


 

 

 

NOTICE OF INTENT TO REQUEST RELEASE OF FUNDS 

 

April 6, 2011 

 

The City of New York - Department of Housing Preservation & Development 

100 Gold Street 

New York, NY 10038   

  

(212) 863-6389 

 

On or about April 15, 2011, the City of New York - Department of Housing Preservation & 

Development (HPD) will submit a request to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD) for the release of funds from HUD’s 2010 Lead Hazard Reduction 

Demonstration Grant Program, for the purpose of reducing lead-based paint hazards in targeted 

areas of Queens (Corona and Ridgewood-Glendale), Brooklyn (Flatbush, Borough Park, 

Kensington-Windsor Terrace, Bushwick, East New York, Bushwick-Bedford Stuyvesant and 

Greenpoint) and the Bronx (Morrisania, Wakefield, Highbridge and Tremont).  

 

The requested funding would support New York City’s ongoing efforts to prevent childhood lead 

poisoning.   HPD’s lead grant program, the Primary Prevention Program is requesting the release 

of $4,500,000, supported by $3,810,302 in match funding, for the period March 1, 2011 to 

August 31, 2014.   

 

The proposed hazard control activities to be funded under this/these program(s) is/are 

categorically excluded from the National Environmental Policy Act requirements, but subject to 

compliance with some of the environmental laws and authorities listed at § 58.5 of 24 CFR Part 

58. In accordance with §58.15, a tiered review process has been structured, whereby some 

environmental laws and authorities have been reviewed and studied for the intended target 

area(s) listed above. Other applicable environmental laws and authorities will be complied with, 

when individual projects are ripe for review. Specifically, the target area(s) has/have been 

studied and compliance with the following laws and authorities have been established in this 

Tier 1 review:  Floodplain Management, Coastal Barriers Resource Act, and Coastal Zone 

Management Act. In the Tier 2 review, compliance with the following environmental laws and 

authorities will take place for proposed projects funded under the program(s) listed above:  

Historic Preservation, National Flood Insurance Program requirements, Explosive & Flammable 

Operations, toxics/hazardous materials. Should individual aggregate projects exceed the 

threshold for categorical exclusion detailed at §58.35(a), an Environmental Assessment will be 

completed and a separate Finding of No Significant Impact and Request for Release of Funds 

published. Copies of the compliance documentation worksheets are available at the address 

below. 

 

An Environmental Review Record (ERR) which documents the environmental determinations for 

the requested funding, and more fully describes the tiered review process cited above, is on file 

at HPD, Office of Development, Division of Environmental Planning & Implementation, 100 Gold 

Street, Room 9I-6, New York, New York 10038.  The ERR is also available on HPD’s website. 

 

 

 



PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 

 

Any individual, group, or agency may submit written comments on the ERR to HPD.  Written 

comments or objections to the obligation and/or use of Lead Hazard Reduction Demonstration 

Grant Program Funds must be received by HPD at 100 Gold Street, New York, NY 10038, Attn: P. 

Blanchfield, AICP, Room 9I-6 on or before April 14, 2011.  All comments received will be 

considered by HPD prior to authorizing submission of a Request for Release of Funds and 

Environmental Certification to HUD.  No comments or objections received after this date will be 

considered.  

 

 

RELEASE OF FUNDS 

 

The City of New York certifies to HUD in its request for release of funds that the City and 

HPD’s Commissioner, in his official capacity as certifying officer for Lead Hazard Reduction 

Demonstration Grant Program funds, consents to accept jurisdiction of the federal courts if an 

action is brought to enforce responsibilities in relation to environmental reviews, decision-

making and action, and that these responsibilities have been satisfied. HUD’s approval of the 

certification satisfies its responsibilities under NEPA and related laws and authorities, and allows 

HPD to utilize federal funds and implement the Program. 

