Attachment A: Waterfront Revitalization Program

A. INTRODUCTION

The proposed project is subject to a waterfront consistency determination because the project
site is located within the designated boundaries of New York City’s Coastal Zone (see Figure
A-1). The New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP) is the City’s principal
coastal zone management tool. Originally adopted in 1982, it establishes the City’s policies for
development and use of the waterfront and provides the framework for evaluating the
consistency of all discretionary actions in the coastal zone with those policies. The guiding
principle of the WRP is to maximize the benefits derived from economic development,
environmental preservation, and public use of the waterfront, while minimizing the conflicts
among these objectives.

The program may involve overlapping jurisdictions when a proposed project is located within
the coastal zone and therefore may require interaction with other local, state, or federal agencies.
For example, the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) is
responsible for the management and protection of natural resources and environmental quality.
DEC regulates activities that may have a negative impact on wetlands and water quality. The
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is responsible for the protection and management of
the nation’s waterways and wetlands. Like DEC, USACE reviews and issues permits for
activities occurring in navigable waters and in tidal or freshwater wetlands that meet the national
designation criteria.

The Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 sets forth standard policies for reviewing
proposed projects along coastlines. The New York State Department of State (DOS) administers
the program at the state level, and the New York City Department of City Planning (DCP)
administers it for the City of New York. The WRP originally included 44 State policies and 12
City policies. It established the City’s policies for development and use of the waterfront and
provided a framework for evaluating discretionary actions in the coastal zone. A revised WRP,
which simplified and clarified the review process, was approved by the City Council in October
1999. In August 2002, DOS and federal authorities (i.e., USACE and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service [USFWS]) adopted the City’s 10 WRP policies for most of the properties located within
its boundaries. The 10 new WRP policies have been approved by New York State and are used
as the basis for City permitting or Uniform Land Use Review Procedures (ULURP) and City
Environmental Quality Review (CEQR).

This section reviews the 10 New York City coastal zone policies, which constitute the new
WRP, and assesses, where applicable, the general consistency of the proposed project with the
new policies. The following concludes that the proposed project would be consistent with the 10
coastal zone policies and is not expected to have any significant adverse impacts on the coastal
zone.
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B. CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION

New York City’s WRP includes 10 policies designed to maximize the benefits derived from
economic development, environmental preservation, and public use of the waterfront, while
minimizing the conflicts among those objectives. Each policy is presented below, followed by a
discussion of the proposed project’s applicability to and consistency with the policies.

Policy 1: Support and facilitate commercial and residential redevelopment in appropriate coastal
zone areas.

Policy 1.1: Encourage commercial and residential redevelopment in appropriate coastal
zZone areas.

The project site is currently used as a vehicle impoundment lot by the New York City Police
Department (NYPD). The proposed project would convert the site to an active industrial
use—a material recovery facility (MRF) that would accept and process source-separated
metal, glass, and plastic (MGP), paper, and certain scrap metal. The project site is zoned
M3-1 for heavy manufacturing and the most appropriate reuse would, thus, be industrial.
Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with this policy.

Policy 1.2: Encourage non-industrial development that enlivens the waterfront and attracts
the public.

The project site and its surrounding area are zoned for manufacturing uses, and have existing
industrial uses (See Figure 2 of the EAS). The proposed facility would be consistent with
surrounding uses and zoning. The proposed project would also not interfere with or
adversely affect the planning for the potential development of a greenway proposed along
Second Avenue that would provide waterfront access for surrounding neighborhoods. The
proposed project would also support the goal of redeveloping the South Brooklyn Marine
Terminal (SBMT) as set forth in the New York City Economic Development Corporation’s
(EDC?’s) Strategic Plan for the Redevelopment of the Port of New York (Strategic Port Plan).
In addition, the proposed project contains a visitor/education center in a separate building
along the west end of the pier, allowing for views of the harbor. The visitor/education center
and greenway would be appropriate public uses for the waterfront in this area. Therefore, the
proposed project would be consistent with this policy.

Policy 1.3: Encourage redevelopment in the coastal area where public facilities and
infrastructure are adequate or will be developed.

The proposed project would result in negligible demands on public infrastructure and
utilities. The existing stormwater lines and catch basins, which are in disrepair, will be
replaced as part of the EDC’s upgrades to SBMT prior to construction of the proposed
project. New storm drain lines and catch basins will be installed and connected to existing
trunk lines, or through a new trunk line system should the existing pipes prove be
inadequate. All stormwater at the project site will be treated through underground filtration
units prior to discharge. Connections to the existing combined sewer system that runs below
Second Avenue would be made to handle sanitary waste from the proposed project. Water
and electric demands would be met through available hookups and capacity. Therefore,
public facilities and infrastructure are adequate, and the proposed project would be
consistent with this policy.

Policy 2: Support water-dependent and industrial uses in New York City coastal areas that are
well-suited to their continued operation.
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Policy 2.1: Promote water-dependent and industrial uses in Significant Maritime and
Industrial Areas.

The project site is located in a Significant Maritime and Industrial Area (see Figure A-1).
The proposed project would utilize barges to bring materials to the site as well as transport
post-processed materials away from the site. The proposed MRF facility would include two
enclosed barge slips in a proposed Enclosed Barge Unloading Facility (EBUF) and 850
linear feet of dock/relieving platform with space for an additional two barges. In addition,
the site would include a mooring pier to the west of the EBUF for staging barges.

As currently envisioned, dredging would be required to make the pier accessible for barges.
Piling remnants and other underwater debris, from previous demolition of finger piers that
abutted the project site, would also be removed. The proposed project would also improve
the existing shorefront by constructing a new bulkhead and fendering system to support the
barge slips, EBUF, and relieving platform. These in-water activities would support the
proposed MRF—a working waterfront use.

This industrial area is well-suited for a MRF facility. Development of the proposed project
would help to restore and revitalize industrial waterfront property and would be compatible
with existing and neighboring heavy industrial uses. The proposed project would also
support the goal of redeveloping the SBMT as set forth in EDC’s Strategic Port Plan. The
project site is well suited for marine transport, has the capacity for future rail linkages, and is
located in an area buffered from residences and designated for heavy industry under zoning.

