EAS SHORT FORM PAGE 1

City Environmental Quality Review
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT STATEMENT (EAS) SHORT FORM

FOR UNLISTED ACTIONS ONLY e Please fill out and submit to the appropriate agency (see instructions)

Part I: GENERAL INFORMATION

1. Does the Action Exceed Any Type | Threshold in 6 NYCRR Part 617.4 or 43 RCNY §6-15(A) (Executive Order 91 of

1977, as amended)? [ ] ves X] no

If “yes,” STOP and complete the FULL EAS FORM.

2. Project Name Bridgview Plaza

3. Reference Numbers

CEQR REFERENCE NUMBER (to be assigned by lead agency) BSA REFERENCE NUMBER (if applicable)

13DCP0O96R

ULURP REFERENCE NUMBER (if applicable) OTHER REFERENCE NUMBER(S) (if applicable)

130144RCR, 130145RAR, 130146RAR, 130147RAR (e.g., legislative intro, CAPA)

4a. Lead Agency Information 4b. Applicant Information

NAME OF LEAD AGENCY NAME OF APPLICANT

NYC Department of City Planning Bridgeview Plaza LLC

NAME OF LEAD AGENCY CONTACT PERSON NAME OF APPLICANT’S REPRESENTATIVE OR CONTACT PERSON
Robert Dobruskin, Director, EARD Hiram A. Rothkrug, EPDSCO

ADDRESS 22 Reade Street ADDRESS 55 Watermill Lane, Suite 200

ciTv New York STATE NY | zp 10007 | v Great Neck STATE NY | zip 11021
TELEPHONE 212-720-3423 EMAIL TELEPHONE 718-343- EMAIL

rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov

0026 hrothkrug@epdsco.com

5. Project Description

Required Authorizations (36-597 Authorization for Waivers or Modifications of Cross Access Connections, 107-68
Authorization for Modification of Group Parking Facility and Access Regulations, 107-64 Authorization for Removal of
Trees and, 36-592 Certification of Cross Access Connections, to permit the construction of two (2), one-story retail
buildings, a combined total of 11,707 sq. ft. with 51 accessory cellar and at-grade parking spaces.

Project Location

BOROUGH Staten Island \ COMMUNITY DISTRICT(S) 3

STREET ADDRESS 4895 Athur Kill Road

TAX BLOCK(S) AND LOT(S) Block 7632, Lot 23

zip cCODE 10309

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY BY BOUNDING OR CROSS STREETS West side of Arthur Kill Road between South Bridge St. & Richmond

Valley Road

EXISTING ZONING DISTRICT, INCLUDING SPECIAL ZONING DISTRICT DESIGNATION, IF ANY M1-

1(SRD)

ZONING SECTIONAL MAP NUMBER 32d

6. Required Actions or Approvals (check all that apply)

City Planning Commission: <] Yes [ ] no

[ ] cimy MAP AMENDMENT X] ZONING CERTIFICATION
[ ] zONING MAP AMENDMENT

[ ] ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT

[ ] SITE SELECTION—PUBLIC FACILITY
[

HOUSING PLAN & PROJECT [ ] OTHER, explain:

[X] ZONING AUTHORIZATION
[ ] AcQuUISITION—REAL PROPERTY
[ ] pISPOSITION—REAL PROPERTY

[_] UNIFORM LAND USE REVIEW PROCEDURE (ULURP)
[ ] concession

[ ] ubaap

[ ] REVOCABLE CONSENT

[ ] FRANCHISE

[ ] SPECIAL PERMIT (if appropriate, specify type: [_] modification; [_] renewal; [ | other); EXPIRATION DATE:

SPECIFY AFFECTED SECTIONS OF THE ZONING RESOLUTION

Board of Standards and Appeals: | | YEs X] no
[ ] VARIANCE (use)

[ ] VARIANCE (bulk)

I:' SPECIAL PERMIT (if appropriate, specify type: I:' modification; I:' renewal; I:' other); EXPIRATION DATE:

SPECIFY AFFECTED SECTIONS OF THE ZONING RESOLUTION

Department of Environmental Protection: | | YEs

X no

If “yes,” specify:



http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/ceqr/2010_ceqr_eas_short_form_instructions.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/ceqr/2010_ceqr_eas_full_form.pdf
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Other City Approvals Subject to CEQR (check all that apply)
LEGISLATION

L]
[ ] RULEMAKING
[]
[]

FUNDING OF CONSTRUCTION, specify:

POLICY OR PLAN, specify:

FUNDING OF PROGRAMS, specify:

PERMITS, specify: Department of Buildings

CONSTRUCTION OF PUBLIC FACILITIES
384(b)(4) APPROVAL
OTHER, explain:

[]

Other City Approvals Not Subject to CEQR (check all that apply)

I:' PERMITS FROM DOT’S OFFICE OF CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION AND LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION APPROVAL
COORDINATION (OCMC) OTHER, explain:

N B <[ [ |

State or Federal Actions/Approvals/Funding: [ ] vEs X] no If “yes,” specify:

7. Site Description: The directly affected area consists of the project site and the area subject to any change in regulatory controls. Except
where otherwise indicated, provide the following information with regard to the directly affected area.

Graphics: The following graphics must be attached and each box must be checked off before the EAS is complete. Each map must clearly depict
the boundaries of the directly affected area or areas and indicate a 400-foot radius drawn from the outer boundaries of the project site. Maps may
not exceed 11 x 17 inches in size and, for paper filings, must be folded to 8.5 x 11 inches.

DX] SITE LOCATION MAP [X] zoninG map [X] SANBORN OR OTHER LAND USE MAP
X] Tax map [ ] FOR LARGE AREAS OR MULTIPLE SITES, A GIS SHAPE FILE THAT DEFINES THE PROJECT SITE(S)
X] PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE PROJECT SITE TAKEN WITHIN 6 MONTHS OF EAS SUBMISSION AND KEYED TO THE SITE LOCATION MAP

Physical Setting (both developed and undeveloped areas)
Total directly affected area (sq. ft.): 32,389 SF Waterbody area (sq. ft) and type: None
Roads, buildings, and other paved surfaces (sq. ft.): None Other, describe (sq. ft.): 32,389 SF Undeveloped Land

8. Physical Dimensions and Scale of Project (if the project affects multiple sites, provide the total development facilitated by the action)
SIZE OF PROJECT TO BE DEVELOPED (gross square feet): 19,558 gsf

NUMBER OF BUILDINGS: Two GROSS FLOOR AREA OF EACH BUILDING (sq. ft.): 3856 & 15,702 gsf
HEIGHT OF EACH BUILDING (ft.): 18 ft NUMBER OF STORIES OF EACH BUILDING: each building is one-story
Does the proposed project involve changes in zoning on one or more sites? |:| YES |X| NO

If “yes,” specify: The total square feet owned or controlled by the applicant:
The total square feet not owned or controlled by the applicant:

Does the proposed project involve in-ground excavation or subsurface disturbance, including, but not limited to foundation work, pilings, utility

lines, or grading? |E YES |:| NO
If “yes,” indicate the estimated area and volume dimensions of subsurface permanent and temporary disturbance (if known):
AREA OF TEMPORARY DISTURBANCE: sq. ft. (width x length) VOLUME OF DISTURBANCE: 22,161 cubic ft. (width x length x depth)

AREA OF PERMANENT DISTURBANCE: 11.470 sq. ft. (width x length)

Description of Proposed Uses (please complete the following information as appropriate)

Residential Commercial Community Facility | Industrial/Manufacturing

Size (in gross sq. ft.) 19,558 gsf

Type (e.g., retail, office, units office/retail
school)

Does the proposed project increase the population of residents and/or on-site workers? I:' YES |X| NO
If “yes,” please specify: NUMBER OF ADDITIONAL RESIDENTS: NUMBER OF ADDITIONAL WORKERS: 44
Provide a brief explanation of how these numbers were determined: 4 workers per 1000 sq. ft. of zoning floor area

Does the proposed project create new open space? I:' YES |X| NO If “yes,” specify size of project-created open space: sq. ft.

Has a No-Action scenario been defined for this project that differs from the existing condition? |X| YES I:' NO
If “yes,” see Chapter 2, “Establishing the Analysis Framework” and describe briefly: 8837 sq. ft. commercial building w/30 parking
spaces.

9. Analysis Year CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 2

ANTICIPATED BUILD YEAR (date the project would be completed and operational): 2015

ANTICIPATED PERIOD OF CONSTRUCTION IN MONTHS: 8 months

WOULD THE PROJECT BE IMPLEMENTED IN A SINGLE PHASE? IE YES |:| NO ‘ IF MULTIPLE PHASES, HOW MANY?

BRIEFLY DESCRIBE PHASES AND CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE:

10. Predominant Land Use in the Vicinity of the Project (check all that apply)



http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch02_establishing_the_analysis_framework.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch02_establishing_the_analysis_framework.pdf
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| [ resipential [] manuracTuriNG  [X] coMMERCIAL [ ] PARK/FOREST/OPEN SPACE [ | OTHER, specify:
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Part Il: TECHNICAL ANALYSIS

INSTRUCTIONS: For each of the analysis categories listed in this section, assess the proposed project’s impacts based on the thresholds and
criteria presented in the CEQR Technical Manual. Check each box that applies.

If the proposed project can be demonstrated not to meet or exceed the threshold, check the “no” box.
If the proposed project will meet or exceed the threshold, or if this cannot be determined, check the “yes” box.

For each “yes” response, provide additional analyses (and, if needed, attach supporting information) based on guidance in the CEQR

Technical Manual to determine whether the potential for significant impacts exists. Please note that a “yes” answer does not mean that
an EIS must be prepared—it means that more information may be required for the lead agency to make a determination of significance.

The lead agency, upon reviewing Part |, may require an applicant to provide additional information to support the Short EAS Form. For

example, if a question is answered “no,” an agency may request a short explanation for this response.
P gency q P p

YES | NO

1. LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 4

(a) Would the proposed project result in a change in land use different from surrounding land uses?

(b) Would the proposed project result in a change in zoning different from surrounding zoning?

(c) Is there the potential to affect an applicable public policy?

XX

(d) If “yes,” to (a), (b), and/or (c), complete a preliminary assessment and attach.

(e) Is the project a large, publicly sponsored project? J

X

(o]

If “yes,” complete a PlaNYC assessment and attach.