 

OBJECTIONS TO RELEASE OF FUNDS 

 

HUD will consider objections to its release of funds and certification for a period of fifteen days 

following either the anticipated submission date (cited above) or HUD’s actual receipt of the 

request (whichever is later) only if the objections are on one of the following bases:  (a) that the 

Certification was not executed by the Certifying Officer of the HPD (b) the HPD has omitted a 

step or failed to make a decision or finding required by HUD regulations at 24 CFR Part 58; (c) 

the HPD has committed funds or incurred costs not authorized by 24 CFR Part 58 before 

approval of a release of funds by HUD; (d) another Federal agency acting pursuant to 40 CFR 

Part 1504 has submitted a written finding that the project is unsatisfactory from the standpoint 

of environmental quality.  Objections must be prepared and submitted in accordance with the 

required procedures (24 CFR Part 58), and may be addressed to HUD as follows:  Karen Griego-

West, Office of Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control Program Environmental Clearance 

Officer, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 611 West 6th Street, Suite 805, Los 

Angeles, CA 90017. Potential objectors may contact HUD to verify the actual last day of the 

objection period. 

 

 

Mathew Wambua, Commissioner 

City of New York - Department of Housing Preservation & Development 
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ABSTRACT 

 

On behalf of the City of New York, the New York City Departments of Housing Preservation and 
Development (“HPD”) and of Health and Mental Hygiene (“DOHMH”) submit a proposal for 
grant funding under HUD’s Notice of Funding Availability for the 2010 Lead Hazard Reduction 
Demonstration Grant program.  The main objective of this proposal is to reduce lead-based paint 
hazards in 300 units, located in three of the most at-risk neighborhoods in the boroughs of 
Brooklyn, the Bronx and Queens, and housed in buildings pre-1940.  HPD requests $4.5 million of 
federal funds to assist the City’s on-going commitment to eliminating lead hazards and childhood 
lead poisoning. 
 
Based on DOHMH’s surveillance data of elevated blood levels in children, HPD has selected 
Corona and Ridgewood-Glendale in the borough of Queens; Flatbush, Borough Park, Kensington-
Windsor Terrace, Bushwick, East New York, Bushwick-Bedford Stuyvesant, and Greenpoint in the 
borough of Brooklyn; and Wakefield, Morrisania, Highbridge and Tremont areas in the Bronx..  
Based on the 2000 U.S. Census, the U.S. Bureau of the Census 2008 New York City Housing and 
Vacancy Survey, and the DOHMH 2008 data from its Blood Lead Registry Report, these targeted 
areas have the highest incidences of elevated blood levels in children less than six years of age, and 
have a significant number of buildings built pre-1940, including a high percentage of families living 
at very low-income levels.  The City of New York expects that its proposal will contribute to 300 
lead-safer units.  HPD and DOHMH will partner with two community-based organizations and 
conduct outreach to owners in need of assistance with loans and grant funding. 
 
Both HPD and DOHMH have a successful record of using federal grants for lead paint treatment.  
Both City agencies have received multiple HUD Lead-Based Paint Hazard-Reduction grants since 
1995.  Under Rounds II, IV and VIII, the Demonstration 2003 and 2004 grants, HPD completed 
and cleared 2,073 units, which represented 245 units over goal.  Under the Demonstration 2005 and 
LHC 2005 grants, HPD completed and cleared 588 units, or 62 units above goal.  In addition to the 
aforementioned grants, HPD was funded by three Lead Outreach grants in 2003, 2004 and 2005 for 
a total of $1.5 million.  Under these three initiatives, 570 units were enrolled for lead-risk assessment 
and treatment, or 140 above its goal of 430 units.  Finally, HPD is currently working with HUD 
under the 2007 Demonstration and the 2007 Lead Hazard Control Grants.  The two current grants 
were recently extended for six months, non-cost, to enable the Program to increase its original goals 
of treated and cleared units due to the availability of match-in-cash contributions.  Based on the last 
quarterly period, the Program is above goal for each grant.  With the non-cost extension, the 
Program plans to exceed the Demonstration 2007 benchmarks by 115 units or 475 units in total.  
The Lead Hazard Control 2007 Grant will complete and clear an additional 71 units above goal for a 
total of 325 units.  HPD uses City Capital funds to support its lead grant program, known as the 
Primary Prevention Program (“PPP”).   
 