The proposed project would develop a new industrial, working waterfront use that would
support and maintain water-dependent industrial uses in a designated Significant Maritime
and Industrial Area. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with this policy.

Policy 2.2: Encourage working waterfront uses at appropriate sites outside the Significant
Maritime and Industrial Areas.

The project site is located in a Significant Maritime and Industrial Area. Therefore, this
policy does not apply.

Policy 2.3: Provide infrastructure improvements necessary to support working waterfront uses.

The proposed project would reuse the existing pier. Modification to the existing pier would
involve the construction of the EBUF, dock/relieving platform, mooring pier, and a new
bulkhead and fendering system to support the use of barge transports for the MRF. Dredging
would be required to make the pier accessible for barges. Piling remnants and other
underwater debris, from previous demolition of finger piers that abutted the project site,
would also be removed. All required dredging would be conducted in compliance with
applicable federal, state, and local regulations and required permits would be acquired prior
to any proposed in-water activities. Therefore, the proposed project would provide the
infrastructure improvements to support the working waterfront use and would be consistent
with this policy.

Policy 3: Promote use of New York City’s waterways for commercial and recreational boating
and water-dependent transportation centers.

Policy 3.1: Support and encourage recreational and commercial boating in New York City’s
maritime centers.
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The proposed project would utilize barges, as well as trucks, to deliver MGP to the site
(inbound transport). Barges would also be used to transport post-processed paper, glass, and
metals from the site (outbound transport). By encouraging commercial use of the waterways,
the proposed project would be consistent with this policy.

Policy 3.2: Minimize conflicts between recreational, commercial, and ocean-going freight
vessels.

Transport barges would deliver MGP to the project site approximately two to three times per
day. Barges would also deliver post-processed paper, glass, and metals from the site
approximately two to three times per day. The barges would adhere to all applicable rules
and regulations regarding travel on Gowanus Bay inlet and New York Harbor. No conflicts
are expected between the transport barge and other recreational, commercial, or ocean-going
freight vessels using these waterways. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent
with this policy.

Policy 3.3: Minimize impact of commercial and recreational boating activities on the
aquatic environment and surrounding land and water uses.

The project site would be redeveloped as an MRF facility where recyclables would be
brought to the facility by barge and truck and processed in an enclosed building prior to
transport. All unloading and processing would be conducted in enclosed areas and,
therefore, would be protective of the aquatic environmental and surrounding land and water
uses.

In addition, the proposed project would contain litter control measures. A mechanical
sweeper would used to sweep the site on a regular basis. Trash and recycling receptacles
would be placed at areas where foot traffic and indoor or outdoor seating is expected (e.g.,
visitor center, employee break rooms). All areas where delivery vehicles unload materials
would be fully enclosed. Paper and other materials on barges would be secured with netting
as needed during transit to and from New Jersey. Unloading of MGP barges and loading of
paper barges would occur in the enclosed EBUF. The placement of booms around the barges
and the use of a dip net, as needed, would be implemented to capture any floatables entering
surface waters. The pier would also be equipped with a small boat to recover floatables that
escape the boom. In addition, on-site storage of petroleum products related to the operation
of the MRF would be done in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local
regulations. Thus, it is expected that project activities would not adversely impact the
aquatic environment or surrounding land and water uses, and the proposed project would be
consistent with this policy.

Policy 4: Protect and restore the quality and function of ecological systems within the New York
City coastal area.

Policy 4.1: Protect and restore the ecological quality and component habitats and resources
within the Special Natural Waterfront Areas, Recognized Ecological Complexes, and
Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats.

The project site is not located within a Special Natural Waterfront Area, Recognized
Ecological Complex, or Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitat. Therefore, this policy
is not applicable.

Policy 4.2: Protect and restore tidal and freshwater wetlands.
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No freshwater wetlands are located on the project site. The proposed bulkhead and fendering
system to support the MRF facility would require filling within a DEC-designated littoral
zone tidal wetland area. The proposed EBUF would also cover portions of the tidal wetlands
resulting in unavoidable adverse impacts on approximately 1.76 acres of littoral zone
wetlands. Habitat enhancement measures proposed as part of the project will offset adverse
impacts on these wetlands and their potential use as fish habitat.

Dredging would be required to make the pier accessible for barges. Piling remnants and
other underwater debris, from previous demolition of finger piers that abutted the project
site, would also be removed. Potential impacts due to dredging and the removal of
underwater debris, however, are not expected to have significant adverse impacts on the
natural environment, and all activities would be conducted in compliance with applicable
federal, state, and local regulations; and required permits would be acquired prior to any
proposed in-water activities. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with this

policy.
Policy 4.3: Protect vulnerable plant, fish, and wildlife species, and rare ecological

communities. Design and develop land and water uses to maximize their integration or
compatibility with the identified ecological community.

Requests for information on rare, threatened, or endangered species within the immediate
vicinity of project site were submitted to USFWS, the DEC Natural Heritage Program
(NYNHP), and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). There are no federally listed or
proposed endangered or threatened species under the authority of the USFWS known to
exist in the vicinity of the project site.

The proposed MRF would be largely situated on an existing pier with additional activities
within Gowanus Bay. Dredging and removal of existing underwater debris would be
required prior to the operation of the facility. Dredging would result in limited impacts on
water quality, which would be of short-term duration and highly localized.

The proposed bulkhead and fendering system to support the MRF would require filling
within tidal wetlands, and the proposed EBUF would cover portions of the tidal wetlands.

New York Harbor is a heavily traveled waterway. The addition of approximately two, up to
a maximum of six, barge trips per day is not expected to have significant adverse effects on
any vulnerable plant, fish, and wildlife species, or rare ecological communities that may
exist in the project site vicinity.