{f) 1s any part of the directly affected area within the City’s Waterfront Revitalization Program boundaries? |

I 4

L]

o

If “yes,” complete the Consistency Assessment Form.

2. SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 5

(a) Would the proposed project:

O

Generate a net increase of 200 or more residential units?

(o]

Generate a net increase of 200,000 or more square feet of commercial space?

(o]

Directly displace more than 500 residents?

o

Directly displace more than 100 employees?

o

I
NIXNXIX

Affect conditions in a specific industry?

3. COMMUNITY FACILITIES: CEQR Technical Marual Chapter 6

(a) Direct Effects

e}

Would the project directly eliminate, displace, or alter public or publicly funded community facilities such as educational
facilities, libraries, hospitals and other health care facilities, day care centers, police stations, or fire stations?

(b) Indirect Effects

@)

Child Care Centers: Would the project result in 20 or more eligible children under age 6, based on the number of low or
low/moderate income residential units? (See Table 6-1 in Chapter 6)

o

Libraries: Would the project result in a 5 percent or more increase in the ratio of residential units to library branches?
(See Table 6-1 in Chapter 6)

XX X

o Public Schools: Would the project result in 50 or more elementary or middle school students, or 150 or more high school <]
students based on number of residential units? (See Tahle 6-1 in Chapter 6) L

o Health Care Facilities and Fire/Police Protection: Would the project result in the introduction of a sizeable new B4
FaN

neighborhood?

4, OPEN SPACE: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 7

(a) Would the proposed project change or eliminate existing open space?

(b) Is the project located within an under-served area in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, Queens, or Staten Island?

o If “yes,” would the proposed project generate more than 50 additional residents or 125 additional employees?

(c) Is the project located within a well-served area in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, Queens, or Staten Island?

o If “yes,” would the proposed project generate more than 350 additional residents or 750 additional employees?

(d) If the project in located an area that is neither under-served nor well-served, would it generate more than 200 additional
residents or 500 additional employees?

UUOO00 \giolioml 10

X XXX
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(a) Would the proposed project result in a net height increase of any structure of 50 feet or more?

(b) Would the proposed project result in any increase in structure height and be located adjacent to or across the street from a
sunlight-sensitive resource?

YES
[
[

NO
X
X

6. HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 9

(a) Does the proposed project site or an adjacent site contain any architectural and/or archaeological resource that is eligible
for or has been designated (or is calendared for consideration) as a New York City Landmark, Interior Landmark or Scenic
Landmark; that is listed or eligible for listing on the New York State or National Register of Historic Places; or that is within a
designated or eligible New York City, New York State or National Register Historic District? (See the GIS System for
Archaeology and National Register to confirm)

[

(b) Would the proposed project involve construction resulting in in-ground disturbance to an area not previously excavated?

[

(c) If “yes” to either of the above, list any identified architectural and/or archaeological resources and attach supporting information on

whether the proposed project would potentially affect any architectural or archeological resources.

7. URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 10

(a) Would the proposed project introduce a new building, a new building height, or result in any substantial physical alteration
to the streetscape or public space in the vicinity of the proposed project that is not currently allowed by existing zoning?

(b) Would the proposed project result in obstruction of publicly accessible views to visual resources not currently allowed by
existing zoning?

8. NATURAL RESOURCES: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 11

(a) Does the proposed project site or a site adjacent to the project contain natural resources as defined in Section 100 of
Chapter 117

L O

o If “yes,” list the resources and attach supporting information on whether the proposed project would affect any of these resources.

(b) Is any part of the directly affected area within the Jamaica Bay Watershed?

[]

X X X

o If “yes,” complete the Jamaica Bay Watershed Form, and submit according to its instructions.

9. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 12

(a) Would the proposed project allow commercial or residential uses in an area that is currently, or was historically, a
manufacturing area that involved hazardous materials?

(b) Does the proposed project site have existing institutional controls (e.g., (E) designation or Restrictive Declaration) relating to
hazardous materials that preclude the potential for significant adverse impacts?

(c) Would the project require soil disturbance in a manufacturing area or any development on or near a manufacturing area or
existing/historic facilities listed in Appendix 1 (including nonconforming uses)?

(d) Would the project result in the development of a site where there is reason to suspect the presence of hazardous materials,
contamination, illegal dumping or fill, or fill material of unknown origin?

(e) Would the project result in development on or near a site that has or had underground and/or aboveground storage tanks
(e.g., gas stations, oil storage facilities, heating oil storage)?

(f) Would the project result in renovation of interior existing space on a site with the potential for compromised air quality;
vapor intrusion from either on-site or off-site sources; or the presence of asbestos, PCBs, mercury or lead-based paint?

(g) Would the project result in development on or near a site with potential hazardous materials issues such as government-
listed voluntary cleanup/brownfield site, current or former power generation/transmission facilities, coal gasification or gas
storage sites, railroad tracks or rights-of-way, or municipal incinerators?

(h) Has a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment been performed for the site?

O If “yes,” were Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) identified? Briefly identify: None (However, DEP
requested Phase Il testing, and the site will receive a Hazardous Materials "e" designation).

10. WATER AND SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 13

(a) Would the project result in water demand of more than one million gallons per day?

(b) If the proposed project located in a combined sewer area, would it result in at least 1,000 residential units or 250,000
square feet or more of commercial space in Manhattan, or at least 400 residential units or 150,000 square feet or more of
commercial space in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Staten Island, or Queens?

(c) If the proposed project located in a separately sewered area, would it result in the same or greater development than the
amounts listed in Table 13-1 in Chapter 13?

(d) Would the proposed project involve development on a site that is 5 acres or larger where the amount of impervious surface
would increase?

(e) If the project is located within the Jamaica Bay Watershed or in certain specific drainage areas, including Bronx River, Coney
Island Creek, Flushing Bay and Creek, Gowanus Canal, Hutchinson River, Newtown Creek, or Westchester Creek, would it
involve development on a site that is 1 acre or larger where the amount of impervious surface would increase?

O 0od 0O | 0x o |gdoo oo
XXX XK | XOX XX XXX X



http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch09_historic_and_cultural_resources.pdf
http://nysparks.com/shpo/online-tools/disclaimer.aspx?pgm=gis
http://nysparks.com/shpo/online-tools/disclaimer.aspx?pgm=gis
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch10_urban_design_and_visual_resources.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch11_natural_resources.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch11_natural_resources.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/ceqr/Jamaica_Bay_Watershed_Map.jpg
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/ceqr/Jamaica_Bay_Watershed_Protection_Plan.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/ceqr/Jamaica_Bay_Watershed_Protection_Plan_Instructions.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch12_hazardous_materials_revised_06_18.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_appendix_hazardous_materials.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch13_water_and_sewer_infrastructure.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch13_water_sewer_infrastructure_sewered_and_unsewered.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch13_water_and_sewer_infrastructure.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2010_ceqr_tm/2010_ceqr_tm_ch13_water_sewer_infrastructure_Jamaica_Bay_Watershed.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2010_ceqr_tm/2010_ceqr_tm_ch13_water_sewer_infrastructure_drainage_areas.pdf
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YES | NO

(f) Would the proposed project be located in an area that is partially sewered or currently unsewered? |:| |E

(g) Is the project proposing an industrial facility or activity that would contribute industrial discharges to a Wastewater I:' lzl
Treatment Plant and/or generate contaminated stormwater in a separate storm sewer system?

(h) Would the project involve construction of a new stormwater outfall that requires federal and/or state permits? |:| |X|

11. SOLID WASTE AND SANITATION SERVICES: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 14

(a) uUsing Table 14-1 in Chapter 14, the project’s projected operational solid waste generation is estimated to be (pounds per week): 572

o Would the proposed project have the potential to generate 100,000 pounds (50 tons) or more of solid waste per week? |:|

X X

(b) Would the proposed project involve a reduction in capacity at a solid waste management facility used for refuse or |:|
recyclables generated within the City?

12. ENERGY:: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 15

(@) Using energy modeling or Table 15-1 in Chapter 15, the project’s projected energy use is estimated to be (annual BTUs): 4,220,395

(b) Would the proposed project affect the transmission or generation of energy? | |:| | IE
13. TRANSPORTATION: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 16
(a) Would the proposed project exceed any threshold identified in Table 16-1 in Chapter 16? | |:| | IE

(b) If “yes,” conduct the screening analyses, attach appropriate back up data as needed for each stage and answer the following questions:

[
X

o Would the proposed project result in 50 or more Passenger Car Equivalents (PCEs) per project peak hour?

If “yes,” would the proposed project result in 50 or more vehicle trips per project peak hour at any given intersection?
**I|t should be noted that the lead agency may require further analysis of intersections of concern even when a project
generates fewer than 50 vehicles in the peak hour. See Subsection 313 of Chapter 16 for more information.

o Would the proposed project result in more than 200 subway/rail or bus trips per project peak hour?

If “yes,” would the proposed project result, per project peak hour, in 50 or more bus trips on a single line (in one
direction) or 200 subway trips per station or line?

o Would the proposed project result in more than 200 pedestrian trips per project peak hour?

If “yes,” would the proposed project result in more than 200 pedestrian trips per project peak hour to any given
pedestrian or transit element, crosswalk, subway stair, or bus stop?

14. AIR QUALITY: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 17

(a) Mobile Sources: Would the proposed project result in the conditions outlined in Section 210 in Chapter 17?

(b) Stationary Sources: Would the proposed project result in the conditions outlined in Section 220 in Chapter 17?

o If “yes,” would the proposed project exceed the thresholds in Figure 17-3, Stationary Source Screen Graph in Chapter
17? (Attach graph as needed)

(c) Does the proposed project involve multiple buildings on the project site?

(d) Does the proposed project require federal approvals, support, licensing, or permits subject to conformity requirements?

(e) Does the proposed project site have existing institutional controls (e.g., (E) designation or Restrictive Declaration) relating to
air quality that preclude the potential for significant adverse impacts?

15. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 18

(a) Is the proposed project a city capital project or a power generation plant?

(b) Would the proposed project fundamentally change the City’s solid waste management system?

(c) If “yes” to any of the above, would the project require a GHG emissions assessment based on the guidance in Chapter 18?

16. NOISE: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 19

(a) Would the proposed project generate or reroute vehicular traffic?

