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City Environmental Quality Review

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT STATEMENT FULL FORM
Please fill out, print and submit to the appropriate agency (see instructions)

PART I: GENERAL INFORMATION ‘

PROJECT NAME 203-205 East 92nd Street

1. Reference Numbers

CEQR REFERENCE NUMBER (To Be Assigned by Lead Agency) BSA REFERENCE NUMBER (If Applicable)
13DCP121M
ULURP REFERENCE NUMBER (If Applicable) OTHER REFERENCE NUMBER(S) (If Applicable)
(e.g., Legislative Intro, CAPA, etc.)
N 130263 ZRM, N 130264 ZCM, M 860259 (A)ZAM
2a. Lead Agency Information 2b. Applicant Information
NAME OF LEAD AGENCY NAME OF APPLICANT
New York City Department of City Planning Carnegie Park Land Holding
NAME OF LEAD AGENCY CONTACT PERSON NAME OF APPLICANT'S REPRESENTATIVE OR CONTACT PERSON
Robert Dobruskin Jerald Johnson, Wachtel, Masyr & Missry, LLP
ADDRESS ADDRESS 1 Dag Hammasrkjold Plaza, 885 Second Avenue,
22 Reade Street, Room 4E 47th Floor
CITY  New York [STATE  NY [zP 10007 CITY  New York [STATE NY [ZP 10017
TELEPHONE  212-720-3423 [FAX " 212-720-3495 TELEPHONE 212-909-9629 |FAX
EMAIL ADDRESS  rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov EMAIL ADDRESS johnson@wmllp.com

3. Action Classification and Type

SEQRA Classification
UNLISTED D TYPE I; SPECIFY CATEGORY (see 6 NYCRR 617.4 and NYC Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended):

Action Type (refer to Chapter 2, “Establishing the Analysis Framework” for guidance)
LOCALIZED ACTION, SITE SPECIFIC ||  LOCALIZED ACTION, SMALLAREA  [_]  GENERIC ACTION

4. Project Description:

The proposed project is the development of the project site with a mixed-use building. The proposed building would include approximately
33,448 gross square feet (gsf) of health club use; a K-8 private school approximately 61,559 gsf in size; approximately 80 accessory
parking spaces; approximately 1,007 gsf of retail use; and approximately 351,203 gsf (no more than 290 units) of residential use.
Approximately 20 percent of the proposed residential units would be designated as affordable. In total, the proposed building would be
approximately 462,091 gsf (384,300) zoning floor area) and approximately 36 stories (426'9” feet) tall. The proposed private school would
have approximately 350 seats and 125 faculty and staff members. It is expected that an approximately 10,679 gsf publicly accessible plaza]
and approximately 2,111 sf of additional open space would be developed on the site, and that the school would have an approximately
2,900-gsf playyard on a third-floor terrace. See also page 1a."

4a. Project Location: Single Site (for a project at a single site, complete all the information below)
ADDRESS NEIGHBORHOOD NAME ]
203-205 East 92nd Street Upper East Side
TAX BLOCK AND LOT BOROUGH COMMUNITY DISTRICT
1538/10 Manhattan
DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY BY BOUNDING OR CROSS STREETS
The project is a through-block site on the block bounded by East 92nd and 93rd Streets and Second and Third Avenues.
EXISTING ZONING DISTRICT, INCLUDING SPECIAL ZONING DISTRICT DESIGNATION, IF ANY ca6 ZONING SECTIONAL MAP NO: 5
4- B

4b. Project Location: Multiple Sites (Provide a description of the size of the project area in both City Blocks and Lots. If the project would apply to the entire city or to areas that
are so extensive that a site-specific description is not appropriate or practicable, describe the area of the project, including bounding streets, etc.)

5. REQUIRED ACTIONS OR APPROVALS (check all that apply)

City Planning Commission: YES Nno ] Board of Standards and Appeals: YES no ]
[l cITY MAP AMENDMENT [C]  ZONING CERTIFICATION SPECIAL PERMIT
[] ZONING MAP AMENDMENT [0 zONING AUTHORIZATION EXPIRATION DATE  MONTH DAY YEAR
ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT [C] HOUSING PLAN & PROJECT
UNIFORM LAND USE REVIEW
L] PRocbURE (ULURP) []  SITE SELECTION—PUBLIC FACILITY
[] coNcEessioN [0 rrancHiSE [] VARIANCE (USE)
(] upaap [] DISPOSITION—REAL PROPERTY
[] REVOCABLE CONSENT [] VARIANCE (BULK)
ZONING SPECIAL PERMIT, SPECIFY TYPE SPECIFY AFFECTED SECTION(S) OF THE ZONING RESOLUTION
Minor modification of a previously ZR 73-36
MODIFICATION OF approved disposition and LSRD, CPC

N860259ZAM (see Appendix A)
[] RENEWAL OF

[] otHER

! Appendix D presents a Technical Memorandum dated August 2013 that evaluates modifications to the proposed project, including
the elimination of the proposed accessory parking and the reallocation of that square footage to the other proposed uses.
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4. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

INTRODUCTION

The proposed project is the development of a mixed-use building on a through-block site (Block 1538, Lot 10) bounded
by East 92nd and 93rd Streets and Second and Third Avenues on the Upper East Side of Manhattan. The proposed
building would include approximately 33,448 gross square feet (gsf) of health club use on the first, fifth, and sixth floors;
a K-8 private school approximately 61,559 gsf in size on the cellar through fourth floors; approximately 80 accessory
parking spaces on the cellar level; approximately 1,007 gsf of retail use at grade; and approximately 351,203 gsf (no more
than 290 units) of residential use above. Approximately 20 percent of the proposed residential units would be designated
as affordable. In total, the proposed building would be approximately 462,091 gsf (384,300) zoning floor area) and
approximately 36 stories (426’9 feet) tall. The proposed private school would have approximately 350 seats and 125
faculty and staff members. It is expected that an approximately 10,679 gsf publicly accessible plaza and approximately
2,111 sf of additional open space would be developed on the site, and that the school would have an approximately 2,900-
gsf playyard on a third-floor terrace.