There would be no direct water intake or discharge, with the exception of stormwater, to
Gowanus Bay for the facility. The stormwater discharge associated with the proposed
project would be an improvement over conditions currently occurring at the project site. The
existing stormwater lines and catch basins, which are in disrepair, will be replaced as part of
the EDC’s upgrades to the SBMT prior to construction of the proposed project. New storm
drain lines and catch basins will be installed and connected to existing trunk lines, or
through a new trunk line system should the existing pipes prove be inadequate. All
stormwater at the project site will be treated through underground filtration units prior to
discharge.

The proposed MRF would not introduce hazardous waste or other pollutants into the
environment that could adversely impact fish and wildlife resources within the coastal zone.
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As stated above, habitat enhancement measures proposed as part of the project will offset
adverse impacts on these wetlands and their potential use as fish habitat.

Therefore, the proposed project would be compatible with the existing ecological
community and consistent with this policy.

Policy 4.4: Maintain and protect living aguatic resources.

Dredging and in-water construction of the low-level platform, EBUF finger pier and
mooring pier, and temporary increases in suspended sediment are expected to be localized to
the vicinity of the dredging and pile driving, and are not expected to result in significant
adverse impacts on aquatic biota. The temporary loss of benthic macroinvertebrates due to
dredging, while it would result in the loss of some individual macroinvertebrates, is not
expected to result in significant adverse impacts on populations of these species within the
Harbor Estuary. Additionally, the newly exposed sediments would be expected to be quickly
recolonized by these same species. Similarly, the permanent loss of a small amount of
bottom habitat and water column habitat for each pile installed, and the benthic
macroinvertebrates associated with these pile footprints, would not be expected to result in
significant adverse impacts on populations of aquatic species using Gowanus Bay.

Operation of the MRF on the 30th Street Pier would not result in significant adverse impacts
on water quality or to aquatic biota. The proposed coverage of approximately 0.59 acres of
water column and bottom habitat by overwater platforms wider than 15 feet associated with
the MRF, would result in unavoidable adverse impacts on fish habitat due to shading.
However, habitat enhancement measures proposed as part of the project will offset adverse
impacts on lands of potential use as fish habitat.

The development of approximately 0.59 acre of overwater coverage as part of the
construction of the MRF at the 30th Street Pier would result in unavoidable adverse impacts
on the suitability of some of the underwater portion of these expanded piers as EFH for
some of the fish species identified by NMFS as having Essential Fish Habitat EFH in
Gowanus Bay and the Upper Bay. These adverse impacts will be offset by the habitat
enhancement measures proposed as part of the project. EFH species that are sight feeders, or
have a high potential to occur in the vicinity of the 30th Street Pier, would have the greatest
potential to be adversely affected by the proposed project. EFH species most likely to be
adversely affected by the increased shading include: winter flounder, windowpane, bluefish,
butterfish, summer flounder, and black sea bass. Nevertheless, the aquatic habitat in the
vicinity of 30th Street Pier comprises a small portion of the EFH for the species identified as
having EFH in the Upper Bay. With the implementation of the proposed habitat
enhancement measures, adverse impacts on EFH will be offset.

Policy 5: Protect and improve water quality in the New York City coastal area.
Policy 5.1: Manage direct or indirect discharges to waterbodies.

There would be no direct water intake or discharge, with the exception of stormwater, to
Gowanus Bay for the facility. In the future, stormwater discharge would be an improvement
over conditions currently occurring at the project site. The existing stormwater lines and
catch basins, which are in disrepair, will be replaced as part of the EDC’s upgrades to the
SBMT prior to construction of the proposed project. New storm drain lines and catch basins
will be installed and connected to existing trunk lines, or through a new trunk line system
should the existing pipes prove be inadequate. All stormwater at the project site will be

A-6



Attachment A: Waterfront Revitalization Program

treated through underground filtration units prior to discharge. The project site falls within
the service area of the Owl’s Head Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP). Connections to
the existing combined sewer system that runs below Second Avenue would be made to
handle sanitary waste from the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would
manage discharges to the Gowanus Bay and be consistent with this policy.

Policy 5.2: Protect the quality of New York City’s waters by managing activities that
generate non-point source pollution.

The addition of approximately two, up to a maximum of six, barge trips per day is not
expected to have significant adverse effects on water quality in the New York City coastal
area. Construction, operation, and maintenance of the proposed MRF facility would
implement best management practices, including a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, to
prevent non-point discharges to coastal waters. In addition, the proposed project would
contain litter control measures such as a mechanical sweeper, the placement of booms
around the barges, the use of a dip net, and a small boat to recover floatables that escape the
boom. On-site storage of petroleum products related to the operation of the proposed MRF
would be done in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations. As
described above, stormwater would be appropriately handled before discharge. Thus, it is
expected that project activities would not adversely impact water quality, and the proposed
project would be consistent with this policy.

Policy 5.3: Protect water quality when excavating or placing fill in navigable waters and in,
or near, marshes, estuaries, tidal marshes or wetlands.

Dredging would be required to improve existing water depths at and in the vicinity of the
project site and to allow for the unimpeded operation of barges once the MRF facility is
operational. In addition, removal of existing underwater debris and existing piling remnants
from the previous demolition of finger piers that abutted the project site would be required
prior to operation of the proposed facility. As further discussed in Attachment F, “Natural
Resources,” of this EAS, all dredging activities would be conducted in compliance with
applicable federal, state and local regulations, and required permits would be acquired prior
to any in-water activities. Dredging and the subsequent development of the proposed facility
would not be expected to result in any long-term impacts on water quality.

The proposed bulkhead and fendering system to support the MRF facility would require
filling within the tidal wetlands adjacent area; the proposed EBUF would cover portions of
the tidal wetlands, resulting in unavoidable adverse shading impacts on approximately 1.76
acres of littoral zone wetlands. Habitat enhancement measures proposed as part of the
project will offset adverse impacts to these wetlands and their potential use as fish habitat.
Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with this policy.

Policy 5.4: Protect the quality and quantity of groundwater, streams, and the sources of
water for wetlands.

Because of the project’s location on a pier, the proposed project would not affect any
groundwater, streams, or the source of water for wetlands. No surface or groundwaters in the
vicinity of the project site constitute a primary or sole source aquifer or water supply.