(b) Would the proposed project introduce new or additional receptors (see Section 124 in Chapter 19) near heavily trafficked
roadways, within one horizontal mile of an existing or proposed flight path, or within 1,500 feet of an existing or proposed
rail line with a direct line of site to that rail line?

(c) Would the proposed project cause a stationary noise source to operate within 1,500 feet of a receptor with a direct line of
sight to that receptor or introduce receptors into an area with high ambient stationary noise?

(d) Does the proposed project site have existing institutional controls (e.g., (E) designation or Restrictive Declaration) relating to
noise that preclude the potential for significant adverse impacts?

T < < = A
XX XU XXX XXOX O (XXX X

17. PUBLIC HEALTH: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 20



http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch14_solid_waste_and_sanitation_services.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch14_solid_waste_and_sanitation_services.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch15_energy.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch15_energy.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch16_transportation.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch16_transportation.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch16_transportation.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch17_air_quality_revised_06_18.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch17_air_quality_revised_06_18.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch17_air_quality_revised_06_18.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch17_air_quality_revised_06_18.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch17_air_quality_revised_06_18.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch18_greenhouse_gas_emissions.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch18_greenhouse_gas_emissions.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch19_noise_revised_06_18.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch19_noise_revised_06_18.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch20_public_health.pdf
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YES | NO

Hazardous Materials; Noise?

(b) If “yes,” explain why an assessment of public health is or is not warranted based on the guidance in Chapter 20, “Public Health.” Attacha

preliminary analysis, if necessary.

18. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 21

(a) Based upcn the analyses conducted, do any of the following technical areas require a detailed analysis: Land Use, Zoning,
and Public Policy; Socioecanomic Conditions; Open Space; Historic and Cultural Resources; Urban Design and Visual D @
Resources; Shadows; Transportation; Noise?

(b) If “yes,” explain why an assessment of neighborhood character is or is not warranted based on the guidance in Chapter 21, “Neighborhood

Character.” Attach a preliminary analysis, if necessary.

19. CONSTRUCTION: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 22

(a) Would the project’s construction activities involve:

o Construction activities lasting longer than two years?

Construction activities within a Central Business District or along an arterial highway or major thoroughfare?

Closing, narrowing, or otherwise impeding traffic, transit, or pedestrian elements (roadways, parking spaces, bicycle
routes, sidewalks, crosswalks, corners, etc.)?

o Construction of multiple buildings where there is a potential for on-site receptors on buildings completed before the
final build-out?

o The operation of several pieces of diesel equipment in a single location at peak construction?

o Closure of a community facility or disruption in its services?

o Activities within 400 feet of a historic or cultural resource?

Disturbance of a site containing or adjacent to a site containing natural resources?

o Construction on multiple development sites in the same geographic area, such that there is the potential for several 2
construction timelines to overlap or last for mare than two years overall? &

O A R O
HNXXX X | X XX

If any boxes are checked “yes,” explain why a preliminary construction assessment is or is not warranted based on the guidance in Chapter
22, “Construction.” It should be noted that the nature and extent of any commitment to use the Best Available Technology for construction
equipment or Best Management Practices for construction activities should be considered when making this determination.

—

(b

20. APPLICANT’S CERTIFICATION

I swear or affirm under oath and subject to the penalties for perjury that the information provided in this Environmental Assessment
Statement (EAS) is true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief, based upon my personal knowledge and familiarity
with the information described herein and after examination of the pertinent books and records and/or after inquiry of persons who
have personal knowledge of such information or who have examined pertinent books and records.

Still under oath, | further swear or affirm that | make this statement in my capacity as the applicant or representative of the entity
that seeks the permits, approvals, funding, or other governmental action(s) described in this EAS.

APPLICANT/REPRESENTATIVE NAME DATE
yDirector, EPDSCO, Inc. March 30, 2015
=
N

PLEASE NOTI THAT APPI CANTS MAY BE REQUIRED TO SUBSTANTIATE RESPONSES IN THIS FORM AT THE
DISCRETION OF T:Z LEAD AGENCY SO THAT IT MAY SUPPORT ITS DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE.
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Part Ili: DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE (To Be Completed by Lead Agency)
INSTRUCTIONS: In completing Part Ill, the lead agency should consult 6 NYCRR 617.7 and 43 RCNY § 6-06 (Executive
Order 91 or 1977, as amended), which contain the State and City criteria for determining significance.

1. For each of the impact categories listed below, consider whether the project may have a significant Potentially
adverse effect on the environment, taking into account its (a) location; (b) probability of occurring; (c) Significant
duration; (d) irreversibility; {e) geographic scope; and (f) magnitude. Adverse Impact

IMPACT CATEGORY YES NO

Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy
Socioeconomic Conditions
Community Facilities and Services
Open Space

Shadows

Historic and Cultural Resources
Urban Design/Visual Resources
Natural Resources

Hazardous Materials

Water and Sewer Infrastructure
Solid Waste and Sanitation Services
Energy

Transportation

Air Quality

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Noise

Public Health

Neighborhood Character
Construction

AN NN

I

l

2. Arethere any aspects of the project relevant to the determination of whether the project may have a
significant impact on the environment, such as combined or cumulative impacts, that were not fully
covered by other responses and supporting materials?

<] Eﬂ@!!ﬁ@ﬁ@ﬂ@@%@@ﬂ@!ﬁ

[ OO0

If there are such impacts, attach an explanation stating whether, as a result of them, the project may
have a significant impact on the environment.

3. Check determination to be issued by the lead agency:

[:’ Positive Declaration: If the lead agency has determined that the project may have a significant impact on the environment,
and if a Conditional Negative Declaration is not appropriate, then the lead agency issues a Positive Declaration and prepares
a draft Scope of Work for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

I:I Conditional Negative Declaration: A Conditional Negative Declaration (CND) may be appropriate if there is a private
applicant for an Unlisted action AND when conditions imposed by the lead agency will modify the proposed project so that
no significant adverse environmental impacts would result. The CND is prepared as a separate document and is subject to
the requirements of 6 NYCRR Part 617.

Negative Declaration: If the lead agency has determined that the project would not result in potentially significant adverse
environmental impacts, then the lead agency issues a Negative Declaration. The Negative Declaration may be prepared as a
separate document (see template) or using the embedded Negative Declaration on the next page.

4. LEAD AGENCY'’S CERTIFICATION

TITLE LEAD AGENCY
Deputy Director, EARD NYC Department of City Planning
NAME SIGNATURE N DATE
Olga Abinader O Qs March 30, 2015

U



PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Introduction

This Environmental Assessment Statement is filed under the City Environmental Quality
Review (CEQR) in connection with an application made to the NYC City Planning
Commission (CPC) pursuant to Zoning Resolution (ZR) Section ZR 836-597for an
Authorization to permit the waiver of required cross access connections, ZR 8107-68 for an
Authorization to modify group parking facility and access regulations, and ZR §107-64 for
an Authorization to permit the removal of trees for the proposed project. The applicant is also
seeking a Certification pursuant to Zoning Resolution ZR Section 836-592 for Cross Access
Connections at two locations, which is ministerial and does not require CEQR review.

Existing Conditions

The project site, identified as Block 7632, Lot 23 in the Charleston neighborhood of Staten
Island, is an undeveloped, 30,678 sg. ft. interior lot, with 125.57" of street frontage along
Arthur Kill Road. The property slopes down from the street frontage to the rear lot line,
from an approximate elevation of 32 to an elevation of 16. The property contains 93 trees,
six inches or more in caliper for a total of 139 existing on-site tree credits. A Site Location
Map is included as Figure I, an Aerial Photo Map is included as Figure I, a Zoning Map
is include as Figure 111, a Tax Map is included as Figure 1V, a 400 ft. Radius Land Use
Map is included as Figure V, an As-of-Right Site Plan is included as Figure VI, the
Proposed Site Plan is included as Figure VII and Site Photographs are included as Figure
VIII.

Proposed Actions

The proposed action would facilitate the construction of two (2), one-story retail buildings, a
combined total of 11,707 sq. ft. The project would also include the addition of 51 accessory
cellar and at-grade parking spaces. Building 1, to be located along the front and south lot
lines, would contain 3,856 sq. ft. of retail store space, and Building 2, to be located along north
and west lot lines, would contain 7,851 sq. ft. of retail space, in addition to providing a cellar
level with 26, indoor garage parking spaces. A total of 25 parking spaces would be open, and
access/egress to the site would be provided via two, 24 ft. curb cuts to be located along Arthur
Kill Road. The proposed build year is 2015.

The following discretionary actions would be required for the proposed
development to proceed.

1.36-597 Authorization for Waivers or Modifications of Cross Access Connections

The applicant is seeking an Authorization pursuant to ZR 836-597 to permit the waiver of
required cross access connections for the north lot line and west lot lines of the property. The
authorization is necessary due to the location of the existing building on the adjoining lot
(Block 7626, Lot 1). Adjoining the subject lot to the west (Block 7632, Lot 18) is a property developed witha 1 %2 story
building that is 21°-7” from the common lot line between the properties, It is not possible to provide a cross access connection at
this lot line because a minimum of 50” does not exist between the existing buildings on either lot. The neighboring
building is just 8 feet from the common side lot line, and only 16 feet from the front lot line,
leaving too little room for a cross access connection which is required by ZR 836-59 to be
minimum 23 feet from a street line.




2. 107-68 Authorization for Modification of Group Parking Facility and Access
Regulations

The applicantis seeking an Authorization pursuant to ZR §107-68 to modify a group parking

facility to allow more than 30 accessory off-street parking spaces and to modify access

regulations on Arthur Kill Road, an arterial street. The Authorization is required because the

proposed project would include the development of 51 new accessory parking spaces and

access to the site is provided onto Arthur Kill Road. The proposed development of 11,707

square feet of retail commercial space on the project site requires the provision of

39 parking spaces, although and as noted above, 51 spaces are proposed. Under the proposal,
access/egress to the site would be provided via two, 24 ft. curb cuts to be located along Arthur
Kill Road which is an arterial street. Only 1 curb cut is permitted for development on sites with
access only to an arterial street, thus the second proposed curb cut requires an authorization.

3.107-64 Authorization for Removal of Trees

The applicant is seeking an Authorization pursuant to ZR §107-64 to permit the removal of trees
for the proposed project. There are 93 existing trees which comprise 139 tree credits on the
property. All 93 will be removed for the proposed development. Most of the trees will be removed
as-of-right due to their location within building footprints, required accessory parking areas, and
driveways. The approval of an authorization for removal of trees pursuant to Section 107-64 is
required because 12 of the proposed 51 parking spaces provided are voluntary, and therefore the 10
trees that these additional spaces would require removal of may not be removed as-of-right.