The City’s proposal describes HPD’s planned partnership with two community-based organizations:  
Belmont Arthur Avenue LDC (BAALDC) of the Bronx and Brooklyn Housing and Family Services 
of Brooklyn (BHFS).  The two groups have been serving their respective communities with housing 
assistance and other social outreach services for more than three decades.  Each group has trained 
multi-lingual staff who work with owners, tenants and tenants’ organizations.  They also offer 
services, including owner outreach for building improvements, youth services, home ownership 
counseling, rehabilitation of affordable housing, and unemployment assistance. The Program 
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worked successfully  with BHFS under the Demonstration 2004 and 2007 grants.  The two groups 
will also work with several different faith-based organizations.  To assist these partners and their 
outreach services and EPA contractor training, each group will receive a total of $80,000 of grant 
funding during their twenty-four month commitment.  Their contract term from April 1, 2011 to 
March 31, 2013 will allow the Program ample time to process their enrolled units for treatment and 
clearance. 
 
The requested grant funding of $4,500,000 will support several main objectives during the proposed 
three and one-half years of the grant’s term.  The first objective is to treat 300 units.  Of the planned 
300 units, it is expected that 60 units will be part of either a system replacement rehabilitation loan 
or the Weatherization Grant programs in the Bronx, Queens and Brooklyn.  This objective plans to 
perform 450 lead risk assessments.   The second objective is to provide outreach to local community 
residents in each of the two borough-targeted neighborhoods.  The two partnering groups will 
commit to coordinating with local Community Board districts over their two-year contract.  The 
local community board leaders will be a helpful conduit and assist with contacting owners, faith-
based organizations, libraries and schools, and planned community events.   This outreach activity 
will be supported by the use of various community events and the media.  Informed awareness is a 
vitally important component of reducing the dangers of lead-based paint.  Training and certification 
courses will also be offered the local, minority contractor workers.  The two CBO partners will 
commit to training 100 workers in EPA/RRP certification.  In addition, the groups will assist with 
the training of 1,500 local residents in healthy homes and lead poisoning prevention seminars in 
their respective target neighborhoods.  The third goal is to have 100 children under 6 years of age 
blood screened as part of its enrollment of units for treatment under this proposal.     
 
All the major goals will be monitored by the Program on a daily, weekly and monthly basis, 
described under the “critical benchmarks and interim goals” on this application’s Logic Model.  
Monthly Lead Task Force meetings will track the progress of the Program’s strengths and 
weaknesses, and develop alternative plans to ensure the effectiveness of its strategies.  Each of the 
objectives is supported by critical benchmarks that focus on specific goals.  The outcomes are 
subject to built-in measuring tools for the short, intermediate and long terms.   
 
The proposal will leverage additional public and private sources.  The match in-cash and match-in-
kind contributions will be a total of $3,810,302, consisting mostly of City capital funds.  The total 
match of in-kind contributions represents 84.67% of the requested federal lead grant.  Nearly 92% 
of the funds will go directly to lead hazard reduction costs, with the remaining 8% for 
Administrative and Indirect costs. 
 