The stormwater discharge associated with the project site would be an improvement over
conditions currently occurring at the project site. The existing stormwater lines and catch
basins, which are in disrepair, will be replaced as part of the EDC’s upgrades to the SBMT
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prior to construction of the proposed project. New storm drain lines and catch basins will be
installed and connected to existing trunk lines, or through a new trunk line system should the
existing pipes prove be inadequate. All stormwater at the project site will be treated through
underground filtration units prior to discharge. The project site falls within the service area
of the Owl’s Head WPCP. Connections to the existing combined sewer system that runs
below Second Avenue would be made to handle sanitary waste from the proposed project.
Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with this policy.

Policy 6: Minimize the loss of life, structures, and natural resources caused by flooding and
erosion.

Policy 6.1: Minimize losses from flooding and erosion by employing non-structural and
structural management measures appropriate to the condition and use of the property to be
protected and the surrounding area.

As the project site is a pier with an impermeable surface, erosion would not be expected to
occur. The project site is located in the 100-year floodplain (see Figure A-2). The pier would
be equipped with a new bulkhead and fendering system to alleviate conditions that might
lead to erosion. Construction, operations, and maintenance of the proposed MRF facility
would implement best management practices to prevent potential impacts from flooding or
erosion. No structural or non-structural measures would be needed to control flooding, and
the proposed project would be consistent with this policy.

Policy 6.2: Direct public funding for flood prevention or erosion control measures in those
locations where the investment will yield significant public benefit.

This project does not involve public funding for flood prevention or erosion control
measures, and therefore this policy is not applicable.

Policy 6.3: Protect and preserve non-renewable sources of sand for beach nourishment.

The project site and surrounding area do not contain public or private beaches and have no
non-renewable sources of sand. Therefore, this policy does not apply.

Policy 7: Minimize environmental degradation from solid waste and hazardous substances.

Policy 7.1: Manage solid waste material, hazardous wastes, toxic pollutants, and substances
hazardous to the environment to protect public health, control pollution, and prevent
degradation of coastal ecosystems.

The proposed project would contain litter control measures such as a mechanical sweeper,
the placement of booms around the barges, the use of a dip net, and a small boat to recover
floatables that escape the boom. Paper and other materials on barges transiting to and from
New Jersey would be secured with netting to prevent any material from being blown away.
In addition, on-site storage of petroleum products related to the operation of the proposed
MRF would be done in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Any
hazardous materials generated during construction would be handled and disposed of in
accordance with all applicable regulations. If necessary, implementation of a health and
safety plan would protect workers during the construction period. Therefore, the proposed
project would be consistent with this policy.

Policy 7.2: Prevent and remediate discharge of petroleum products.
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The proposed project would not generate petroleum products. Use of petroleum products
would be nominal and for routine use of on-site machinery. Any waste oil from these
activities would be removed and disposed of by a licensed carter. Therefore, the proposed
project would be consistent with this policy.

Policy 7.3: Transport solid waste and hazardous substances and site solid and hazardous
waste facilities in a manner that minimizes potential degradation of coastal resources.

The proposed facility would not require the transport, storage, treatment, and disposal of
hazardous waste on site. The proposed project would contain litter control measures such as
a mechanical sweeper, the placement of booms around the barges, the use of a dip net, and a
small boat to recover floatables that escape the boom. Thus, it is expected that project
activities would not result in degradation of coastal resources, and the proposed project
would be consistent with this policy.

Policy 8: Provide public access to and along New York City’s coastal waters.

Policy 8.1: Preserve, protect, and maintain existing physical, visual, and recreational access
to the waterfront.

Currently, there is no existing physical or recreational access to the waterfront at the project
site. The proposed project would not interfere with or adversely affect the planning for the
potential development of a greenway proposed along Second Avenue that would provide
waterfront access for surrounding neighborhoods. The proposed facility would also contain a
visitor/education center in a separate building along the west end of the pier, allowing for
views of the harbor. The visitor/education center and greenway would be appropriate public
uses for the waterfront in this area. The project site is located in a heavy industrial area and
is not adjacent to a shoreline where recreational use is appropriate. Therefore, the proposed
project would be consistent with this policy.

Policy 8.2: Incorporate public access into new public and private development where
compatible with proposed land use and coastal location.

The proposed project would also not interfere with or adversely affect the planning for the
potential development of a greenway proposed along Second Avenue that would provide
waterfront access for surrounding neighborhoods. The proposed facility would also contain a
visitor/education center in a separate building along the west end of the pier, allowing for
views of the harbor. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with this policy.

Policy 8.3: Provide visual access to coastal lands, waters, and open space where physically
practical.

The proposed project would not have an adverse impact on visual quality. The largest
enclosed structure on the project site would be approximately 60 feet high and would be
similar to many of the structures found along Brooklyn’s working waterfront in terms of
scale, design, arrangement, and size. The proposed project would not have substantially
different bulk or setbacks from those that exist in the neighborhood. The proposed facility
would contain a visitor/education center in a separate building along the west end of the pier,
allowing for views of the harbor. The proposed project would not be anticipated to impair
existing visual access to coastal lands, waters, or open space, and therefore would be
consistent with this policy.
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Policy 8.4: Preserve and develop waterfront open space and recreation on publicly owned
land at suitable locations.

The project site is not adjacent to a shoreline where recreational use is appropriate. The
proposed project would not interfere with or adversely affect the planning for the potential
development of a greenway proposed along Second Avenue. Therefore, the proposed project
would be consistent with this policy.

Policy 8.5: Preserve the public interest in and use of lands and waters held in public trust by
the State and City.