Additionally, the proposal involves one ministerial action, not subject to CEQR review, as
identified below:

1. 36-592 Certification of Cross Access Connections

The applicant is seeking a Certification pursuant to ZR 836-592 to permit a Cross Access
Connection at one location, pursuant to requirements outlined in ZR 836-59. Although there will
be fewer than 36 cars provided in the open parking are, the total paved area will be 13,130 sq.
ft., and therefore trigger the requirementfor a Cross Access Connection. One location will be
provided to adjoining lot 24 at the south lot line. The location is between buildings one and
two and is the extension of a travel lane that is between the enclosed parking and the surface
parking areas.

(E) designation

In order ensure that the project would not result in any significant hazardous materials impacts, an
(E) designation related to hazardous materials would be assigned to the project site, as described in
the Hazardous Materials discussion, Section 12 of this document.

Purpose and Need

The proposed authorizations would permit the affected property to be developed with the project
proposed by the applicant. The proposed 51 on-site accessory parking spaces, would allow for the
full utilization of the property, with the development of 11,707 sq. ft. of new commercial space along
the commercially developed Arthur Kill Road.
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Figure VI As-of-Right Site Plan
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BRIDGEVIEW PLAZA AUTHORIZATIONS

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT STATEMENT

INTRODUCTION

Based on the analysis and the screens contained in the Environmental Assessment Statement
Short Form, the analysis areas that require further discussion include land use, zoning, and
public policy (including waterfront revitalization), natural resources, hazardous materials,
transportation, air quality, noise, and construction impacts as further detailed below. The
subject heading numbers below correlate with the relevant chapters of the CEQR Technical
Manual.

E LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY

Introduction

The analysis of land use, zoning, and public policy characterizes the existing conditions of
the project site and the surrounding study area; anticipates and evaluates those changes in
land use, zoning, and public policy that are expected to occur independently of the proposed
action; and identifies and addresses any potential impacts related to land use, zoning, and
public policy resulting from the proposed project.

In order to assess the potential for project related impacts, the land use study area has been
defined as the area located within a 400-foot radius of the project site, which is the area within
which the proposed action has the potential to affect land use or land use trends. The 400-
foot radius study area is generally bounded by South Bridge Street to the north, Richmond
Valley Road to the south, an area between Arthur Kill Road and Page Avenue to the east,
and an area between Arthur Kill Road and the Arthur Kill to the west. Various sources have
been used to prepare a comprehensive analysis of land use, zoning and public policy
characteristics of the area, including field surveys, studies of the neighborhood, census data,
and land use and zoning maps.

Land Use
Existing Conditions

Site Description

The project site, identified as Block 7632, Lot 23 in the Charleston neighborhood of Staten
Island, is an undeveloped, 30,678 sq. ft. interior lot, with 125.57" of street frontage along
Arthur Kill Road. The property slopes down from the street frontage to the rear lot line, from
an approximate elevation of 32 to an elevation of 16. The property contains 93 trees, six inches
or more in caliper for a total of 139existing on-site tree credits.
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BRIDGEVIEW PLAZA
STATEN ISLAND, NEW YORK

Surrounding Area

The project site is bordered by Arthur Kill Road immediately to the east beyond which lies a
number of adjoining, retail strip stores with on-site accessory parking lots. Directly to the
south and west of the project site is the Richmond Valley Animal Hospital. The animal
hospital consists of two buildings, the animal hospital building and parking lot which is
located directly to the south of the project site, and a separate dog/cat boarding building,
which is located to the west, and directly behind the proposed location of the project
buildings. Directly to the north of the project site, is a large beer distributor warehouse
building operated by R. Ippolito. The remainder of the 400-foot radius project study area is
developed with one- to two-story commercial and light manufacturing businesses as well as
numerous parcels of vacant undeveloped land.

No-Build Condition

In the future and absent the action, development on the project site would be governed by
the provisions of the existing M1-1 (SSRDD) zoning district mapped on the property. A
Future No-Action scenario has been developed for the project site and consists of
approximately 8,837 square feet of commercial retail space and 29 accessory parking spaces
at the required ratio of one parking space per 300 square feet of retail floor area. One curb
cut would be provided onto Arthur Kill Road for access. Trees removed under the No-Build
would not be subject to CPC approval. The applicant would construct this No-Action
scenario on the project site absent the requested approvals (see Figure VI. As-of-Right Site
Plan).

The No-Action scenario does not entail the need for authorizations related to tree removal
(as this is only due to the additional proposed parking area(s), the modification of the
topography of the site, or parking in excess of 30 cars and a curb cut on an arterial street.

Surrounding land uses within the immediate study area are expected to remain largely
unchanged by the project build year of 2015. No development plans are known to exist for
the vacant parcels within the study area by the project build year of 2015. Potential
development could occur on adjacent parcels, however, any new development would not
occur until after the project build year.

Build Condition

The proposed action would facilitate the construction of two (2), one-story retail buildings,
a combined total of 11,707 sq. ft. The project would also include the addition of 51 accessory
cellar and at-grade parking spaces. Building 1, to be located along the front and south lot
lines, would contain 3,856 sq. ft. of retail store space, and Building 2, to be located along north
and west lot lines, would contain 7,851 sq. ft. of retail space Of the 51 parking spaces
provided, 26 would be located in a cellar level indoor garage and 25 would be uncovered
ground level parking spaces.
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Access/egress to the site would be provided via two, 24 ft. curb cuts to be located along
Arthur Kill Road. The proposed action would be taken in 2015.

Conclusion

The proposed retail development would be similar to and compatible with the existing
commercial uses in the surrounding area. The project site is currently undeveloped, and the
proposed project would complement and strengthen the surrounding business environment
by providing additional quality retail space on the site.

No potentially significant adverse impacts related to land use are expected to occur as a
result of the proposed action. Therefore, further analysis of land use is not warranted.

Zoning

Existing Conditions

The project site and the entire surrounding 400-foot radius study area are located within an
M1-1 zoning district within the Special South Richmond Development District (SSRDD). M1
districts are designed for a wide range of manufacturing, commercial, and related uses that
can conform to a high level of performance standards. The maximum FAR in the M1-1
District is 1.0. Retail uses require one parking space per 300 square feet of floor area within
the M1-1 zoning district.

The Special South Richmond Development District (SSRDD) was established to guide
development of predominately undeveloped land in the southern half of Staten Island. The
special district is intended to maintain the densities established by the underlying zoning
districts and to ensure that new development is compatible with existing communities. To
maintain the existing community character, the district mandates tree preservation and tree
planting requirements, controls on changes to topography, limits to building height, and
setback and curb cut restrictions along railroads and certain roads.

No-Build Condition

In the future and absent the action, development on the project site would continue to be
governed by the provisions of the existing M1-1 (SSRDD) zoning district.

Under the No-Build Condition, the project site would be developed with an approximately
8,837 square feet of commercial retail building with 29 accessory on-site parking spaces at
the required ratio of one parking space per 300 square feet of retail floor area. One curb cut
would be provided onto Arthur Kill Road for access.

No changes are anticipated to the zoning districts and zoning regulations relating to the
project site or the surrounding study area by the project build year of 2015. However, it
should be noted that the project site and surrounding areas are located within the Working
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West Shore 2030 Study Area. This study is discussed in the Public Policy section below.
Potential development is anticipated along Shore front after the project build year.

Build Condition

The proposed action would facilitate the construction of two (2), one-story retail buildings,
a combined total of 11,707 sq. ft. The project would also include the addition of 51 accessory
cellar and at-grade parking spaces, and access/egress to the site would be provided via two,
24 ft. curb cuts to be located along Arthur Kill Road. The 11,707 square feet of floor area
would represent an FAR of 0.38, which is significantly less than the FAR of 1.0 permitted on
the subject property.

The following actions would be required for the proposed development to proceed.

1. 36-597 Authorization for Waivers or Modifications of Cross Access Connections

The applicant is seeking an Authorization pursuant to ZR §36-597 to permit the waiver of
required cross access connections for the north lot line and west lot line of the property due
to the location of the existing building on the adjoining lot (Block 7626, Lot 1). Adjoining the
subject lot to the west (Block 7632, Lot 18) is a property developed with a11/2-story building
that is 21'-7" from the common lot line between the properties. It is not possible to provide a
cross access connection at this lot line because a minimum of 50' does not exist between the
existing buildings on either lot. The neighboring building is just 8 feet from the common side
lot line, and only 16 feet from the front lot line, leaving too little room from a cross access
connection which is required by ZR §36-59 to be minimum 23 feet from a street line.

2. 107-68 Authorization for Modification of Group Parking Facility and Access Regulations

The applicant is seeking an Authorization pursuant to ZR §107-68 to modify a group parking
facility to allow more than 30 accessory off-street parking spaces and to modify access
regulations on Arthur Kill Road, an arterial street. The Authorization is required because the
proposed project would include the development of 51 new accessory parking spaces and
access to the site is provided onto Arthur Kill Road. The proposed development of 11,707
square feet of retail commercial space on the project site requires the provision of 39 parking
spaces, although and as noted above, 51 spaces are proposed. Under the proposal,
access/egress to the site would be provided via two, 24 ft. curb cuts to be located along
Arthur Kill Road which is an arterial street. Only 1 curb cut is permitted for development on sites
with access only to an arterial street, thus the second proposed curb cut requires an authorization.

3. 107-64 Authorization for Removal of Trees

The applicant is seeking an Authorization pursuant to ZR §107-597 to permit the removal
of trees for the proposed project. There are 93 existing trees which comprise 139 tree
credits on the property. All 93 will be removed for the proposed development. Most of
the trees will be removed as-of-right due to their location within building footprints,
required accessory parking areas, and driveways. The approval of an authorization for
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removal of trees pursuant to Section 107-64 is required because 12 of the proposed 51
parking spaces provided are voluntary, and therefore the 10 trees that these additional
spaces would require removal of may not be removed as-of-right.