The project site is designated Site 4A in the Ruppert Brewery Large Scale Residential Development (LSRD) associated with
the Ruppert Brewery Urban Renewal Plan, which expired in 2008. In the original LSRD plan, approved by the New York
City Planning Commission in 1971, the project site was part of a tract of land reserved for a high school. When it was
determined that a high school was no longer needed in the area, the LSRD was amended to convert this tract of land to
“park-like open space” under private ownership for the use of the LSRD’s residents, thus assigning the site with zero floor
area.! The obligation to provide an open space amenity for the area on the project site (Site 4A) expired in July 2008,
coterminous with the expiration of the Ruppert Brewery Urban Renewal Plan. While the URP is now expired, the LSRD
continues to govern permitted floor area and minimum open space requirements within the LSRD. The project site is
currently an unused former recreation facility permanently closed to the public, encircled by a high metal fence. To be
developed as described, the project is seeking a zoning text amendment to allow the project applicant to apply for a minor
modification of the LSRD that controls the site (see Appendix A). The minor modification of the LSRD would allow for the
development of floor area consistent with the underlying C4-6 zoning of the project site.

The proposed health club (physical culture establishment) would have a daily average of approximately 850 patrons, with
peak usage at 6:00 pm, when an average of approximately 200 patrons are expected. Activities at the facility are
anticipated to include group fitness classes (i.e., spinning, Pilates) and personal training sessions. The facility would have
up to 90 employees, with a maximum number of approximately 45 employees on site at any one time. Many of the
employees are trainers and group fitness instructors who come in at varying times for short periods. The front desk and
maintenance workers for the facility would work in shifts, with three shifts per day; the number of employees per shift
would be 2, 1, and 2 for the front desk and 4, 3, and 4 for maintenance.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The project site is currently is an unused former recreation facility permanently closed to the public, encircled by a high
metal fence.

FRAMEWORK FOR THE ANALYSIS

The proposed development on the project site—which as described above is approximately 462,091 gsf in size, with
approximately 351,302 gsf of residential use, 33,448 gsf of health club use, approximately 61,559 gsf of private school
use, approximately 80 accessory parking spaces, and approximately 1,007 gsf of retail use, as well as 10,679 gsf of
publicly accessible plaza and 2,111 sf of additional open space—is governed by the previously-approved LSRD. Per the
LSRD, discretionary actions are required before any development can take place on the affected site. The LSRD site
plans, zoning calculation tables, and related footnotes identify the maximum allowable FAR and gross square footage and
land use categories allowed on the project site (see Appendix A, Table II). Therefore, the proposed project as described
above reflects the maximum allowable development that could occur on the site.

" CPC resolution, ULURP no. C810178 HUM (June 16, 1982, cal. No. 109)
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No changes to the project site are anticipated in the No Action condition because of the various constraints that limit its
development, including the LSRD and the need for discretionary approvals to develop for uses other than public open
space. In the future without the proposed project, the project site would remain vacant.

PURPOSE AND NEED

To be developed as described, the project is seeking a zoning text amendment to allow the project applicant to apply for a
minor modification of the LSRD that controls the site. The minor modification of the LSRD would allow for the
development of floor area consistent with the underlying C4-6 zoning of the project site.

PROPOSED ACTIONS

As described above, the proposed project involves several discretionary actions: a zoning text amendment to allow the project
applicant to apply for a minor modification of the LSRD that controls the site, and the minor modification of the LSRD (CPC
C830262HPM) to allow for the development of floor area consistent with the underlying C4-6 zoning of the project site. The
project may also seek to use New York City Housing Development Corporation (HDC) or New York State Housing Finance
Agency (HFA) bonds and/or Low Income Housing Tax Credits. For the proposed health club use, the project is seeking a
special permit pursuant to Zoning Resolution Section 73-36 from the Board of Standards and Appeals.
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Department of Environmental Protection: ves [] NO

Other City Approvals: ves [] No
LEGISLATION

RULEMAKING
FUNDING OF CONSTRUCTION; SPECIFY: CONSTRUCTION OF PUBLIC FACILITIES
POLICY OR PLAN; SPECIFY FUNDING OR PROGRAMS; SPECIFY

LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION APPROVAL (not subject to CEQR) PERMITS; SPECIFY

Ooooogd
ooogd

384(B)(4) APPROVAL OTHER; EXPLAIN
PERMITS FROM DOT'S OFFICE OF CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION AND COORDINATION (OCMD) (not subject to CEQR)
6. State or Federal Actions/Approvals/Funding: YES NO [] IF“YES, IDENTIFY

Potential use of New York City Housing Development Corporation (HDC) or New York State Housing Financing Agency (HFA) bonds
and/or Low Income Housing Tax Credits

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

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 11x17 inches in size and must be folded to 8.5x11

inches for submission. See Figures 1-8.

Site location map Zoning map Photographs of the project site taken within 6 months of EAS submission and keyed to the site location map
Sanborn or other land use map Tax map I:‘ For large areas or multiple sites, a GIS shape file that defines the project sites

PHYSICAL SETTING (both developed and undeveloped areas)

Total directly affected area (sq. ft.): Type of waterbody and surface area (sq. ft.): Roads, building and other paved surfaces (sq. ft.):

+32,025 N/A +32,025

Other, describe (sq. ft.):

8. Physical Dimensions and Scale of Project (if the project affects multiple sites, provide the total development below facilitated by the action)

Size of project to be developed: +462.091 gtg)ross s
Does the proposed project involve changes in zoning on one or more sites? YES |:| NO
If ‘Yes,” identify the total square feet owned or controlled by the applicant: Total square feet of non-applicant owned development:
Does the proposed project involve in-ground excavation or subsurface disturbance, including but not limited to foundation work, pilings, utility lines, or grading? YES NO |:|
If ‘Yes,” indicate the estimated area and volume dimensions of subsurface disturbance (if known):
Area: +28,224 sq. ft. (width x length) Volume: +492,500 cubic feet (width x length x depth)
- Number of

Does the proposed project increase the population of residents and/or on-site workers? YES NO D :\(lel;rigzigg additional +505 additional +241

’ workers?