The project site is under the jurisdiction of the New York City Department of Small
Business Services (SBS). Under the proposed project, the project site would remain City
property. As described in greater detail in the Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS),
the public benefits of the proposed project are clear in that it would:

* Realize a central component of the City’s recycling initiative as set forth in the City’s
Solid Waste Management Plan.

e Expand the City’s marine-based recycling infrastructure through intra-city movement of
materials.

e Minimize area-wide truck trips by utilizing barge transport and allowing for potential
rail transport.

e Create a new tipping location for DSNY collection trucks that is strategically located for
certain Brooklyn districts and will dramatically reduce DSNY collection truck vehicle
miles traveled (VMTSs) (estimated in excess of 200,000 VMT per year).

e Result in the development of state-of-the-art recycling infrastructure to support the
City’s recycling program within the City. This would, provide an important element of
control over this essential infrastructure and retain the jobs and related economic
development associated with this facility.

e Support the goal of redeveloping SBMT as set forth in the EDC’s Strategic Plan for the
Redevelopment of the Port of New York (Strategic Port Plan). The project site is well
suited for marine transport, has the capacity for future rail linkages, and is located in an
area buffered from residences and designated for heavy industry under zoning.

Therefore, the proposed project would yield significant public benefit and would be consistent
with this policy.

Policy 9: Protect scenic resources that contribute to the visual quality of the New York City
coastal area.

Policy 9.1: Protect and improve visual quality associated with New York City’s urban
context and the historic and working waterfront.

The proposed project would not impair scenic resources. The proposed facility would be
situated adjacent to other industrial uses and would be a part of the working waterfront. The
proposed facility would be similar in scale, design, arrangement, and size as many of the
structures found along Brooklyn’s working waterfront and would be compatible with the
existing urban context and visual conditions of this part of the Gowanus Bay waterfront. The
proposed project would not have substantially different bulk or setbacks from those that
exist in the neighborhood. The construction would not occur in an area that has important
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views, natural resources, or landmark structures. The proposed facility would rebuild a
dilapidated industrial waterfront pier and create a visitor’s center from which the visual
quality of the working waterfront may be viewed and appreciated. Therefore, the proposed
project would be consistent with this policy.

Policy 9.2: Protect scenic values associated with natural resources.

The proposed facility would be located on a developed pier that is adjacent to industrial
uses, which do not provide scenic views associated with natural resources. Therefore, the
proposed project would be consistent with this policy.

Policy 10: Protect, preserve, and enhance resources significant to the historical, archaeological,
and cultural legacy of the New York City coastal area.

Policy 10.1 Retain and preserve designated historic resources and enhance resources
significant to the coastal culture of New York City.

There are no sensitive historic resources in the immediate vicinity of the project site. The
proposed project would not have any indirect significant adverse impacts on any sites listed
on the State and National Registers of Historic Places. Therefore, the proposed project
would be consistent with this policy.

Policy 10.2: Protect and preserve archaeological resources and artifacts.

There are no sensitive archaeological resources in the vicinity of the project site. Therefore
this policy is not applicable.

C. CONCLUSION

Overall, the proposed project is not expected to result in any significant adverse impacts
on the coastal zone. c
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For Internal Use Only: WRP no.
Date Received: DOS no.

NEW YORK CITY WATERFRONT REVITALIZATION PROGRAM
Consistency Assessment Form

Proposed actions that are subject to CEQR, ULURP or other locai, state or federal discretionary review procedures,
and that are within New York City's designated coastal zone, must be reviewed and assessed for their consistency
with the New York Cify Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP}). The WRP was adopted as a 197-a Plan by the
Council of the City of New York on October 13, 1999, and subsequently approved by the New York State Department
of State with the concurrence of the United States Department of Commerce pursuant to.applicable state and federal
law, including the Waterfront Revitalization of Coastal Areas and Inland Waterways Act. As a result of these
approvals, state and federal discretionary actions within the city's coastal zone must be consistent to the maximum
extent practicable with the WRP policies and the city must be given the opportunity to comment on all state and
federal projects within its coastal zone.

This form is intended to assist an applicant in certifying that the proposed activity is consistent with the WRP. It
should be completed when the local, state, or federal application is prepared. The completed form and accompanying
information will be used by the New York State Department of State, other state agencies or the New York City
Department of City Planning in their review of the applicant’s certification of consistency.

A. APPLICANT
NYC Department of Sanitation (DSNY); NYC Department of Small Business Services (SBS)

1. Name:
2 Address: 125 Worth Street, Room 708, New York, NY 10013; 110 William Street, 7th Floor, New York, NY 10038
3- Telephone: 646-885-4993, 212‘513‘6428 Fax: 212‘442‘9090: 212'618'8991 E_mail: abraimah@dsny.nyc.gov; ASCHWARTZ@sbs nyc.gov

4. Project site owner: City of New York

B. PROPOSED ACTIVITY

1.  Brief description of activity;

The applicant, Simsmetal East LLC {Sirmns), is seeking a lease from SBS for the usa of the 30th Street Pier located within the South Brooklyn
Maring Terminal (SBMT} in Sunset Park, Brooklyn to construct and operate a malerial recycling facility. Sims also proposes to enter into a
long-term contract with DSNY 1o pracess and market source-separated recyclables delivared by DSNY. The lease and contract term are both 20
yaars, with 10-year renewal options. Materials to be handied at the proposed facility would include New York City-designated recyclables
consisting of metal, glass, plastic (MGP), various kinds of paper and cardboard, and certain scrap metal, and would be transported to and from
the facility by barge and/or truck, Construction of the proposed facility would require dredging of accumulated sediment at the South Face of the
29th Street Pier, construction of a relieving platform, mooring pier, and enclosed barge unloading facility (EB\F). The proposed action would
require permits and approvals from DSNY, SBS, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Naw York State Department of Environmental Conservation,
New York State Office of General Services, and New York State Department of State. Please see attachment.

2. Purpose of activity:

The proposed actions are needed to implement recycling elements of the City's new Solid Waste
Management Plan, develop a state-of-the-art materials recycling facility to maximize recycling
efficiency and reduce processing and marketing costs to the City, while expanding the City's
marine-based movement of goods and reducing DSNY and area-wide truck trips. These proposals
would invoive dredging of accumulated sediment at the 30th Street Pier to provide water depths and
berths necessary for safe mooring and maneuvering of vessels in support of the economic
development of SBMT. Please see attachment.