Additionally, the proposal involves one ministerial action, not subject to CEQR review, as
identified below:

1. 36-592 Certification of Cross Access Connections

The applicant is seeking a Certification pursuant to ZR §36-592 to permit a Cross
Access Connection at one location, pursuant to requirements outlined in ZR §36-59.
Although there will be fewer than 36 cars provided in the open parking are, the total
paved area will be 13,130 sq. ft.,, and therefore trigger the requirement for a Cross
Access Connection. One location will be provided to adjoining lot 24 at the south lot
line. The location is between buildings one and two and is the extension of a travel lane
that is between the enclosed parking and the surface parking areas.

Conclusion

No significant impacts to zoning patterns in the area would be expected. The proposed
project would comply with all the applicable requirements of the M1-1 zoning district and
the Special South Richmond Development District (SSRDD) provisions of the Zoning
Resolution. The proposed action would therefore not have a significant impact on the extent
of conformity with the current zoning in the surrounding area, and it would not adversely
affect the viability of conforming uses on nearby properties.

Potentially significant adverse impacts related to zoning are not expected to occur as a result
of the proposed action, and further assessment of zoning is not warranted.

PUBLIC POLICY

Existing Conditions

The Charleston neighborhood of Staten Island in the area of the project site, which is located
in Staten Island Community District 3, is primarily a commercial and industrial area with
large amounts of vacant land as well as open space areas. According to the 2010 U. S. Census,
the population of the area, which includes other residential communities along the south
shore of Staten Island, increased by 4.8 percent from 152,908 people in 2000 to 160,209 people
in 2010.

In addition to the zoning provisions discussed above, the project site is subject to the
provisions of the City’s Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP), as the site and the
surrounding study area are located within the City’s Coastal Zone Boundary.
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The project site and surrounding areas are located within the Working West Shore 2030
Study Area. The DCP website states the following about this study.

Working West Shore 2030 grew out of a recommendation of Mayor Bloomberg’s Staten Island Growth
Management Task Force to address both the pace and the nature of the borough’s development.
Recognizing that planning, transportation and building issues have become crucial to the quality of
life for Staten Islanders, the Task Force called for a comprehensive framework for land use and
infrastructure decisions on the West Shore that would respond to the borough’s changing needs and
to manage future growth.

Consistent with the goals of PlaNYC and based on intensive public engagement, Working West Shore
2030 builds on current initiatives and focuses on five main hubs that have concentrated amounts of
developable and vacant/underutilized land, are accessible to current and future bus and rail stops and
highway exits, are near existing and future employment and commercial centers, and would support
existing communities through new development. The four main objectives are to:

1. Create quality local jobs for Staten Islanders and reduce the need for off-island commutes.

2. Provide better connections between West Shore job centers and neighborhoods to the rest of the
borough and the region through upgraded road and transit networks.

3. Preserve and link open spaces, expand public waterfront access, and strengthen connections
between parks and neighborhoods.

4. Improve community services and choices for the West Shore and for surrounding
neighborhoods, and expand housing and transit options to attract and retain young adults and meet
the needs of a growing senior population.

Working West Shore 2030 demonstrates how the balanced and focused application of these four
strategies over the next two decades can benefit the West Shore communities of Arlington-Port Ivory,
Bloomfield-Teleport, Travis-Freshkills, the Rossville Waterfront and Charleston-Tottenuville.

The study terms the Charleston/Tottenville area, in which the project site is located, as “the
South Shore’s Regional Destination”. The 2030 year goal for the area relevant to the proposed
action on the project site is to “create quality jobs” and to “develop local retail and
neighborhood services along Arthur Kill Road.” The Plan also seeks to “widen Arthur Kill
Road in Charleston, where possible, and south to the Staten Island railroad, with improved
roadway, sidewalks and storm water/sanitary infrastructure to support existing and future
development.”

Other than the Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP), no other public policies would
apply to the proposed action as the project site and the surrounding 400-foot radius study
area are not located within the boundaries of any 197-a Community Development Plans or
Urban Renewal Area plans, and also are not within a historic district, a critical environmental

March 2015 Bridgeview Plaza



BRIDGEVIEW PLAZA
STATEN ISLAND, NEW YORK

area, a significant coastal fish and wildlife habitat, a wildlife refuge, or a special natural
waterfront area.

No-Build Condition

In the future without the action, the project site would continue to be governed by the
provisions of the existing M1-1 (SSRDD) zoning district, the City’s Waterfront Revitalization
Program, and the Staten Island Working West Shore 2030 Study Area Plan. No other public
policy initiatives are anticipated to pertain to the project site or to the 400-foot study area
around the property by the project build year of 2015. No changes are anticipated to any
public policy documents relating to the project site or the surrounding study area by the
project build year.

Build Condition

The Waterfront Consistency Assessment Form and a narrative relating to the proposal’s
consistency with the applicable waterfront policies are attached hereto (see Attachment 4-
1, Waterfront Revitalization Program). The narrative explains how the project complies
with the policies noted after each Consistency Assessment Form question that has been
affirmatively responded to. The proposed action is consistent with all WRP policies, and as
indicated in Attachment 4-1, no significant adverse impacts related to the WRP are
anticipated as a result of the project, and further assessment is not warranted.

The proposed development would meet the Staten Island Working West Shore 2030 Study
Area Plan goals for the area to “create quality jobs”, in addition to meeting the goal to
“develop local retail and neighborhood services along Arthur Kill Road,” and providing a
larger customer base for local retail and neighborhood services along Arthur Kill Road.

No impact to public policies would occur as a result of the proposed action. The proposed
new development would be compatible with the New York City Waterfront Revitalization
Program policies applicable to the site, as explained in detail in the Waterfront Consistency
attachments to this document. The proposed action would provide for additional quality
retail space on an undeveloped site, and would meet the goals of the Staten Island Working
West Shore 2030 Study Area Plan.

Conclusion

In accordance with the stated public policies within the study area, the action would be an
appropriate development on the project site, would be a positive addition to the surrounding
neighborhood, and would serve to further the goals of the existing public policies for the
area.

No potentially significant adverse impacts related to public policy are anticipated to occur
as a result of the proposed action, and further assessment of public policy is not warranted.
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No significant adverse impacts related to land use, zoning, and public policy are anticipated
to occur as a result of the action. The action is not expected to result in any of the conditions
that warrant the need for further assessment of land use, zoning, or public policy.
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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: Bridgeview Plaza LLC. c/o Hiram A. Rothkrug, EPDSCO

2 Address: 55 Water Mill Road, Great Neck, NY 11021

3 Telephone: 718-343-0026 Fax 516-487-2439 E-mail: hrothkrug@epdsco.com

4.  Project site owner; Bridgeview Plaza LLC

[94]

. PROPOSED ACTIVITY

1. Brief description of activity:

This Environmental Assessment Statement is filed under the City Environmental Quality Review
(CEQR) in connection with an application made to the NYC City Planning Commission (CPC)
pursuant to Zoning Resolution (ZR) Section §36-592 to permit a Cross Access Connection at two
locations, ZR §36-597for an Authorization to permit the waiver of required cross access connections,
ZR §107-68 for an Authorization to modify group parking facility and access regulations, and ZR
§107-64 for an Authorization to permit the removal of trees for the proposed project.

2. Purpose of activity:

To construct two (2), one-story retail buildings, a combined total of 11,707 sq. ft.
The project would also include the addition of 51 accessory cellar and at-grade
parking spaces.

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

Block 7632, Lot 23, west side of Arthur Kill Road between South Bridge Street
and Richmond Valley Road, Staten Island

WRP consistency form - January 2003 1




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:

N/A

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

6. Wil the proposed project require the preparation of an environmental impact statement?
Yes No v 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.
1. 36-592 Certification of Cross Access Connections

2. 36-597 Authorization for Waivers or Modifications of Cross Access Connections
3. 107-68 Authorization for Modification of Group Parking Facility and Access Regulations

4. 107-64 Authorization for Removal of Trees

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 land along the

shoreline, land underwater, or coastal waters? v

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) Z
5. Is the project site appropriate for residential or commercial redevelopment? (1.1) v
6. Will the action result in a change in scale or character of a neighborhood? (1.2) v
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Policy Questions cont’d

Yes

7. WIill 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

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 resuit 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. Wouid 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 resuit 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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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. WIill 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) Ve

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. [f this certification cannot be
made, the proposed activity shall not be undertaken. If the certification can be made, complete this section.

“The proposed activity complies 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.”

ApplicantiAgent Name: Bridgeview Plaza LLC. c/fo Hiram A. Rothkrug, EPDSCO

Aellipasa 55 Water Mill Road, Great Neck, NY 11021

Telephone 718—3,4 3_00? 6

/ :
Applicant/Agent Signature: /,/& /%5 j Date:_ & //77 ?f///
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BRIDGEVIEW PLAZA AUTHORIZATIONS

Explanation of Consistencv with Waterfront Policies

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

The project site is an appropriate location for the proposed development and meets the criteria of Policy
1.1 as described below.

A. Criteria to determine areas appropriate for reuse through public and private actions include: the lack
of importance of the location to the continued functioning of the designated Special Natural Waterfront
Areas or Significant Maritime and Industrial Areas; the absence of unique or significant natural features
or, if present, the potential for compatible development; the presence of substantial vacant or underused
land; proximity to residential or commercial uses, the potential for strengthening upland residential or
commercial areas and for opening up the waterfront to the public; and the number of jobs potentially
displaced balanced against the new opportunities created by redevelopment.

Relative to Policy 1.1 A., the project site is not designated either as a Special Natural Waterfront Area
(SNWA) or as a Significant Maritime and Industrial Area (SMIA) nor is it in close proximity to any areas
so designated. The project site does not border the shoreline. The project site does not contain any unique
and significant natural features. The project site is an undeveloped, 30,678 sq. ft. interior lot, with 125.57°
of street frontage along Arthur Kill Road. The property slopes down from the street frontage to the rear
lot line, from an approximate elevation of 32 to an elevation of 16. The property contains 93 trees, six
inches or more in caliper for a total of 142 existing on-site tree credits.

