Chapter 20: Mitigation Measures

A. INTRODUCTION

The technical analyses presented in Chapters 2 through 19 discuss the potential for significant
adverse environmental impacts to result from the proposed project. Potential impacts were
identified in the DSEIS in the area of air quality. Measures have been examined to minimize or
eliminate these anticipated impacts. These mitigation measures are discussed below.

PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS
Potential-impacts—were—identified-in-the-area—ofairquality- The air quality stationary source

analyses in the DSEIS concluded that the proposed project would potentially result in significant
adverse air quality impacts (affecting PM,s; and SO, and-NO, concentrations) on Riverside
Center Building 5. Fhis—impaet; These potential impacts would be the result of the proposed
project’s mixed use building (on projected development site 1) affecting the dispersion of the
exhaust plume from the adjacent Consolidated Edison Powerhouse boiler stack. As The DSEIS
concluded that as a result, higher concentrations of pollutants may could occur on the Riverside
Center Building 5.

A-potentiabmitigation-measure-that-has-been-identified-is The DSEIS identified the reduction of
the proposed project’s building height by 77 feet:—this as a mitigation measure that would fully

mitigate and avoid the significant adverse air quality impacts on Riverside Center Building 5.
However, based upon analyses conducted subsequent to the certification of the DSEIS, Fthis
mitigation weuld-net-be is not required #. The wind tunnel modeling, which allows for more
accurate predictions of pollutant concentrations from stationary sources—and—witkbe, that was
conducted between the DSEIS and FSEIS;—which—determines determined that the proposed
project and/or any of the alternative building configurations analyzed would not result in any
significant adverse air quality impacts.

B. AIR QUALITY

OVERVIEW

As discussed in Chapter 11, “Air Quality,” existing and proposed developments near the
proposed project were evaluated to assess whether the effect on plume dispersion from the
Consolidated Edison Power House due to projected development site 1 would result in any
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significant adverse air quality impact on existing and proposed buildings in the vicinity of the
project site. An analysis using the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) AERMOD
model was performed which showed that concentrations of +-heurNO,; 1-hour SO, and PM; 5
were predicted to exceed the NAAQS and PM;s interim guidance criteria, respectively, on a
small portion of proposed Riverside Center Building 5, on the north and east fagades, between
the elevations of 430 and 480 feet (see Figure 11-2 in Chapter 11, “Air Quality”). This would be
considered a significant adverse air quallty |mpact Therefore, a Rreflned analy5|s will-be was

REFINED ANALYSIS

WIND TUNNEL ANALYSIS

DSESM—%—&%%M—H%MHW%—M*%%DSE@—&M—FSES—GIVGH the unique

building design of the building proposed for development site 1, it-is-pessible-that more detailed
analysis in the wind tunnel wit-allows for more accurate predictions of pollutant concentrations

resulting from the proposed project_and, therefore, lower estimates of maximum concentrations

since computer-based models are designed to overestimate pollutant concentrations. Wind tunnel
modeling was performed, which examined three building designs: (1) a building design with a
closed condition on the top 77 feet of the building, which was initially analyzed in the DSEIS
using the EPA AERMOD dispersion model; (2) an open design with structural elements on the
south facade, and louvers on the north and east facades (referred to as “Option A” in Chapter 11,
“Air Quality™); and (3) a design that would have on the top 77 feet portion of the building with a
more open design with structural elements on the south, north, and east facades (Option B).
Figures 20-1 and 20-2 show views of Option A and Option B, respectively, while Figure 1-9 of
Chapter 1, “Project Description,” shows a more detailed view of the top section of Option A.
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View from Hudson River Park

View along West 58th Street

Option A
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View along West 58th Street

Option B
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The results of the wind tunnel analysis, which are presented in Chapter 11, “Air Quality,”

demonstrate that the effect on plume dispersion from the Consolidated Edison Power House due to
projected development site 1 would not result in any significant adverse air quality impacts under

any of the building configurations analyzed. Consequently, no mitigation measures are necessary,
and any of the building configurations for projected development site 1 analyzed are

considerable feasible.

REDUCED HEIGHT BUILDING

An analysis was performed in the DSEIS to determine whether the impacts described above
affecting Riverside Center Building 5 can be mitigated by reducing the height of projected
development site 1. The analysis was otherwise identical to the one presented in Chapter 11,
“Air Quality,” including emissions from both of the Consolidated Edison Power House sources
and the proposed project’s HVAC system. Using the AERMOD model, a building with a
maximum overall height of 394 feet (77 feet lower than the height evaluated for the proposed
project) resulted in predicted pollutant concentrations from the Consolidated Edison Power
House that are identical to the No Build condition at existing and proposed developments.
Figure 20-3 shows the reduced height projected development site 1.*

Fedaeed—ppejeeted—develepn%m—si%e—l—fepNQg%Qg—and—PM@- As shewn Qresented in the DSEIS
table, the maximum predicted pollutant concentrations using the EPA AERMOD dispersion model
were determined to be are below their respective standards for the NO,, SO, and PM;, NAAQS.
Therefore, no significant adverse air quality impacts are predicted for these pollutant standards. As
shown-inthe-table-at At this reduced height, the proposed project would not affect plume dispersion
from the Consolidated Edison Power House; therefore, potential air quality impacts would be fully

mitigated. However, as noted earlier, based upon wind tunnel analyses conducted subsequent to
the certification of the DSEIS, mitigation is not required. The wind tunnel modeling that was
conducted between the DSEIS and FSEIS determined that the proposed project and/or any of the
alternative building configurations analyzed, which do not involve building height reductions,
would not result in any significant adverse air guality impacts.

! Note that there are no SO, emissions from the proposed project’s HVAC system, since the system would
use natural gas, which does not contain sulfur.
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View from Hudson River Park
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View along West 58th Street

Reduced Height

625 WEST 57TH STREET Figure 20-3
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