3. Location of activity: (street address/borough or site description):
30th Street Pier, SBMT, Brooklyn, NY
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Proposed Activity Cont’d

4. If a federal or state permit or license was issued or is required for the proposed activity, identify the permit
type(s), the authorizing agency and provide the application or permit number(s), if known:

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation permits for Material Recycling Facility (MRF), Protection
of Waters, Tidal Wetlands; New York State Office Office of General Services Easement for Use of Underwater Lands;
New York State Depariment of State's certification of consistency with the Waterfront Revitalization Program policies;
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 10 and Section 404 permits for dredge and waterfront construction.

5. Is federal or state funding being used to finance the project? If so, please identify the funding source(s).
No

6.  Wiill the proposed project require the preparation of an environmental impact statement?
Yes No Y If yes, identify Lead Agency:

7. I|dentify city discretionary actions, such as a zoning amendment or adoption of an urban renewal plan, required
for the proposed project.

Contract with Simsmetal East LLC (Sims) for processing of recyclables; SBS
lease with Sims of City pier; Funding by DSNY for pier improvements.

C. COASTAL ASSESSMENT

Location Questions: Yes No
1. Is the project site on the waterfront or at the water's edge? - v

2. Does the proposed project require a waterfront site? v

3. Would the action result in a physical alteration to a waterfront site, including iand along the

shoreline, land underwater, or coastal waters? L .
Policy Questions Yes No

The following questions represent, in a broad sense, the policies of the WRP. Numbers in
parentheses after each question indicate the policy or policies addressed by the question. The new
Waterfront Revitalization Program offers detailed explanations of the policies, including criteria for
consistency determinations.

Check either “Yes” or “No” for each of the following questions. For all “yes” responses, provide an
attachment assessing the effects of the proposed activity on the relevant policies or standards.
Explain how the action would be consistent with the goals of those policies and standards.

4. Will the proposed project result in revitalization or redevelopment of a deteriorated or under—used
waterfront site? (1)

5. Is the project site appropriate for residential or commercial redevelopment? (1.1) v

6. WIill the action result in a change in scale or character of a neighborhood? (1.2) v
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Policy Questions cont’d

7. WIll the proposed activity require provision of new public services or infrastructure in undeveloped
or sparsely populated sections of the coastal area? (1.3)

8. Is the action located in one of the designated Significant Maritime and Industrial Areas (SMIA):
South Bronx, Newtown Creek, Brooklyn Navy Yard, Red Hook, Sunset Park, or Staten Island? (2)

9. Are there any waterfront structures, such as piers, docks, bulkheads or wharves, located on the
project sites? (2)

10. Would the action involve the siting or construction of a facility essential to the generation or
transmission of energy, or a natural gas facility, or would it develop new energy resources? (2.1)

11. Does the action involve the siting of a working waterfront use outside of a SMIA? (2.2)

12. Does the proposed project involve infrastructure improvement, such as construction or repair of
piers, docks, or bulkheads? (2.3, 3.2)

13. Would the action involve mining, dredging, or dredge disposal, or ptacement of dredged or fill
materials in coastal waters? (2.3, 3.1, 4, 5.3,6.3)

14. Would the action be located in a commercial or recreational boating center, such as City
Island, Sheepshead Bay or Great Kilis or an area devoted to water-dependent transportation? {3)

15. Would the proposed project have an adverse effect upon the land or water uses within a
commercial or recreation boating center or water-dependent transportation center? (3.1)

16. Would the proposed project create any confiicts between commercial and recreational boating?
(3.2)

17. Does the proposed project involve any boating activity that would have an impact on the aquatic
environment or surrounding land and water uses? (3.3)

18. Is the action located in one of the designated Special Natural Waterfront Areas (SNWA): Long
Island Sound- East River, Jamaica Bay, or Northwest Staten Island? (4 and 9.2)

19. Is the project site in or adjacent to a Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitat? (4.1)

20. Is the site located within or adjacent to a Recognized Ecological Complex: South Shore of
Staten island or Riverdale Natural Area District? (4.1and 9.2)

21. Would the action involve any activity in or near a tidal or freshwater wetland? (4.2)

22. Does the project site contain a rare ecological community or would the proposed project affect a
vulnerable plant, fish, or wildlife species? {4.3)

23. Would the action have any effects on commercial or recreational use of fish resources? (4.4)

24. Would the proposed project in any way affect the water quality classification of nearby
waters or be unable to be consistent with that classification? (5)

25. Would the action result in any direct or indirect discharges, including toxins, hazardous
substances, or other pollutants, effluent, or waste, into any waterbody? (5.1)

26. Would the action result in the draining of stormwater runoff or sewer overflows into coastal
waters?  (5.1)

27. Will any activity associated with the project generate nonpoint source pollution? (5.2)

28. Would the action cause violations of the National or State air quality standards? (5.2)
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Policy Questions cont'd Yes No
29. Would the action result in significant amounts of acid rain precursors ({nitrates and sulfates)?

(5.2C) v
30. Will the project involve the excavation or placing of fill in or near navigable waters, marshes,

estuaries, tidal marshes or other wetlands? (5.3) v

31. Would the proposed action have any effects on surface or ground water supplies? (5.4) v
32. Would the action result in any activities within a federally designated flood hazard area or state-

designated erosion hazards area? (6) v

33. Would the action result in any construction activities that would lead to erosion? (6) V4
34. Would the action involve construction or reconstruction of a flood or erosien control structure?

6.1 _‘/ -
35. Would the action involve any new or increased activity on or near any beach, dune, barrier

island, or bluff? (6.1) | v
36. Does the proposed project involve use of public funds for flood prevention or erosion control?

