar panels, then NYC, 
through changes in regulations, like changing FAR rules to allow more extensive use of 
solar panels on rooftops of commercial and private buildings, can as well. Net metering 
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should be used to allow buildings to sell unused electricity back into electrical grid. I 
have proposals for zoning for new buildings that could incorporate buildings’ energy 
efficiency and how green they are. I think there needs to be some sort of yearly review 
to evaluate the efficiency of these buildings. 

 Extreme Energy 

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

position to resist hydrofracking? 

I adamantly support a statewide ban on hydrofracking. More than three years ago I 
cosponsored the NYS Democratic Committee resolution on banning hydrofracking, 
long before the issue began to gain traction.  

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.  

I strongly oppose any more infrastructure for fracking 

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? 

I oppose building  any  infrastructure that supports fracking.  Presently we receive 
most of our gas from the Southwest which does contain radon, which is carcinogenic.  
However since the half life of radon is 3.8 days, by the time it reaches NYC it has 
dissipated. These pipelines, Liberty LNG, Spectre & Rockaway, would bring 
hydrofracked gas from the Marcellus Shale  region which  is much closer to NYC.  There 
would not be enough time fro the radon gas to dissipate.  I support  Assemblymember 
Linda Rosenthal’s bill, which mandates that these pipelines  can not contain radon 
when the gas finally reaces  NYC.  It mandates the  companies must mitigate the radon 
before it enters the pipelines. This should have  significant impact on the economic 
feasibility of these pipelines.   

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? 

Yes, I am aware that Con Ed makes it less expensive for buildings to convert to gas 
even though there are cheaper and more sustainable green energy alternatives, and I 
find this to be problematic. There is no guarantee that current “cheap” energy will stay 
cheap in future, as the cheapness is a function of pricing from Con Ed and energy 
companies. This is not a sustainable nor reliable model for NY City buildings. Buildings 
who have invested in buying  gas heating equipment will find themselves facing much 
higher bills in the future.  The  should be made apprised  of this so they can make an 
informed decision and switch to more sustainable bio and waste generated fuels 
instead.  
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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? 

Yes, I am aware of the issue of increased radon with new pipelines. I will support 
legislation that requires monitoring and mitigation of radon in municipal gas supplies. 
Please refer to my answers above. 

 

Renewable Energy 

New York has many natural resources such as hydroelectric and wind power.  Hence, 
the City generates electricity using much less carbon than other parts of the country.  
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? 

Because New York has already adopted net metering,  using feed-in tariffs as one way 
to achieve this goal is a simple but effective policy. In terms of regulartory 
accommodations we need to change the FAR ( Floor to Area Ratio)  requirements so 
people care permitted to put solar panels on those roofs. . In some buildings, there is 
no access to the roof based on who owns the roof. If co-ops don’t have access to their 
roof, they can’t install solar panels. Co-ops need to be able to install solar panels, and 
then be able to share both the cost from installing them and the revenue from FITs. I 
think the city should aim well above 60 megawatts of solar energy by 2017. Germany, 
generates 23. GIGAwatts, not megawatts,  of solar energy.  Our goal should be to 
achieve what Germany has achieved.  At the very least should be aiming for 10 times 
60 megawatts by 2017.  

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

realize this promise?  

 

  

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

to realize this promise?  
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City officials need to understand the multi-faceted benefits of wind 
energy.  While the individual kilowatt hour for offshore wind might seem 
expensive, European experience has shown that wind projects (both offshore 
and onshore) drive down the number of peak hours. And, by driving down the 
number of those extremely high cost megawatt hours, the 'high cost' offshore 
wind projects are actually driving down the cost of electricity while reducing the 
pollution impacts of electricity generation. 

As part of the effort to build public support for the offshore wind project, City 
officials should work to have small-scale turbines suitable for urban 
environments in suitable locations throughout the five boroughs (on city, 
commercial and residential buildings as well as the more open areas 
around  industrial sites in the outer boroughs). While these would not have a 
dramatic impact on the overall New York City project, these symbolic systems 
should be set up to support services (such as phone charging, street lighting) in 
the event of another disruption to the electricity system like occurred due to 
Hurricane Sandy.  

City leaders should examine where more traditional turbines might fit within 
city limits.  For example, are there suitable places along the Rockaways for 
larger turbines?  This should be in consideration of our agenda to create a 
cleaner New York City.  

 

 Officials must realize that embracing wind energy, along with solar energy, would not only 
be environmentally sound but would also be  cost-effective.  Embracing these policy 
prescriptions would send NY in the right direction going forward. That directions is toward 
a sustainable energy future and a planet on which we can,  not only survive,  but thrive.  