Provide a brief explanation of how these numbers were determined:

1.74 (Average household size for track 154, 2010 Census)*290 dwelling units; 125 school faculty/staff; 350 K-8 school students; 32,726
sf/300 for health club workers; 1/400 sf retail; 1/50 spaces parking. (Staff and student estimates provided by anticipated school

operator.)
+2,900 sf private school playyard
Does the project create new open space? YES X] NO ] If Yes: +10,679 sf publicly accessible plaza (sq. ft)
+2,111 sf additional open space
Using Table 14-1, estimate the project’s projected operation solid waste generation, if applicable: i21,2431 (pounds per week)
Using energy modeling or Table 15-1, estimate the project’s projected energy use: 167’390’3992 (annual BTUs)

9. Analysis Year CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 2

ANTICIPATED BUILD YEAR (DATE THE PROJECT WOULD BE COMPLETED AND OPERATIONAL): | ANTICIPATED PERIOD OF CONSTRUCTION IN MONTHS:
2015 24

WOULD THE PROJECT BE IMPLEMENTED IN A SINGLE PHASE? YES no [ | IF MULTIPLE PHASES, HOW MANY PHASES:
BRIEFLY DESCRIBE PHASES AND CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE:

10. What is the Predominant Land Use in Vicinity of Project? (Check all that apply)
RESIDENTIAL  [| MANUFACTURING COMMERCIAL [ | PARK/FOREST/OPEN SPACE  [X]

OTHER, Describe: Institutional

! Using the following generation rates: 41 Ibs/household/week (residential); 79 Ibs/employee/week (health club and retail); and 1
Ib/pupil/week (private school).
? Using the following generation rates: 126.7 BTU/sf (residential); 216.3 BTU/sf (health club and retail); and 250.7 BTU/sf (school).
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View looking northeast from East 92nd Street 1

View looking northwest from East 92nd Street 2

Photographs of the Project Site
203-205 East 92nd Street Figure 7
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View looking southeast from East 93rd Street 3

View looking southeast from East 93rd Street 4

Photographs of the Project Site
203-205 East 92nd Street Figure 8
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DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING AND PROPOSED CONDITIONS®
The information requested in this table applies to the directly affected area. The directly affected area consists of the project site and the area subject to
any change in regulatory control. The increment is the difference between the No-Action and the With-Action conditions.

EXISTING NO-ACTION WITH-ACTION
CONDITION CONDITION CONDITION INCREMENT
Land Use See page 3a for description of existing/no action conditions.
Residential Yes [ No Yes [ No Yes No  []
If yes, specify the following
No. of dwelling units +290 +290
No. of low- to moderate-income units Approx. 20% Approx. 20%
No. of stories 36 36
Gross Floor Area (sq. ft.) +351,203 +351,203
Describe Type of Residential Structures Mixed-use building
Commercial Yes [ ] No Yes [ No Yes No []

If yes, specify the following:

Health club (33,448
gsf) and retail
(x1,007 gsf) within
mixed-use tower;
retail at grade along

Describe type (retail, office, other)

plaza
No. of bldgs. 1 1
GFA of each bldg (sq. ft.) +34,455 +34,455
Manufacturing/Industrial Yes [] No Yes [] No Yes [ No
If yes, specify the following:
Type of use
No. of bldgs.

GFA of each bldg (sq. ft.)

No. of stories of each bldg.

Height of each bldg.

Open storage area (sq. ft.)

If any unenclosed activities, specify

Community Facility Yes [ No Yes [ No Yes No  []

If yes, specify the following

K-8 private school within

Type mixed-use tower
No. of bldgs. 1 1
GFA of each bldg (sq. ft.) +61,589 +61,589
No. of stories of each bldg. See above See above
Height of each bldg. +426'9" +426'9"
Vacant Land Yes No [] Yes No [ ] ves [] No
Unused former recreation
If yes, describe facility, permanently
closed to the public
Publicly Accessible Open Space ves [ No ves [ ] No Yes No  []
i s o o iy oo 10679 sf publicly accessible plaza
other) +2,111 additional open space
Other Land Use Yes [ ] No ves [] No ves [] No
If yes, describe
Parking
Garages Yes D No Yes D No Yes No D
If yes, specify the following:
No. of public spaces 0
No. of accessory spaces 80 80
Operating hours 24-hour

Attended or non-attended Attended
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EXISTING NO-ACTION WITH-ACTION
CONDITION CONDITION CONDITION INCREMENT

Parking (continued)
Lots Yes I:‘ No Yes D No Yes D No
If yes, specify the following:

No. of public spaces

No. of accessory spaces

Operating hours
Other (includes street parking) Yes No  [] Yes No [] Yes No [
It yes, describe T_here is street parking on East 92nd and 93rd Streets adjacent to the project

site.

Storage Tanks
Storage Tanks Yes [ No Yes [ No ves [ ] No
If yes, specify the following:

Gas/Service stations: Yes [] No D Yes D No [] Yes |:| No |:|

Oil storage facility: Yes I:‘ No I:l Yes I:l No I:‘ Yes D No D

Other; identify: Yes I:‘ No I:l Yes I:l No I:‘ Yes D No D
If yes to any of the above, describe:

Number of tanks

Size of tanks

Location of tanks

Depth of tanks

Most recent FDNY inspection date
Population
Residents Yes I:‘ No Yes D No Yes No D
If any, specify number +505 +505
Briefly explain how the number of residents was
calculated See page 2, question 8.
Businesses Yes I:‘ No Yes D No Yes No D

If any, specify the following:

No. and type

1 health club, 1
private school, 1
retail, 1 parking

1 health club, 1
private school, 1
retail, 1 parking

No. and type of workers by business

+111 health club,
+125 school, +3
retail, +2 parking

+111 health club,
+125 school, +3
retail, +2 parking

No. and type of non-residents who are not
workers

+350 students

+350 students

Briefly explain how the number of businesses was
calculated

See page 2, question 8.

Zoning*
Zoning classification C4-6 No change No change
Maximum amount of floor area that can be developed 3.4 (commercial); 10.0
(interms of bulk) (residential/community

facility, 12.0 with plaza or

inclusionary housing
bonus) No change No change

Predomina_\nt land use and zo_ning classification within ResidentiaL institutional, commercial; ng RSB’ RlO’
a 0.25-radius of proposed project R10A, C1-7, C1-8X, C1-9, C2-8, C4-6, C8-4, Special

Park Improvement District No change

Attach any additional information as may be needed to describe the project.

If your project involves changes in regulatory controls that affect one or more sites not associated with a specific development, it is generally appropriate to include the total development projections in the

above table and attach separate tables outlining the reasonable development scenarios for each site.

*This section should be completed for all projects, except for such projects that would apply to the entire city or to areas that are so extensive that site-specific zoning information is not appropriate or

practicable.
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PART II: TECHNICAL ANALYSES

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.

» |f the proposed project can be demonstrated not to meet or exceed the threshold, check the ‘NO’ box.
» |f the proposed project will meet or exceed the threshold, or if this cannot be determined, check the ‘YES’ box.

* For each ‘Yes’ response, answer the subsequent questions for that technical area and consult the relevant chapter of the CEQR Technical Manual for
guidance on providing additional analyses (and attach supporting information, if needed) to determine whether the potential for significant impacts
exists. Please note that a ‘Yes’ answer does not mean that EIS must be prepared—it often only means that more information is required for the lead
agency to make a determination of significance.