(6.2) v
37. Would the proposed project affect a non-renewable source of sand ? (6.3) v
38. Would the action resuit in shipping, handling, or storing of solid wastes, hazardous materials, or

other pollutants? (7) v

39. Would the action affect any sites that have been used as landfills? (7.1) v

40. Would the action result in development of a site that may contain contamination or that has

a history of underground fuel tanks, oil spills, or other form or petroleum product use or

storage? (7.2) Ve

41. Will the proposed activity result in any transport, storage, treatment, or disposal of solid wastes

or hazardous materials, or the siting of a solid or hazardous waste facility? (7.3) v

42. Would the action result in a reduction of existing or required access to or along coastal waters,

public access areas, or public parks or open spaces? (8) v
43. Will the proposed project affect or be located in, on, or adjacent to any federal, state, or city

park or other land in public ownership protected for open space preservation? (8) v
44. Would the acticn result in the provision of open space without provision for its maintenance?

8.1) - _‘/
45. Would the action result in any development along the shoreline but NOT include new water-

enhanced or water-dependent recreational space? (8.2) v

46. Will the proposed project impede visual access to coastal lands, waters and open space? (8.3) v 4
47. Does the proposed project involve publicly owned or acquired land that could accommodate

waterfront open space or recreation? (8.4) v
48. Does the project site involve lands or waters held in public trust by the state or city? (8.5) v

49. Would the action affect natural or built resources that contribute to the scenic quality of a

coastal area? (9) ' V4
50. Does the site currently include elements that degrade the area's scenic quality or block views

to the water? (9.1) v
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Policy Questions cont'd Yes No

51. Would the proposed action have a significant adverse impact on historic, archeological, or
cultural resources? (10) v

52. Wl the proposed activity affect or be located in, on, or adjacent to an historic resource listed
on the National or State Register of Historic Places, or designated as a landmark by the City of
New York? (10) v

D. CERTIFICATION

The applicant or agent must certify that the proposed activity is consistent with New York City’s Waterfront
Revitalization Program, pursuant to the New York State Coastal Management Program. If this certification cannot be
made, the proposed activity shall not be undertaken. If the certification can be made, complete this section.

“The proposed activity compiies with New York State’s Coastal Management Program as expressed in New York
City’s approved Local Waterfront Revitalization Program, pursuant to New York State's Coastal Management
Program, and will be conducted in a manner consistent with such program.”

Applicant/Agent Name: DSNY/Abas Braimah; SBS/Andrew Schwartz

Address: 125 Worth Street, Room 708, New York, NY 10013; 110 William Street, 7th Floor, New York, NY 10038

646-885-4993; 212-513-6428
o, Telephone

\ ) ) b
Applicant/Agent Signature: éé%% (J/\ JL) M Date: =% !Og

\
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Sims Sunset Park MRF

3RD AVENUE AND 29TH STREET

During the AM peak period, it is proposed that one second of green time would be transferred
from the east-west phase to the north-south phase.

3RD AVENUE AND 39TH STREET

During the PM peak period, it is proposed that one second of green time would be transferred
from the north-south phase to the east-west phase.

2ND AVENUE AND 39TH STREET AND THE BQE EXIT RAMP

During the midday peak period, it is proposed that one second of green time would be
transferred from the BQE exit ramp phase to the east-west phase.

4TH AVENUE AND 39TH STREET

During the AM peak period, it is proposed that one second of green time would be transferred
from the north-south phase to the east-west phase. During the midday peak period, it is proposed
that two seconds of green time would be transferred from the north-south phase to the east-west
phase. During the PM peak period, it is proposed that one second of green time would be
transferred from the north-south phase to the east-west phase.

The applicant would submit the proposed signal timing alterations to NYCDOT for evaluation,
approval, and implementation. NYCDOT would be responsible for maintaining the proposed
changes in the future.

INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS

The study area intersections were analyzed with the projected Build traffic volumes and the
proposed signal timing alterations. Figures B-11, B-12, and B-13 show the Build condition
volumes for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. Table B-5 summarizes
the No Build and Build level of service analysis. As shown in the analysis results, with the above
project-related improvements, the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse
traffic impacts.
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Attachment B: Traffic and Parking