The main personnel under this initiative can be reached as follows:  Thomas O’Hagan, Department 
of Housing Preservation and Development, 100 Gold Street, NY,NY 10038 at (212) 863-6389; 
James Hsi, Department of Housing Preservation and Development, 100 Gold Street, NY,NY 10038 
at (212) 863-6811; Andrew Faciano, Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, 253 Broadway, 
New York, NY 10007  at (212) 676-6353; Larry Jayson of BHFS, 415 Albemarle Road, Brooklyn, 
NY 11218, a partnering group; and Consolato Cicciu of BAALDC, 660 East 183 Street, Bronx, New 
York 10458 at (718) 295-2882. 
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For Internal Use Only:
Date Received: _______________________________

WRP no.___________________________________
DOS no.____________________________________

NEW YORK CITY WATERFRONT REVITALIZATION PROGRAM
Consistency Assessment Form

Proposed actions that are subject to CEQR, ULURP or other local, 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 City 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

1. Name: _______________________________________________________________________________________

2. Address:______________________________________________________________________________________                 
                                                                  

3. Telephone:_____________________Fax:____________________E-mail:__________________________________                 
                                                           

4. Project site owner:______________________________________________________________________________

B.  PROPOSED ACTIVITY

1. Brief description of activity:

                                                                   

2. Purpose of activity:  

3. Location of activity: (street address/borough or site description):
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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:

5. Is federal or state funding being used to finance the project?  If so, please identify the funding source(s).

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

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

C.  COASTAL ASSESSMENT

Location Questions: Yes No

1.  Is the project site on the waterfront or at the water’s edge?

2.  Does the proposed project require a waterfront site?   

3.  Would the action result in a physical alteration to a waterfront site, including land along the
shoreline, land underwater, or coastal waters?

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)

6.  Will the action result in a change in scale or character of a neighborhood?   (1.2)
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Policy Questions cont’d Yes No

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 placement 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 Kills 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 conflicts 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)

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)

31. Would the proposed action have any effects on surface or ground water supplies?   (5.4)     

32. Would the action result in any activities within a federally designated flood hazard area or state-
designated erosion hazards area?  (6)

33. Would the action result in any construction activities that would lead to erosion?  (6)

34. Would the action involve construction or reconstruction of a flood or erosion 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)

36. Does the proposed project involve use of public funds for flood prevention or erosion control?
(6.2)

37. Would the proposed project affect a non-renewable source of sand ?   (6.3)

38. Would the action result in shipping, handling, or storing of solid wastes, hazardous materials, or
other pollutants?  (7) 

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

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)

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)

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)

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)

44. Would the action 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)

46. Will the proposed project impede visual access to coastal lands, waters and open space? (8.3)

47. Does the proposed project involve publicly owned or acquired land that could accommodate   
waterfront open space or recreation?  (8.4)

48. Does the project site involve lands or waters held in public trust by the state or city?   (8.5)

49. Would the action affect natural or built resources that contribute to the scenic quality of a
coastal area?    (9)

50. Does the site currently include elements that degrade the area’s scenic quality or block views
to the water?   (9.1)
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	aname: City of New York Department of Housing Preservation and Development 
	aaddress: 100 Gold Street, New York, NY 10038, c/o J. Gearrity
	atelephone: 212-863-6539
	afax: 212-863-6386
	aemail: gearritj@hpd.nyc.gov
	site owner: various
	b1: The City of New York, through the New York City (NYC) Department of Housing Preservation and Development (“HPD”) and Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (“DOHMH”) have received a 2010 Lead Hazard Reduction Demonstration Grant.   HPD will use the funding to assist the City’s on-going commitment to eliminating lead hazards and childhood lead poisoning through survey/assessment and minor rehabilitation to reduce residential lead hazards. 
	b2: The main objective of the work is to reduce lead-based paint hazards in 300 units, located in three of the most at-risk neighborhoods in the boroughs of Brooklyn, the Bronx and Queens, and housed in pre-1940 buildings. 
	b3: The Target Areas are the neighborhoods of: Corona and Ridgewood-Glendale in the borough of Queens; Flatbush, Borough Park, Kensington-Windsor Terrace, Bushwick, East New York, Bushwick-Bedford Stuyvesant, and Greenpoint in the borough of Brooklyn; and Wakefield, Morrisania, Highbridge and Tremont in the Bronx. Please see the attached map identifying the Target Areas and NYC Coastal Zone. 
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