* The lead agency, upon reviewing Part I, may require an applicant to either provide additional information to support the Full EAS Form. For example,
if a question is answered ‘No,” an agency may request a short explanation for this response.
| YES | NO

1. LAND USE, ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 4
@ Would the proposed project result in a change in land use or zoning that is different from surrounding land uses and/or zoning? Is there
the potential to affect an applicable public policy? If 'Yes,” complete a preliminary assessment and attach. See Attachment A. v

(b) Is the project a large, publicly sponsored project? If ‘Yes,’ complete a PlaNYC assessment and attach.

© Is any part of the directly affected area within the City’s Waterfront Revitalization Program boundaries?
If ‘Yes,” complete the Consistency Assessment Form.

2. SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 5
(&) Would the proposed project:

e  Generate a net increase of 200 or more residential units? v

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

. Directly displace more than 500 residents?

. Directly displace more than 100 employees?

ARSI AN

e  Affect conditions in a specific industry?

(b) If ‘Yes’ to any of the above, attach supporting information to answer the following questions, as appropriate. If ‘No’ was checked for
each category above, the remaining questions in this technical area do not need to be answered. See Screening Analyses
(1) Direct Residential Displacement

If more than 500 residents would be displaced, would these displaced represent more than 5% of the primary study area population?

If “‘Yes,’ is the average income of the directly displaced population markedly lower than the average income of the rest of the study area
population?
(2) Indirect Residential Displacement See Screening Analyses.
Would the expected average incomes of the new population exceed the average incomes of the study area populations?
See Screening Analyses. v

If ‘Yes,” would the population increase represent more than 5% of the primary study area population or otherwise potentially affect real
estate market conditions? v

If ‘Yes,” would the study area have a significant number of unprotected rental units?

Would more than 10 percent of all the housing units be renter-occupied and unprotected?

Or, would more than 5 percent of all the housing units be renter-occupied and unprotected where no readily observable trend toward
increasing rents and new market rate development exists within the study area?
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|YES | NO

@)

Direct Business Displacement

Do any of the displaced businesses provide goods or service that otherwise could not be found within the trade area, either under
existing conditions or in the future with the proposed project?

Do any of the displaced businesses provide goods or services that otherwise could not be found within the trade area, either under
existing conditions or in the future with the proposed project?

Or is any category of business to be displaced the subject of other regulations or publicly adopted plans to preserve, enhance, or
otherwise protect it?

4)

Indirect Business Displacement

Would the project potentially introduce trends that make it difficult for businesses to remain in the area?

Would the project capture the retail sales in a particular category of goods to the extent that the market for such goods would become
saturated as a result, potential resulting in vacancies and disinvestment on neighborhood commercial streets?

®)

Effects on Industry

Would the project significantly affect business conditions in any industry or any category of businesses within or outside the study area?

Would the project indirectly substantially reduce employment or impair the economic viability in the industry or category of businesses?

COMMUNITY FACILITIES: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 6

@)

(b)

(c)
1)

&)

@)

4)

©)

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?

Would the project exceed any of the thresholds outlines in Table 6-1 in Chapter 6?

The proposed project would have no more than 290 units. Table 6-1 lists the minimum number of units that would trigger an analysis of
elementary/intermediate school students as 310 for Manhattan. Therefore, the project does not warrant a schools analysis. The project
also does not exceed any of the other thresholds outlined in Table 6-1.

If ‘No’ was checked above, the remaining questions in this technical area do not need to be answered.
If ‘Yes’ was checked, attach supporting information to answer the following, if applicable.

Child Care Centers

Would the project result in a collected utilization rate of the group child care/Head Start centers in the study area that is greater than 100
percent?

If “Yes,” would the project increase the collective utilization rate by 5 percent from the No-Action scenario?

Libraries

Would the project increase the study area population by 5 percent from the No-Action levels?

If ‘Yes,” would the additional population impair the delivery of library services in the study area?

Public Schools

Would the project result in a collective utilization rate of the elementary and/or intermediate schools in the study area that is equal to or
greater than 105 percent?

If “Yes,” would the project increase this collective utilization rate by 5 percent from the No-Action scenario?

Health Care Facilities

Would the project affect the operation of health care facilities in the area?

Fire and Police Protection

Would the project affect the operation of fire or police protection in the area?

OPEN SPACE: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 7

@
(b)
(©)
(d)
(e)

®

@ .

Would the project change or eliminate existing open space?

Is the project located within an underserved area in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, Queens, or Staten Island?

If ‘Yes,” would the proposed project generate more than 50 additional residents or 125 additional employees?

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

If ‘Yes,” would the project generate more than 350 additional residents or 750 additional employees?

If the project is not located within an underserved or well-served area, would it generate more than 200 additional residents or 500
additional employees?

If ‘Yes’ to any of the above questions, attach supporting information to answer the following: See Attachment B.
Does the project result in a decrease in the open space ratio of more than 5%?

If the project site is within an underserved area, is the decrease in open space between 1% and 5%?

If ‘Yes, are there qualitative considerations, such as the quality of open space, that need to be considered?
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|YES | NO