The proposed action would facilitate the construction of two (2), one-story retail buildings, a combined
total of 11,707 sq. ft. The project would also include the addition of 51 accessory cellar and at-grade
parking spaces. Building 1, to be located along the front and south lot lines would contain 3,856 sq. ft. of
retail store space, and Building 2, to be located along north and west lot lines would contain 7,851 sq. ft.
of retail space, in addition to providing a cellar level with 26, indoor garage parking spaces. A total of 25
parking spaces would be open, and access/egress to the site would be provided via two, 24 ft. curb cuts to
be located along Arthur Kill Road. There are 93 existing trees which comprise 139 tree credits on the
property. 89 of the trees, which comprise 133 tree credits will be removed for the proposed development.
All of the trees to be removed, will be removed as-of-right because they are located in the building
footprints, parking areas or driveways. An authorization for the removal of trees is required because some
of the parking provided is voluntary and therefore could be considered as requiring the removal of trees
unnecessarily. The proposed action would be taken in 2015.

The proposed retail development would be similar to and compatible with the existing well the retail
commercial uses in the surrounding area. No jobs would be displaced by the action and approximately 44
new jobs would be provided on the site. Development of the proposed project would have no impact upon
public access to the waterfront as the project site is not located on the waterfront.

B. Public actions, such as property disposition, Urban Renewal Plans, and infrastructure provision,
should facilitate redevelopment of underused property to promote housing and economic development
and enhance the city's tax base.



The proposed project would not involve any of the public actions noted under Policy 1.1 B. and therefore
this policy does not apply to the proposed action.

2. 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 and the surrounding project study area are not designated as a SNWA, a Recognized
Ecological Complex, or a Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitat. The project site is located over
1,500 feet from the waters of Arthur Kill which are also not designated either as a SNWA, a Recognized
Ecological Complex, or a Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitat.

A. Avoid activities that may cause or cumulatively contribute fo permanent adverse changes to the
ecological complexes and their natural processes. When avoidance is not possible, minimize the impacts
of the project to the extent feasible and mitigate any physical loss or degradation of ecological elements.
Use mitigation measures that are likely to result in the least environmentally damaging feasible
alternative.

Policy 4.1 A. is not relevant to the proposed action. The proposed project would not cause or
cumulatively contribute to permanent adverse changes to ecological complexes and their natural
processes as no such areas are located in proximity to the site.

B. Avoid fragmentation of natural ecological communities and maintain corridors to facilitate the free
exchange of biological resources within and among these communities. Protect those sites which have
been identified as key to maintaining habitat connections within the ecological complexes.

Policy 4.1 B. is not relevant to the proposed action. The project site and the immediately adjacent areas do
not contain any natural ecological communities and do not serve as corridors for the exchange of
biological resources within and among such communities. Therefore, the proposed development would
not result in the fragmentation of any natural ecological communities and would have no effect on
corridors between these communities.

D. Where practical, restore ecological complexes so as to ensure their continued existence as natural,
self-regulating systems.

Policy 4.1 D. is not relevant to the proposed action as the project site and the immediately adjacent areas
do not contain any ecological complexes.

E. Protect designated Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats from land or water uses or
development which would:

* destroy habitat values associated with the designated habitat through direct physical alteration,
disturbance, or pollution, or indirect effects of actions that would result in a loss of habitat; or

o significantly impair the viability of the designated habitat beyond the tolerance range of important fish
or wildlife species which rely on the habitat values within the designated area through: degradation of
existing habitat elements, change in environmental conditions, functional loss of habitat values, or
adverse alteration of physical, biological, or chemical characteristics.



Where destruction or significant impairment of habitat values cannot be avoided, the potential impacts of
land use or development should be minimized and any resulting losses of habitat mitigated to the extent
practicable.

Policy 4.1 E. relates to the protection of Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats from damaging
land or water uses or development. No such habitats are located in the area of the project site. Therefore,
Policy 4.1 E. is not relevant to the proposed action.

F. Protect indigenous plants from excessive loss or disturbance and encourage greater quantity and
diversity of indigenous plants to the extent practical. Avoid use of non-indigenous planis except in
ornamental gardens, as collector specimens, or for erosion control and filtration provided that it is not
Jeasible to use native species to perform the same functions. Avoid use of non-indigenous plants that are
invasive species likely to alter existing natural community composition. Where destruction or significant
impairment of plants cannot be avoided, the potential impacts of land use or development should be
minimized and any resulting losses of plants mitigated to the extent practicable.

The project site is an undeveloped, 30,678 sq. ft. interior lot, with 125.57” of street frontage along Arthur
Kill Road. The property slopes down from the street frontage to the rear lot line, from an approximate
elevation of 32 to an elevation of 16. The property contains 93 trees, six inches or more in caliper for a
total of 142 existing on-site tree credits. There are 93 existing trees which comprise 139 tree credits on the
property. 89 of the trees, which comprise 133 tree credits will be removed for the proposed development.
All of the trees to be removed, will be removed as-of-right because they are located in the building
footprints, parking areas or driveways. An authorization for the removal of trees is required because some
of the parking provided is voluntary and therefore could be considered as requiring the removal of trees
unnecessarily. New trees to be planted would be selected from the list of trees approved for the Special
South Richmond Development District in which the project site is located.

5. Policy 9.2: Protect scenic values associated with natural resources.

A. In the Special Natural Area Districts (SNAD), SNWAs and Recognized Ecological Complexes, avoid
structures or activities that interrupt landscapes, including introduction of discordant elements such as
intrusive artificial light sources, fragmentation of and structural intrusion into open space areas, and
changes fo the continuity and configuration of natural shorelines and associated vegetation.

This policy does not apply to the proposed action as it relates to resources within Special Natural Area
Districts (SNADs), SNWAs, and Recognized Ecological Complexes. The project site and the surrounding
project study area do not include any of these designations.

B. In SNADs, SNWAs and Recognized Ecological Complexes, design new development to complement the
scenic character of natural resources. Minimize and screen discordant elements which cannot be
inconspicuously located.

Policy 9.2 B. does not apply to the proposed action as the project would not locate any new development
within any SNADs, SNWAs, or Recognized Ecological Complexes.
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E HISTORIC & CULTURAL RESOURCES

The property consists of a 32,389 square foot parcel of undeveloped, wooded land. The site
contains numerous mature trees, and vines and other low-lying vegetation covering the
ground throughout the site. There were no paved areas, building foundations or other
indications of past on-site development observed at the site. There were not any visible
indications of on-site storage, use or disposal of hazardous materials or petroleum products
observed, such as chemical/oil stained surfaces, discarded drums or chemical containers,
dead or dying vegetations, debris piles, etc.

Research into the history of the property reveals that the site has been an undeveloped,
wooded lot from at least 1917 to the present time. No indications of past on-site development
were identified at the project site.

NYC Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) review of archaeological sensitivity
models and historic maps indicates that there is potential for the recovery of remains from
19th Century and Native American occupation on the project site.

By letter dated July 23, 2014, LPC determined that the site may be archeologically significant
and that further testing would be required in order to determine if the site contains Native
American remains from 19t Century occupation of the project site.

A Phase 1A/1B Archaeological was prepared and submitted to LPC (VHB Engineering,
December 2014), the results of which determined that “On the basis of contextual and
background research and the results of the field investigations, VHB recommends no further
archaeological work at the proposed Bridgewater Plaza. Upon review, LPC concurred with
VHB’s findings and determined that there are no further archaeological concerns. LPC
issued a sign-off on December 22, 2014, a copy of which is included in the Appendix.

Therefore, no significant adverse impacts to archaeological resources are expected.

March 2015 Bridgeview Plaza
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NATURAL RESOURCES

The project site, which is surrounded by development to the east, west, north and south,
does not contain any aquatic or terrestrial area that is capable of providing a suitable habitat
to sustain the life processes of plants, wildlife and other organisms, and is not capable of
functioning in support of the ecological systems that maintain the City’s environmental
stability. Additionally, the site is not a corridor to other undeveloped parcels supportive of
wildlife.

As shown in the aerial and ground photographs, adjacent and directly to the south and west
of the site is the Richmond Valley Animal Hospital buildings and accessory parking lot,
adjacent and directly to the north of the project site is the R. Ippolito beer, wine, and spirits
distribution building and accessory parking lot, and adjacent and directly to the east of the
project site is Arthur Kill Road and retail commercial stores.

The project site and surrounding sites do not contain any natural resources as identified in
the CEQR Technical Manual and an assessment of Natural Resources is not warranted.

March 2015 Bridgeview Plaza
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12. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

As detailed in the March 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 12 Hazardous Materials, the goal
of a hazardous materials assessment is to determine whether a proposed action may increase the
exposure of people or the environment to hazardous materials, and, if so, whether this increased
exposure would result in potential significant public health or environmental impacts. A
hazardous material is any substance that poses a threat to human health or the environment.
Substances that can be of concern include, but are not limited to, heavy metals, volatile and
semivolatile organic compounds, methane, polychlorinated biphenyls and hazardous wastes
(defined as substances that are chemically reactive, ignitable, corrosive, or toxic). According to
the CEQR Technical Manual, the potential for significant impacts from hazardous materials can
occur when: a) hazardous materials exist on a site and b) an action would increase pathways to
their exposure; or c¢) an action would introduce new activities or processes using hazardous
materials.

An assessment was conducted in conformance with the ASTM Standard Practice E 1527-05
to determine whether the proposed actions could lead to increased exposure of people or the
environment to hazardous materials and whether the increased exposure would result in
significant adverse public health impacts or environmental damage. In April 2014, EPDSCO
prepared a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) for the project site. The findings
are summarized below.

PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT FOR THE PROJECT SITE

The purpose of this ESA is to identify, to the extent feasible in accordance with ASTM E 1527-
13, recognized environmental conditions in connection with the properties with regard to
hazardous materials as defined by the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), and petroleum products. Additionally, several
ASTM “Non-Scope” items including asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paints and
radon are also discussed. Recognized Environmental Conditions are identified through
research into the history and uses of the site and surrounding area, an inspection of the
subject property and a survey of adjoining and nearby uses, and a review of available
regulatory agency records and environmental databases.

The property consists of a 30,678 +/-square foot parcel of undeveloped, wooded land. The
site contains numerous mature trees, and vines and other low-lying vegetation covering the
ground throughout the site. There were no paved areas, building foundations or other
indications of past on-site development observed at the site. There were not any visible
indications of on-site storage, use or disposal of hazardous materials or petroleum products

March 2015 Bridgeview Plaza
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observed, such as chemical/oil stained surfaces, discarded drums or chemical containers,
dead or dying vegetations, debris piles, etc.

Research into the history of the property reveals that the site has been an undeveloped,
wooded lot from at least 1917 to the present time. No indications of past on-site development
were identified at the project site. In addition, no indications of the historical on-site storage
or use of hazardous materials or petroleum products were identified.