Table B-5
Comparison of 2009 No Build and Build Condition LOS Analysis
AM Peak Hour MD Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
No Build Build No Build Build No Build Build
Lane | vic | Delay Lane | vic | Delay Lane | vic | Delay Lane | vic | Delay Lane | vic | Delay Lane | vic | Delay
Intersection Group| Ratio | (sec) | LOS | Group| Ratio | (sec) | LOS | Group | Ratio | (sec) | LOS [Group] Ratio | (sec) [LOS | Group| Ratio| (sec) | LOS| Group | Ratio| (sec) | LOS
3rd Avenue SB & 20th Street
Easthound TR[026(302]| C | TR|026]|302fC TR (014284 C | TR|[014|284]| C|| TR |035(300(D| TR |035[30]|D
Westhound LT 103235 C | LT |03(3L5] C LT |019]202] C [ LT ]023]28]|C LT (051|446 D | LT |051)446| D
Southbound LTR[04 [ 145) B [LTR| 045146 B [[LTR | 047|149 | B | LTR) 048 150 | B |[LTR [041] 96 | A | LTR | 042[ 96 | A
Intersection | 17.8 | B | Intersection | 17.8 | B Intersection | 167 | B | Intersection | 169 | B || Intersection | 159 | B | Intersection | 159 | B
3rd Avenue NB & 20th Street
Easthound LT | 053]365( D [ LT |053]|365] D LT {03300 C | LT |03L|3L0|C|f LT [063]495] D | LT |063[495|D
Westbound TR[039|324] C | TR|039|324( C TR (020|294 C | TR|{023|27| C|| TR 037392 D| TR |037]392]| D
Northbound LTR 1092 {293 C [LTR|093[300] C LTR | 066) 181] B [LTR ) 066|182 | B LTR 1 046) 101 B | LTR | 046] 10.1| B
Intersection | 30.1 | C | Intersection | 30.7] C Intersection | 20.0-| B | Intersection | 202 | C || Intersection | 17.1 | B | Intersection | 17.1 | B
3rd Avenue SB & 29th Street
Easthound TR[000(267]| C | TR |000|274| C TR [001]|268| C | TR|{001| 28| C || TR |00L|339|C| TR |001|339]C
Southbound LT {04141 B [ LT J041]136] B LT [042) 142 B | LT | 043) 144 | B || LT [038] 92 [ A LT |038[ 93| A
Intersection | 14.1 | B | Intersection | 13.7] B Intersection | 143 | B | Intersection | 145 | B || Intersection | 93 [ A [ Intersection | 94 | A
3rd Avenue NB & 29th Street
Easthound LT {006]272| C [ LT |006|279] C LT {00277 C | LT |00 277 | C|f LT [008)345] C| LT |008[345]C
Northbound TR [ 1071557 F | TR [ 106|1424] F TR [ 063|175 B | TR|[063[176]| B TR [042] 97 ] A) TR |043] 97 | A
Intersection | 154.1| F | Intersection |141.0] F Intersection | 179 | B | Intersection | 180 | B || Intersection | 104 | B | Intersection | 105 | B
3rd Avenue SB & 32nd Street
Easthound TR[{01L|278]) C | TR | 014|281 C TR (016|283 C | TR|{019|286| C|| TR | 017|354 D | TR |020| 358| D
Westbound LT |019]286| C [ LT |019|286] C LT {018 286 C | LT |019|287|C|f LT [027]365] D[ LT |030[370|D
Southbound LTR|039(139] B [LTR|040[140] B LTR | 038) 137 B [LTR] 039|139 | B LTR | 041 96 | A | LTR | 042] 97 | A
Intersection | 16.0 | B | Intersection | 16.3 | B Intersection | 16.1 | B | Intersection | 164 | B || Intersection | 129 | B | Intersection | 134 | B
3rd Avenue NB & 32nd Street
Easthound L ]028]202(C| L |08|29]C L {02625 C | L|o03|3n2(C L |033|376| D L [042]387|D
Westbound TR[035[306]| C| TR|03|306fC TR [028]297| C | TR|{029| 298| C|| TR 036|377 D| TR |039]380| D
Northbound LT [099[509| D[ LT ]099]509] D LT [060) 172 B | LT J06L) 172 B || LT [041] 96 [ A | LT J04L[ 96| A
Intersection | 49.1 | D | Intersection | 49.0 | D Intersection | 187 | B | Intersection | 189 | B || Intersection | 13.7 | B | Intersection | 143 | B
3rd Avenue SB & 39th Street
Eastbound TR[050 (323 C | TR|051|325( C TR [056]334| C | TR|{060|341| C|| TR 073|446 D | TR |073|436| D
Westhound LT 1025(292] C | LT |026|24] C LT 02522 C [ LT 1028]26]|C LT (057|407 D | LT |058)403|D
Southbound T [042[143] B | T [042]143[ B T [041]2141) B | T [041]141] B T J037[ 91| A T [037]96]A
Intersection | 21.1 | C | Intersection | 21.3| C Intersection | 21.9 | C | Intersection | 225 | C || Intersection | 240 | C | Intersection | 242 | C
3rd Avenue NB & 39th Street
Easthound LT | 072]384| D[ LT|074]300] D LT [078|416| D | LT | 084|458 | D[ LT [110]|2526] F | LT | 107|210 F
Westhound TR[047) 322 C | TR [ 048|324 C TR [054]336| C | TR|057[344]|C TR [082]5.6| E| TR |082]548| D
Northbound LTR| 1L02{761] E [LTR|102(788] E LTR| 071 193] B [LTR] 071|194 | B LTR1037] 92 | A | LTR|038] 96 | A
Intersection | 67.2 | E | Intersection | 69.3 | E Intersection | 25.3 | C [ Intersection | 265 | C || Intersection | 823 | F | Intersection | 715 | E
2nd Avenue & 39th Street
Easthound LTR[029(343) C [LTR|029|344( C || DefL | 209 [3560| F | DefL| 109 |3555| F || LTR [040]| 361 | D | LTR | 041|363 | D
TR [035]31| D | TR|033|349|C
Westbound LTR{O08L[50L) D [LTR|084|545( D [[LTR| 111 (2596 F | LTR| L11|2578| F |[ LTR[075]| 470 | D | LTR | 0.79[ 499 | D
WB BQE Ramp LTR|{ 068 257| C [LTR| 068|257 C[[LR|072(269| C |LIR|074|281|C|[LR[056]|22| C|LR|056[23]|C
Northbound LTR| 070 425] D [LTR| 070 | 428] D LTR | 0591 392| D [LTR| 060|394 | D ||LTR[044{363| D |LTR[045[364]| D
Southbound LTR|031{346] C [LTR|038[360] D LTR {046 372] D [LTR)063]422| D |[LTR[042]{364] D |LR[047[373]D
Intersection | 348 | C | Intersection | 35.7| D Intersection | 979 | F | Intersection | 988 | F || Intersection | 326 | C [ Intersection | 335 | C
4th Avenue & 39th Street
Easthound L ]036]|49(D| L |035]|408]D L {03647 D| L |o0x3|39L|D L {05950 E| L [059]578]| E
TR [ 100 [1301) F | TR | 099 |1168| F TR (080|567 E | TR|{08L| 54| Ef| TR |08 (632 E| TR |084|606| E
Westbound L |090|19LL[ F | L |080]|1906] F L |058|627| E 058 | 614 | E 104 [2114] F 099 2237| F
TR[061)458( D | TR [061]|449( D TR [061]460| D | TR|059(434|D TR [079|574) E| TR |080] 56| E
Northbound Lj007| 82 A L |007|86]A L {00678 A L J009|091|A L {005 8L Af L [006]86]A
TR[097(371) D | TR |{099|446( D TR (054|115 B | TR[ 055|127 B || TR | 045|104 B | TR |045|110| B
Southbound L ]050(395(D| L |050]|400] D L {03115 B | L |033|162|8B L {018 99| Af L [018)204]| B
TR [051) 112 B | TR [052]118| B TR [ 041]200+] B | TR [042[ 110 B TR [055] 118 B | TR | 056] 123 | B
Intersection | 40.0 | D | Intersection | 430 | D Intersection | 19.7 | B | Intersection | 204 | C || Intersection | 27.6 | C | Intersection | 265 | C
R = Right Turn, DefL = Defacto
c
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