5. SHADOWS: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 8.
(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?
©) If ‘Yes’ to either of the above questions, attach supporting information explaining whether the project’'s shadow reach any sunlight-
sensitive resource at any time of the year. See Attachment C.
6. HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 9
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; is listed or
@) eligible for listing on the New York State or National Register of Historic Places; or is within a designated or eligible New York City, New
York State, or National Register Historic District?
If “Yes,” list the resources and attach supporting information on whether the proposed project would affect any of these resources. See
Screening Analyses. v
7. URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 10
@ 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? v
(b) Would the proposed project result in obstruction of publicly accessible views to visual resources that is not currently allowed by existing v
zoning?
(c) If “Yes” to either of the questions above, please provide the information requested in Chapter 10. See Attachment D.
8. NATURAL RESOURCES: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 11
(a) Is any part of the directly affected area within the Jamaica Bay Watershed? If “Yes,” complete the Jamaica Bay Watershed Form.
(b) Does the proposed project site or a site adjacent to the project contain natural resources as defined in Section 100 of Chapter 11? If
“Yes,” list the resources: Attach supporting information on whether the proposed project would affect any of these resources.
9. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 12
@ Would the proposed project allow commercial or residential use 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) designations or a Restrictive Declaration) relating to
hazardous materials that preclude the potential for significant adverse impacts?
© Does the project require soil disturbance in a manufacturing zone or any development on or near a manufacturing zone or
existing/historic facilities listed in Appendix 1 (including nonconforming uses)?
) Does 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 or unknown origin?
© Does the project result in development where underground and/or aboveground storage tanks (e.g., gas stations) are or were on or
near the site? Historical 275-gallon gasoline UST on-site (no evidence of this UST identified by geophysical survey).
0 Does the project result in renovation of interior existing space on a site with potential compromised air quality, vapor intrusion from on-
site or off-site sources, asbestos, PCBs or lead-based paint?
©) Does the project result in development on or near a government-listed voluntary cleanup/brownfield site, current or former power
9 generation/transmission facilities, municipal incinerators, coal gasification or gas storage sites, or railroad tracks and rights-of-way?
) Has a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment been performed for the site?
If ‘Yes, were RECs identified? Briefly identify: See Attachment E. v
(i) Based on a Phase | Assessment, is a Phase Il Assessment needed? Phase Il conducted — see Attachment E. v
10. WATER AND SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 13
(&) Would the project result in water demand of more than one million gallons per day? v
Is the proposed project located in a combined sewer area and result in at least 1,000 residential units or 250,000 sq. ft. or more of
(b) commercial space in Manhattan or at least 400 residential units or 150,000 sq. ft. or more of commercial space in the Bronx, Brooklyn,
Staten Island or Queens?
©) Is the proposed project located in a separately sewered area and result in the same or greater development than that listed in Table
13-1 in Chapter 137 v
(d) Does the proposed project involve development on a site five acres or larger where the amount of impervious surface would increase? v
Would the proposed project involve development on a site one acre or larger where the amount of impervious surface would increase
(e) and 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? 4
(f) Would the proposed project be located in an area that is partially sewered or currently unsewered? v
©) Is the project proposing an industrial facility or activity that would contribute industrial discharges to a WWTP and/or generate
9) contaminated stormwater in a separate storm sewer system? 4
(h) Would the project involve construction of a new stormwater outfall that requires federal and/or state permits? v
(i) If“Yes” to any of the above, conduct the appropriate preliminary analyses and attached supporting documentation.
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|YES | NO

11. SOLID WASTE AND SANITATION: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 14
(&) Would the proposed project have the potential to generate 100,000 pounds (50 tons) or more of solid waste per week?
(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
(&) Would the proposed project affect the transmission or generation of energy? v
13. TRANSPORTATION: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 16
(&) Would the proposed project exceed any threshold identified in Table 16-1 in Chapter 167 v
(b) If “Yes,” conduct the screening analyses, attach appropriate back up data as needed for each stage, and answer the following
questions: See Attachment F.
(1)  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?
**It 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 in Chapter 16 for more information.
(2)  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?
(3)  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? v
(b) Stationary Sources: Would the proposed project result in the conditions outlined in Section 220 in Chapter 17? If ‘Yes,” would the
proposed project exceed the thresholds in the Figure 17-3, Stationary Source Screen Graph? (attach graph as needed) v
(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?
© Does the proposed project site have existing institutional controls (e.g., (E) designations or a Restrictive Declaration) relating to air
quality that preclude the potential for significant adverse impacts?
(f) If “Yes,” conduct the appropriate analyses and attach any supporting documentation. See Attachment G.
15. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 18
(a) Is the proposed project a city capital project, a power plant, or would fundamentally change the City’s solid waste management system? v
(b) If “Yes,” would the proposed project require a GHG emissions assessment based on the guidance in Chapter 187
©) If “Yes,” attach supporting documentation to answer the following;
Would the project be consistent with the City’s GHG reduction goal?
16. NOISE: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 19
(a) Would the proposed project generate or reroute the vehicular traffic? v
Would the proposed project introduce new or additional receptors (see Section 124 in Chapter 19) near heavily trafficked roadways,
(b) 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 sight to that rail line? v
© 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? v
) Does the proposed project site have existing institutional controls (e.g., E-designations or a Restrictive Declaration) relating to noise that
preclude the potential for significant adverse impacts? 4
(e) If“Yes,” conduct the appropriate analyses and attach any supporting documentation. See Attachment H.
17. PUBLIC HEALTH: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 20
(a) Would the proposed project warrant a public health assessment based upon the guidance in Chapter 20? v
18. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 21
Based upon the analyses conducted for the following technical areas, check ‘Yes’ if any of the following technical areas required a
(a) detailed analysis: Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy; Socioeconomic Conditions; Open Space; Historic and Cultural Resources;
Urban Design and Visual Resources; Shadows; Transportation; Noise. v
(b) If “Yes,” explain here why or why not an assessment of neighborhood character is warranted based on the guidance in Chapter 21,
“Neighborhood Character.” Attach a preliminary analysis, if necessary. See Screening Analyses.
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19. CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 22
Would the proiect's construction activities involve (check all that appiv);

e  Construclion actlvities lasting longer than two years;

s Construction activities within a Central Business District or along an arterial or major thoroughfare;

Require closing, narrowing, or olherwise impeding traffic, transit or pedestrian elements (roadways, parking spaces, bicycle routes,
sidewalks, crosswalks, corners, etc);

e Construclion of multiple buildings where there is a potentlal for on-site receptors on buildings completed before the final build-out; v
The operation of several pieces of diesel equipment in a single location at peak construction; v
Closure of community facilities or disruption in its service; v

e Activities within 400 feet of a historic or cultural resource; or v

o  Disturbance of a site containing natural resources. v

If any boxes are checked, why or why not a on

“Construction.” It should be noted that the nature and extent or any commitment to use the Best Available Technotogy for construction equipment or
Best Management Practices for construction activities should be considered when making this determination.

See Screening Analyses.

TION
| swear or affirm under fo (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 pertinent books and records and/or after inquiry of persons who have personal knowledge or 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
Wachtel, Masyr & Missry, LLP, Land Use Counsel of
APPLICANT/SPONSOR

the entity which seeks the permits, approvals, funding or other govemmental action described in this EAS.

Check if by: APPLICANT/REPRESENTATIVE or [] LEADAGENCY REPRESENTATIVE (FOR CITY-SPONSORED PROJECTS)
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Screening Analysis

All analyses were performed in accordance with the 2012 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual.
SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS

Responses to questions from page 5 of the EAS form.

(2) Indirect Residential Displacement
Would the expected average incomes of the new population exceed the average incomes of the study area populations?