No indications of the presence of underground or aboveground tanks, including fillports,
vent lines, supply or return lines, etc. were observed at the site during the inspection. The
property is not identified in the NYSDEC Petroleum Bulk Storage database, which lists all
registered facilities with a petroleum storage capacity in excess of 1,100 gallons.
Additionally, no Oil Burner applications were found on file for the site in the New York City
Department of Buildings records reviewed.

No suspected asbestos containing materials, lead-based paints or electrical equipment
suspected of containing PCBs were found at the site during the inspection.

The project site does not appear in any of the Federal or State environmental databases
reviewed including the USEPA’s Superfund, CERCLIS or ERNS databases, the RCRA
Hazardous Waste Handlers list or hazardous waste Treatment/Storage/Disposal Facilities
list, or the NYSDEC’s Solid Waste Facilities database, PBS or Spill Logs databases, or the
Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites.

There were not any potential off-site sources of contamination identified in the regulatory
agency database which are likely to have impacted the environmental condition of the

property.

Conclusions

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was performed in conformance with the scope and
limitations of ASTM Practice E 1527-13 of 4895 Arthur Kill Road, Staten Island, N.Y., the
property. Any exceptions to or deletions from this standard are described in section A of
this report.  This assessment has revealed no evidence of recognized environmental
conditions in connection with the property.

Per correspondence with the NYC Department of Environmental Protection, (DEP) in a letter
dated April 29th, 2014, requesting that the applicant adequately identify/characterize the
surface and subsurface soils of the subject site, and a Phase II Investigative soil and
groundwater investigation should be performed.

Due to the possible presence of hazardous materials on the aforementioned designated site,
there is potential for contamination of the soil and groundwater. To determine if
contamination exists and to perform the appropriate remediation, the following tasks must

March 2015 Bridgeview Plaza
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be undertaken by the fee owners of the lot restricted by this (E) designation prior to any
demolition or disturbance of soil on the lot.

To avoid any potential impacts on Block 7632, Lot 23 associated with hazardous materials,
the Proposed Action will place an (E) designation (E-348) for hazardous materials on the

property.
The text for the (E) designation related to hazardous materials is as follows:
Task 1-Sampling Protocol

The applicant submits to OER, for review and approval, a Phase I of the site along with a
soil, groundwater and soil vapor testing protocol, including a description of methods and
a site map with all sampling locations clearly and precisely represented. If site sampling
is necessary, no sampling should begin until written approval of a protocol is received
from OER. The number and location of samples should be selected to adequately
characterize the site, specific sources of suspected contamination (i.e., petroleum based
contamination and non-petroleum based contamination), and the remainder of the site's
condition. The characterization should be complete enough to determine what
remediation strategy (if any) is necessary after review of sampling data. Guidelines and
criteria for selecting sampling locations and collecting samples are provided by OER upon
request.

Task 2-Remediation Determination and Protocol

A written report with findings and a summary of the data must he submitted to OER after
completion of the testing phase and laboratory analysis for review and approval. After
receiving such results, a determination is made by OER if the results indicate that
remediation is necessary. If OER determines that no remediation is necessary, written
notice shall be given by OER.

If remediation is indicated from test results, a proposed remediation plan must be
submitted to OER for review and approval. The applicant must complete such
remediation as determined necessary by OER. The applicant should then provide proper
documentation that the work has been satisfactorily completed.

A construction-related health and safety plan should be submitted to OER and would be
implemented during excavation and construction activities to protect workers and the
community from potentially significant adverse impacts associated with contaminated
soil, groundwater and/or soil vapor. This plan would be submitted to OER prior to
implementation.

March 2015 Bridgeview Plaza
13



BRIDGEVIEW PLAZA
STATEN ISLAND, NEW YORK

With this (E) designation in place, no significant adverse impacts related to hazardous
materials are expected, and no further analysis is warranted.

March 2015 Bridgeview Plaza
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Emily Lloyd

Commissicner

Angela Licata
Deputy Commissioner
of Sustainability
alicata@dep.nyc.gov

59-17 Junction Boulevard
Flushing, NY 11373

T: (718) 595-4398

F: (718) 595-4479

April 29™ 2014

Mr. Robert Dobruskin

Director, Environmental Assessment and Review Division
New York City Department of City Planning

22 Reade Street, Room 4E

New York, New York 10007-1216

Re:  Bridgeview Plaza
4895 Arthur Kill Road
Block 7632 Lot 23
CEQR # 13DCP096R
Staten Island New York, 10309

Dear Mr. Dobruskin:

The New York City Department of Environmental Protection, Bureau of
Environmental Planning and Analysis (DEP) has reviewed the February 2013
Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) and the April 2014 Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I) prepared by Environmental Project Data
Statements Company on behalf of Bridgeview Plaza LLC., (applicant), for the
above referenced project. It is our understanding that the applicant is seeking
authorization, pursuant to Zoning Resolution sections 36-597 and 107-68 which
pertains to waivers of cross access connections and group parking facilities, to
construct a retail development containing two buildings with a combined total of
11,707 zoning square feet (zsf) of floor area and 51 accessory parking spaces.
Twenty-five (25) of these parking spaces would be open and 26 would be located in
the cellar of one of the two buildings. The development site, Block 7632 Lot 23, is
located on the west side of Arthur Kill Road between South Bridge Street and
Richmond. Valley Road in the Charleston neighborhood of Staten Island,
Community District 3. It should be noted that the project site is currently wooded

and undeveloped.

The April 2014 Phase I report revealed that historical on-site and surrounding area
land uses consists of a mix of residential and commercial/retail uses including,
single-family residential dwellings, professional offices, a beverage distribution
warehouse, the Richmond Valley Animal Hospital and other retail stores.
Regulatory databases such as the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC) SPILLS, Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST),
Leaking Storage Tanks (LTANKS), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act,
and Generator and Petroleum Bulk Storage revealed eight LTANKS incidents,
one Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) and two Solid Waste Facility sites within

a 1/2-mile radius of the project site.



Based upon our review of the submitted documentation, we have the following comments and
recommendations to DCP:

o DCP should inform the applicant that based on the historical surrounding land uses, a Phase
II Environmental Site Assessment (Phase II) is necessary to adequately identify/characterize
the surface and subsurface soils of the subject parcels. A Phase II Investigative
Protocol/Work Plan summarizing the proposed drilling, soil, groundwater, and soil vapor
sampling activities should be submitted to DEP for review and approval. The Work Plan
should include blueprints and/or site plans displaying the current surface grade and sub-grade
elevations and a site map depicting the proposed soil boring locations and soil vapor
sampling locations. Soil and groundwater samples should be collected and analyzed by a
New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) Environmental Laboratory Approval
Program (ELAP) certified laboratory for the presence of volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
by United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Method 8260, semi-volatile
organic compounds by EPA Method 8270, pesticides by EPA Method 8081, PCBs by EPA
Method 8082, Target Analyte List metals (filtered and unfiltered for groundwater samples)
and soil vapor samples by EPA Method TO-15. The soil vapor sampling should be conducted
in accordance with NYSDOH’s October 2006 Guidance for Evaluating Soil Vapor Intrusion
in the State of New York. The soil vapor samples should be collected and analyzed by a
NYSDOH ELAP certified laboratory for the presence of VOCs by EPA Method TO-15. An
Investigative Health and Safety Plan (HASP) should also be submitted to DEP for review and

approval.

e DCP should also instruct the applicant that the Phase II Work Plan and HASP should be
submitted to DEP for review and approval prior to the start of any fieldwork.

Future correspondence related to this project should include the following CEQR number
13DCPO96R. If you have any questions, you may contact Ms. Cassandra Scantlebury at (718) 595-

6756.

Si jcerely,

-

— ~1 g
urice S. Winter

Deputy Director, Site Assessment

cc: T. Estesen
E. Mahoney
M. Wimbish
M. Winter
I. Young (DCP)
W. Yu
File
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TRANSPORTATION
Traffic, Parking, Transit and Pedestrians

Based on the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 16, Table 16-1, the minimum
development density for new retail development in Zone 5 that would potentially require a
Transportation analysis is 10,000 sq. ft. Based on the projected development scenario of a
total net increase of 2,707 square feet of local retail space, it was determined that the proposed
action would not result in significant adverse impacts.

March 2015 Bridgeview Plaza
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AIR QUALITY
Introduction

Under CEQR, two potential types of air quality effects are examined. These are mobile and
stationary source impacts. Potential mobile source impacts are those which could result from
an increase in traffic in the area, resulting in greater congestion and higher levels of carbon
monoxide (CO). Potential stationary source impacts are those that could occur from
stationary sources of air pollution, such as major industrial processes or heat and hot water
boilers of major buildings in close proximity to a proposed project. Both the potential impacts
of a proposed project on surrounding buildings and potential impacts of uses in the environs
of a proposed sensitive use, such as residences, schools, and hospitals, are considered in the
assessment.

Mobile Source

Under guidelines contained in the CEQR Technical Manual, and in this area of New York City,
projects generating fewer than 170 additional vehicular trips in any given hour are
considered as highly unlikely to result in significant mobile source impacts, and do not
warrant detailed mobile source air quality studies. The proposed development would
generate fewer than 170 vehicle trips at any intersection in the study area during any peak
hour. Additionally, it is not projected to generate peak hour heavy-duty diesel vehicular
traffic above the CEQR Technical Manual, January 2014 Edition threshold of 12 HDDV
vehicles. Therefore, no detailed mobile source air quality analysis would be required per the
CEQR Technical Manual, and no significant mobile source air quality impacts would be
generated by proposed action.

The proposed development would generate 51 accessory parking spaces. However, this is
below the CEQR Technical Manual, January 2014 Edition threshold for transportation
analysis for this area (Zone 5). Therefore, no parking facility air quality analysis is warranted.

Stationary Source

A stationary source analysis is required for the proposed action as further discussed below.

A screening analysis was performed, using the methodology described in the CEQR Technical
Manual, to determine if the heat and hot water systems of the proposed buildings would
result in potential air quality impacts on each other (“project-on-project” impacts) or if they
would adversely affect any other buildings in the surrounding area. This methodology
determines the threshold of development size below which the action would not have a
significant impact. The results of this analysis found that there would be no significant air
quality impacts from the project’s heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC)
systems.