This possibility cannot be ruled out. Based on 2005-2009 American Community Survey data as compiled by ESRI
Business Analyst, the average household income within the Y4-mile area surrounding the project site is an estimated
$153,294 per household, well above the average for Manhattan ($124,930 per household) and for New York City
($78,017). The proposed project would introduce approximately 290 units, which would be predominantly market rate;
however, approximately 20 percent of the residential units are anticipated to be rented to tenants at or under 50 percent of
AMI. Despite the high average incomes of existing residents and the project’s affordable housing, given that the proposed
project’s new market rate units would likely be priced as the high end of the market, it is possible that the average income
for the project population would exceed that of the surrounding '4-mile area.

If “Yes,” would the population increase represent more than 5% of the primary study area population or otherwise potentially affect real estate
market conditions?

No. Based on data from the 2010 Census as compiled by ESRI Business Analyst, there are an estimated 17,967
households within a “-mile radius of the project site. The proposed project would introduce approximately 290
households, an amount representing approximately 1.6 percent of the existing households in the study area. The household
size of the proposed project’s households would not differ substantially from the surrounding area, and therefore, the
project’s population increase would not represent more than 5% of the primary study area population. The proposed
project would be similar to other newly constructed residential uses in the study area, and would not otherwise potentially
affect real estate market conditions.

HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

The study area for archaeological resources is defined as the area where subsurface disturbance would occur. In a letter
dated October 16, 2012, LPC determined that the project site is not archaeologically sensitive (see Appendix B).
Therefore, this analysis focuses on standing structures only.

To evaluate potential effects due to on-site construction activities, and also to account for visual or contextual impacts, the
study area for architectural resources is defined as extending 400 feet from the project site. As defined in the New York
City Department of Building’s (DOB) Technical Policy and Procedure Notice (TPPN) #10/88, adjacent construction is
defined as any construction activity that would occur within 90 feet of an architectural resource.' Consistent with the
guidance of the 2012 CEQR Technical Manual, designated architectural resources (“known architectural resources”) that
were analyzed include: New York City Landmarks (NYCL), Interior Landmarks, Scenic Landmarks, New York City
Historic Districts (NYCHD); resources calendared for consideration as one of the above by LPC; resources listed on or
formally determined eligible for inclusion on the State and National Registers of Historic Places (S/NR), or contained
within a district listed on or formally determined eligible for listing on the Registers; resources recommended by the New

" TPPN #10/88 was issued by DOB on June 6, 1988, to supplement Building Code regulations with regard to historic structures. TPPN
#10/88 outlines procedures for the avoidance of damage to historic structures resulting from adjacent construction, defined as
construction within a lateral distance of 90 feet from the historic resource.



SCREENING ANALYSES PAGE 9b

York State Board for listing on the Registers; and National Historic Landmarks (NHL). Additionally, a survey was
conducted to identify any previously undesignated properties in the study area that appear to be potentially eligible for
NYCL designation or S/NR listing (“potential architectural resources”).

Consistent with the guidance of the CEQR Technical Manual, in order to determine whether the proposed project could
potentially affect architectural resources, this attachment considers whether the proposed project would result in a
physical change to any resource, a physical change to the setting of any resource (such as context or visual prominence),
and, if so, whether the change is likely to alter or eliminate the significant characteristics of the resource that make it
important.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The project site is an unused former recreation facility permanently closed to the public, encircled by a high metal fence.
There are no architectural resources on the project site.

There is one known architectural resources in the study area. This is a 2! story frame house at 160 East 92nd Street
(NYCL). This small house was built between 1852-53 and is attributed to Albro Howell, a carpenter builder. The house
has a porch that extends across the fagade, supported by Corinthian columns which were rebuilt circa 1930. The house is
located approximately 400 feet southwest of the project site.

One potential architectural resource has been identified in the study area, a former Con Edison substation at 215 East 94th
Street. This 4-story brick building was constructed by Con Edison in 1924. The building is clad in multi-hued buff colored
brick, and set on a high granite base. It is designed with a large central arched opening at the second story with a central
keystone, and is capped with a modillioned cornice. A ground level entrance with a stone surround provides access at
street level. The building serves as the gymnasium for the St. David’s School, which purchased the building in 1995. It is
located approximately 350 feet north of the project site.

Per a discussion with LPC, additional architectural resources were identified outside of the study area, but within the
potential shadow sweep of the proposed building (see Appendix B). These are as follows: Church of the Holy Trinity and
Parsonage, and St. Christopher House (316-332 East 88th Street, NYCL, S/NR-listed); and 146-156 East 89th Street
Houses (NYCL, S/NR-listed). With the exception of the Church of the Holy Trinity, these resources are not sunlight
sensitive.

THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Absent the proposed project, the project site would remain in its current condition. There is one project in the study area
that is currently under construction and expected to be completed by 2015; a five-story residential building will be built at
1676 Third Avenue on a corner lot. This project will have no direct impacts on known and potential architectural
resources in the study area.

PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

There are no known or potential architectural resources located within 90 feet of the project site. As described above, the
frame house at 160 East 92nd Street and the potential architectural resource at 215 East 94th Street are over 350 feet from
the project site. As such, the proposed project would have no adverse physical (construction-related) impacts on known
and potential architectural resources.

The proposed project would also not result in adverse visual or contextual impacts on known and potential architectural
resources. The frame house at 160 East 92nd Street and the former Con Edison substation at 215 East 94th Street exist in a
mixed context of older and smaller buildings and more recently constructed residential tower complexes. The frame house
at 160 East 92nd Street is separated from the project site by Third Avenue and a number of intervening buildings. The
former Con Edison substation at 215 East 94th Street is separated from the project site by a full city block that is
developed with Carnegie Park, a 30-story residential building built in the 1980s, as well as other structures. Therefore, the
proposed construction of a 36-story residential tower would not adversely impact the historic context of these resources.
Due to the distance of the architectural resources from the project site and presence of intervening buildings, the proposed
project would also not obstruct or impair public views of the frame house at 160 East 92nd Street or the former Con
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Edison substation at 215 East 94th Street. The proposed project also would not have any impacts to the additional
architectural resources identified by LPC that are outside of the study area.

Overall, the project would have no significant adverse impacts on cultural and historic resources.
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

The CEQR Technical Manual states that an assessment of neighborhood character is generally needed when a proposed
project has the potential to result in significant adverse impacts in any of the following technical areas: land use, zoning,
and public policy; socioeconomic conditions; open space; historic and cultural resources; urban design and visual
resources; shadows; transportation; or noise. Even if a project does not have the potential to result in a significant adverse
impact in any of the technical areas listed above, an assessment may be required if the project would result in a
combination of moderate effects to several elements that cumulatively may affect neighborhood character. According to
the CEQR Technical Manual, a “moderate” effect is generally defined as an effect considered reasonably close to the
significant adverse impact threshold for a particular technical analysis area.

As described in this EAS as well as Attachments A through H, the proposed actions would not have any significant
adverse impacts on these CEQR analysis areas. It would also not result in effects considered reasonably close to the
significant adverse impact thresholds in those technical areas. Therefore, the proposed actions would not significantly
alter neighborhood character in the affected area as compared to the No Action condition, and no further analysis of
impacts to neighborhood character is warranted.

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

As recommended in the CEQR Technical Manual, construction-related impacts are typically analyzed to determine if there are
any disruptive or noticeable effects resulting from a proposed action. Construction activities associated with the proposed
actions could result in temporary disruption to the surrounding community, including occasional noise and dust. However, this
would be true of any construction project, and these effects would not be considered significant. All necessary measures
would be implemented to ensure that the New York City Air Pollution Control Code regulating construction-related dust
emissions is followed. As a result, no significant air quality impacts from dust emissions would be expected as a result of the
project.

The New York City Department of Buildings (DOB) regulates the permitted hours of construction, which apply in all
areas of the city, and these hours are reflected in the collective bargaining agreements with major construction trade
unions. In accordance with those regulations, work would begin at 7 AM on weekdays, although some workers would
arrive and begin the prepare work areas between 6 and 7 AM. Normally, work would end by 6 PM. Construction activities
associated with the proposed actions would normally take place Monday through Friday, although the delivery or
installation of certain critical equipment could occur on weekend days or on an overtime basis; such work would be
performed in coordination with conditions imposed by the agencies.

Increased noise levels created by construction activities related to the proposed actions could also occur. Construction noise is
regulated by the New York City Noise Control Code and by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) noise emission
standards for construction equipment. These federal and local requirements mandate that certain classifications of construction
equipment and motor vehicles meet specified noise emissions standards. Construction materials would be handled and
transported in such a manner as to not create any unnecessary noise. Compliance with those noise control measures would be
ensured by including them in the contract documents as materials specification and by directives to the construction
contractors. No significant noise impacts are expected to occur as a result of the construction associated with the proposed
actions.

The construction would include a rodent control program. Prior to the start of construction, the contractor would survey
and bait the appropriate areas and provide for proper site sanitation.

Construction of the proposed building would take approximately 24 months. Overall, the construction effects would be
temporary, and are not considered significant. By implementing the above management measures and controls, any effects
associated with construction would be significantly minimized. Therefore, the proposed actions would not result in
significant adverse impacts during construction, and further analysis is not required.
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Part ill: DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE (To Be Completed by Lead Agency)
INSTRUCTIONS: In completing Part lll, 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

XX

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

2. Are there 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?

EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE N
X XXX

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:

D 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).

[] 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.

|Z 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 New York City Department of City Planning

NAME SIGE?ATURE E é DATE
i G .
Celeste Evans { J)?Ua\]‘{ /1/(, 5/3/13







Attachment A: Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy

A. INTRODUCTION

The proposed project consists of a new mixed-use building with residential space, a health club,
and a private school located on a property that is an unused former recreation facility
permanently closed to the public, encircled by a high metal fence. Under the 2012 City
Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual guidelines, a land use analysis
evaluates the uses and development trends in the area that may be affected by a proposed action,
and determines whether that proposed action is compatible with those conditions or may affect
them. The analysis also considers the proposed action's compliance with, and effect on, the
area's land use and other applicable public policies.

As described in detail below, this analysis concludes that the project would not have a
significant adverse impact on land use, zoning or public policy.

B. METHODOLOGY

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a preliminary land use assessment, which includes a
basic description of existing and future land uses and public policy, should be provided for all
projects that would affect land use or public policy on a site, regardless of the project’s
anticipated effects. If the preliminary assessment cannot succinctly describe land use conditions
in the study area, or if a detailed assessment is required in the technical analyses of
socioeconomic conditions, neighborhood character, traffic and transportation, air quality, noise,
infrastructure, or hazardous materials, a detailed land use assessment is appropriate. A detailed
assessment involves a more thorough analysis of existing land uses within the project site’s
boundaries and the broader study area in light of changes proposed with the project.

The study area for this analysis of land use, zoning, and public policy encompasses the area
within 400 feet of the project site, the area in which the proposed project could reasonably be
expected to generate significant adverse impacts. The 400-foot study area is roughly bounded by
Lexington Avenue to the west, East 95th Street to the north, Second Avenue to the east, and East
90th Street to the south (see Figure A-1). Sources for this analysis include New York City
Department of City Planning (DCP) MapPLUTO data, New York City Department of Buildings
(DOB) data, and field surveys conducted by AKRF in September 2012.

C. EXISTING CONDITIONS

Existing land use conditions, patterns, and trends are described below for the project site and the
study area. This is followed by a discussion of zoning and public policy for these areas.
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LAND USE

PROJECT SITE

The project site is located on a through-block lot on the block bounded by Third Avenue to the
west, East 93rd Street to the north, Second Avenue to the east, and East 92nd Street to the south
(Block 1538, Lot 10). The project site is currently an unused former recreation facility
permanently closed to the public, with a lot area of approximately 32,025 square feet (sf). The
project lot is encircled by a high metal fence.

STUDY AREA

As shown in Figure A-1, the area within 400 feet of the project site consists primarily of multi-
family apartment buildings. In addition to the project site, Block 1538 includes, on the eastern
end of the block, the Ruppert Houses, a multi-family apartment complex consisting of three
residential towers enclosing outdoor recreational space, and a 3-story office building with
ground-level retail uses on the western end of the block. The blocks immediately to the south of
the project site are occupied by two large residential complexes, Ruppert Yorkville Towers and
Knickerbocker Plaza—comprising three40- to 42-story towers with ground level retail uses on
the Second and Third Avenue frontages, and Ruppert Park. The block immediately to the north
also contains large residential complexes, Carnegie Park (30 stories) and Astor Terrace (32
stories), with ground level retail on the Second and Third Avenue frontages. Both complexes
feature private outdoor recreational space, including planting and seating areas. The blocks in
the northern and eastern portions of the study area are also primarily residential, but lower-
density in nature, consisting largely of 5- to 10-story apartment buildings. Most of the buildings
with frontages on Second and Third Avenue also include ground-level retail uses.