March 2015 Bridgeview Plaza
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Impacts from boiler emissions associated with a development are a function of fuel type,
stack height, minimum distance of the stack on the source building to the closest building of
similar or greater height, and the square footage size of the source building. The CEQR
Technical Manual Figure 17-3, Stationary Source Screen, was used for the analysis.

Potential ‘Project-on-Project’ Impacts

Effects of Building 1 on Building 2

The proposed 3,856 square foot Building 1 would be located perpendicular to Building 2 and
separated from Building 2 by a distance of 32 feet comprised of two 5-foot wide sidewalks
and a 22-foot wide driveway. As a worst case scenario, it is assumed that the proposed stack
on Building 1 would be located at the edge of the roof, or 32 feet from Building 2 at its closest
point. As shown on the attached Figure 17-3a, the plotted point is below the curve, and

therefore, no significant adverse air quality impacts would be generated by Building 1 on
Building 2.

Effects of Building 2 on Building 1

The proposed 7,851 square foot Building 2 would be located perpendicular to Building 1 and
separated from Building 1 by a distance of 32 feet comprised of two 5-foot wide sidewalks
and a 22-foot wide driveway. As a worst case scenario, it is assumed that the proposed stack
on Building 2 would be located at the edge of the roof, or 32 feet from Building 1 at its closest
point. As shown on the attached Figure 17-3b, the plotted point is above the curve, and
therefore, a more refined screening analysis must be performed.

The proposed 7,851 square foot Building 2 is a projected commercial development.
Additionally, the use of No 4 fuel oil is set to be phase out by the build year of the proposed
action. Therefore, screening graph for Commercial and Other Non-Residential Development
- No 2 Fuel Oil (Fig App 17-6) was used for screening analysis. As shown on the attached
tigure (Fig 17-6a), the plotted point is below the curve, and therefore, no significant adverse
air quality impacts would be generated by Building 2 on Building 1.

Potential Effects on Existing Development in Surrounding Area
Effects of Project on R. Ippolito Distributing

The closest building to the project site is an existing one-story brick building and a two-story
aluminum garage directly to the north of the project site. These buildings function as a beer
distributor business and warehouse operated by R. Ippolito.

The distance of the stack on the proposed 7,851 square foot Building 2 from the warehouse
operation, under the worst case assumption of the stack being located at the closest edge of
the roof of the structure, would be 17 feet. Therefore, AERSCREEN analysis was performed
for boiler system with No. 2 Fuel Oil, which deemed that no significant adverse air quality
impacts would be generated by Building 2 on the nearby warehouse operation.

March 2015 Bridgeview Plaza
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Effects of Project on Richmond Valley Animal Hospital

Directly to the south and west of the project site is the Richmond Valley Animal Hospital,
which consists of two buildings. The animal hospital building is located to the south of the
project site and separated from it by a parking lot and would be located closest to proposed
Building 1. A separate dog/cat boarding building is located to the west directly behind the
location of proposed Building 2.

The distance of the stack on the proposed 3,856 square foot Building 1 from the animal
hospital building, under the worst case assumption of the stack being located at the closest
edge of the roof of the structure, would be 80 feet. As shown on the attached Figure 17-3c,
the plotted point is below the curve, and therefore, no significant adverse air quality impacts
would be generated by Building 1 on the animal hospital building.

The distance of the stack on the proposed 7,851 square foot Building 2 from the dog/cat
boarding building, under the worst case assumption of the stack being located at the closest
edge of the roof of the structure, would be 30 feet. As shown on the attached Figure 17-3d,
the plotted point is above the curve, and therefore, a more refined screening analysis must
be performed.

As mentioned under Effects of Building 2 on Building 1, CEQR Technical Manual, January 2014
Edition, Fig App 17-6 was used for the refined screening (represented as Fig 17-6b below),
which deemed that there would be no potential for significant adverse impact from Building
2 on the animal hospital building.

Therefore, the potential for significant adverse impacts due to boiler stack emissions from
the proposed project is unlikely, and a detailed analysis of stationary source impacts is not
required.

Industrial Source Analysis

A survey of the surrounding area within 400 ft. of the project site was undertaken, the
results of which did not find any manufacturing or industrial type operations.

Conclusion

Conditions associated with the project development would not result in any violations of the
ambient air quality standards. Therefore, the action would not result in any potentially
significant adverse stationary or mobile source air quality impacts, and further assessment
is not warranted.
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Impact of Building 2 on Building 1
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Impact of Project on Richmond Valley Animal Hospital
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NOISE

Introduction

Two types of potential noise impacts are considered under CEQR. These are potential mobile
source and stationary source noise impacts. Mobile source impacts are those which could
result from a proposed project adding a substantial amount of traffic to an area. Potential
stationary source noise impacts are considered when a proposed action would cause a
stationary noise source to be operating within 1,500 feet of a receptor, with a direct line of
sight to that receptor, or if the project would include unenclosed mechanical equipment for
building ventilation purposes.

Mobile Source

Relative to mobile source impacts, a noise analysis would be required if a proposed project
would at least double existing passenger car equivalent (PCE) traffic volumes along a street
on which a sensitive noise receptor (such as a residence, a park, a school, etc.) is located. The
surrounding area is principally developed with commercial uses. The proposed
development is also comprised of a commercial use.

Vehicles would travel to and from the site along the relatively heavily trafficked Arthur Kill
Road. There would be an increase in vehicular traffic along Arthur Kill Road resulting from
the proposed development, but this increment would be a small portion of total traffic
volumes. Significant traffic already travels along Arthur Kill Road, which is a major arterial
road serving the West Shore of Staten Island. Pursuant to CEQR methodology, no mobile
source noise impacts would be anticipated since traffic volumes would not double along
Arthur Kill Road due to the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not
result in a mobile source noise impact.

Stationary Source

The project would not locate a receptor within 1,500 feet of a substantial stationary source
noise generator, and there is not a substantial stationary source noise generator close to the
project site that is also a sensitive receptor. Additionally, the proposed project would not
include any unenclosed heating or ventilation equipment that could adversely impact other
sensitive uses in the surrounding area. Therefore, the project would not have any potentially
adverse stationary source noise impacts.

Conclusion

A detailed noise analysis is not required for the proposed action as the action would result
in the development of a commercial use and would not result in the introduction of sensitive
receptors. In addition, the proposed development would not introduce significant mobile or
stationary source noise into the surrounding area.

March 2015 Bridgeview Plaza
19



BRIDGEVIEW PLAZA
STATEN ISLAND, NEW YORK

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

A preliminary assessment of construction impacts resulting from the project is required
because the proposed action would result in construction activities along an arterial or major
thoroughfare as further discussed below.

Transportation

The project site is located along a major thoroughfare, that being Arthur Kill Road. However,
it is not expected that the project’s construction activities would require closing, narrowing,
or otherwise impeding moving lanes, roadways, pedestrian elements such as sidewalks,
crosswalks, and corners, parking lanes and/or parking spaces in on site or nearby parking
lots and garages, bicycle routes and facilities, bus lanes or routes, or access points to transit.
With the exception of the construction of the two proposed curb cuts, all construction
activities would occur in the interior of the property away from Arthur Kill Road. The
creation of the curb cuts would have minimal short term effects on Arthur Kill Road.

Even if some limited disturbance were to occur to Arthur Kill Road, the affected area would
not be considered to be sensitive to such effects, as the surrounding area does not have high
pedestrian activity and is not near any sensitive land uses such as schools or hospitals. In
addition, the sidewalks, roadways, and walkways comprising Arthur Kill Road would not
be near capacity under the future No-Action conditions. Additionally, construction of the
project would total eight (8) months and would considered as short term in accordance with
the Construction section of the CEQR Technical Manual. Where the duration of construction
is expected to be short-term (less than two years), any impacts resulting form such short-
term construction generally do not require detailed assessment.

Based on the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 16, Table 16-1, the minimum
development density for new retail development in Zone 5 that would potentially require a
Transportation analysis is 10,000 sq. ft. Based on the projected development scenario of a
total net increase of 2,707 square feet of local retail space, it was determined that the proposed
action would not result in significant adverse impacts.

Proposed construction vehicles, equipment, and supplies would all be stored on the project
site away from Arthur Kill Road. No significant transportation related disturbances to the
surrounding transportation network are anticipated.

The proposed action would not have any potentially adverse construction impacts, and
further analysis would not be warranted.
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Project number: DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING / 13DCPOSBR
Project: BRIDGEVIEW PLAZA

Address: 4895 ARTHUR KILL ROAD, BBL: 5076320023
Date Received: 7/21/2014

[X1 No architectural significance
[ 1 No archaeological significance

[ 1 Designated New York City Landmark or Within Designated Historic District

[ ] Listed on National Register of Historic Places

[ 1 Appears to be eligible for National Register Listing and/or New York City
Landmark Designation

[X] May be archaaoclogically significant; requesting additiona! materials

Comments:

LPC review of archaeological sensitivity models and historic maps indicates that there
is potential for the recovery of remains from 15th Century and Native American
occupation on the project site. Accordingly, the Commission recommends that an
archaeological docurnentary study be performed for this site to clarify these initial
findings and provide the threshold for the next level of review, if such review is
necessary (see CEQR Tachnical Manual 2012).
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7/23/2014

SIGNATURE DATE
Gina Santucci, Environmental Review Coordinator

File Name: 29742_FS0O_DNP_07232014.doc
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ARCHAEOLOGY

Project number: DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING / 13DCP096R
Project: BRIDGEVIEW PLAZA

Address: 4895 ARTHUR KILL ROAD, BBL: 5076320023
Date Received: 12/11/2014

This document only contains Archaeological review findings. If your request also
requires Architecture review, the findings from that review will come in a separate
document.

[ 1 No archaeological significance
[ ] Designated New York City Landmark or Within Designated Historic District

[ ] Listed on National Register of Historic Places

[ 1 Appears to be eligible for National Register Listing and/or New York City
Landmark Designation

[X] -; requesting additional materials
Comments:

The LPC is in receipt of the, "Phase 1A/1B Archaeological Assessment, Bridgeview
Plaza, 4895 Arthur Kill Road, Staten Island, New York," prepared by VHB
Engineering, and dated December 2014. The LPC concurs that there are no further
archaeological concerns. Please submit two bound copies of the report to the LPC for
our archives.
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SIGNATURE DATE
Amanda Sutphin, Director of Archaeology

12/22/2014

File Name: 29742_FSO_ALS_12222014.doc
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