ZONING

PROJECT SITE

The project site is located in a C4-6 zoning district (see Figure A-2). C4-6 districts are primarily
located in high-density areas of Manhattan, and allow for a mix of commercial and residential
uses. Commercial development is allowed up to a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 3.4, while
residential development is allowed up to an FAR of 10.0, with bonus FAR provided for projects
that participate in the Inclusionary Housing (IH) program or provide a public plaza (see Table
A-1).

Ruppert Brewery Large Scale Residential Development Plan

The project site is included in a Large Scale Residential Development (LSRD) associated with
the Ruppert Brewery Urban Renewal Plan.! LSRDs are projects in residence districts and limited
commercial districts located on large zoning lots or on multiple zoning lots that are subject to
individual review and approval by the New York City Planning Commission (CPC). Under
provisions in the New York City Zoning Resolution (ZR), CPC may modify the underlying
zoning regulations to allow for greater flexibility in the siting of bulk and open space within the
LSRD.

' The Ruppert Brewery Urban Renewal Plan expired in 2008 and is no longer in force.
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Table A-1
Zoning Districts in the Study Area
Zoning District Maximum FAR! Uses/Zone Type

3.4 commercial
10.0 residential®
C4-6 10.0 community facility Mixed-use district
2.0 commercial
10.0 residential®
C1-9 10.0 community facility Mixed-use district
2.0 commercial
10.0 residential®

C2-8 10.0 community facility Mixed-use district
0.94-6.02 residential
R8 6.5 community facility General residential district
4.0 residential
R8B 5.1 community facility4 Contextual residential district
2.0 manufacturing or commercial | | jght manufacturing and most commercial
M1-4 6.5 community facility uses; residential uses not permitted.
Notes: 1. FAR is a measure of density establishing the amount of development allowed in proportion to the base

lot area. For example, a lot of 10,000 sf with a FAR of 1 has an allowable building area of 10,000 sf. The
same lot with an FAR of 10 has an allowable building area of 100,000 sf.
2. Increase in FAR allowed with IH bonus or public plaza bonus
3. Increase in FAR allowed with IH bonus
4. Maximum of 5.1 FAR for community facilities permitted for R8B districts in Manhattan Community Board 8
onlySources:New York City Zoning Resolution

The project site is designated Site 4A in the Ruppert Brewery LSRD, which consists of the four
blocks located between East 90th Street and East 94th Street, from Third Avenue to Second
Avenue. In the original LSRD plan, approved by CPC in 1971, the project site was part of a tract
of land reserved for a high school. When it was determined that a high school was no longer
needed in the area, the LSRD was amended to convert this tract of land to “park-like open
space” under private ownership for the use of the LSRD’s residents, thus assigning the site with
zero floor area.' The obligation to provide an open space amenity for the area on the project site
(Site 4A) expired in July 2008, coterminous with the expiration of the Ruppert Brewery Urban
Renewal Plan. While the URP is now expired, the LSRD continues to govern permitted floor
area and minimum open space requirements within the LSRD. Any modifications to Site 4A,
including those that would result in a development that complies with the underlying zoning
regulations, would require an amendment to the LSRD’s floor area and other zoning data for
Site 4A, as well as other corresponding adjustments to the zoning summary chart for the entire
LSRD.

STUDY AREA

In addition to the C4-6 zoning district described above, the study area consists primarily of
zoning districts that allow for similar mixed-use developments. This includes C1-9 and C2-8
districts located immediately to the west, south, and east. R8 and R8B districts, which allow a
similar level of residential and community facility development but do not allow commercial
use, are located further to the west and north of the project site. The northern portion of the study

''cpc resolution, ULURP no. C810178 HUM (June 16, 1982, cal. No. 109)
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area also includes an M1-4 district along East 94th Street. M1-4 districts are intended for areas
with light manufacturing uses such as warehouses or repair shops, and do not allow residential
use (see Table A-1).

PUBLIC POLICY

No public policies are applicable to the project site or to the study area.

D. THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT

LAND USE

PROJECT SITE

Without the proposed project, the project site would remain undeveloped and closed to the
public.

STUDY AREA

There is one project in the 400-foot study area that is currently under construction and
anticipated to be complete by 2015. The project, located at 1676 Third Avenue (Block 1522, Lot
40), is for a 5-story building with two residential units. No other changes are anticipated to the
composition of the study area, which will remain a mix of large-scale mixed-use buildings to the
north and south of the project site, with lower density residential buildings located to the west.

ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY

No changes to zoning or applicable public policies are expected on the project site or in the 400-
foot study area in the No Action condition. Existing zoning regulations, including the LSRD,
and public policies are expected to remain in effect.

E. THE FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT

LAND USE

PROJECT SITE

With the proposed modification to the LSRD, the project site would be developed with a 36-
story mixed-use building with residential units, a health club, a private school, accessory
parking, and a small amount of retail. The proposed building would be located on the western
portion of the project site, covering a footprint of approximately 18,950 gross square feet (gsf).
The proposed project includes an approximately 10,679 gsf publicly accessible plaza and
approximately 2,111 sf of additional open space located on the eastern portion of the project site.
Through provisions in the underlying C4-6 zoning regulations, which allow for an increase in
FAR with the addition of Inclusionary Housing or a public plaza, the proposed public plaza
would generate an additional 64,050 zoning square feet (zsf) of space that would be included in
the proposed building. The proposed building would have a total of approximately 462,091 gsf
of space, of which 351,203 gsf would be residential space (approximately 290 residential units).
The residential space would be accessible through an entrance lobby located on East 92nd Street.
The health club would be accessible through a separate entrance on East 92nd Street.
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The proposed building would include approximately 33,448 gsf of health club use on the first,
fifth, and sixth floors; a K-8 private school approximately 61,589 gsf in size on the cellar
through fourth floors; approximately 80 accessory parking spaces on the cellar level;
approximately 1,007 gsf of retail use at grade, adjacent to the public p  laza;and approximately
351,203 gsf (approximately 290 units) of residential use above. A portion of the proposed
residential units would be designated as affordable. In total, the proposed building would be
approximately 462,091 gsf (384,300 zoning floor area) and approximately 36 stories (426°9”
feet) tall. The proposed private school would have approximately 350 seats and 125 faculty and
staff members. It is expected that an approximately 10,679 gsf publicly accessible plaza and
approximately 2,111 sf of additional open space would be developed on the site, and that the
school would have an approximately 2,290 gsf playyard on a third-floor terrace.

The school in the proposed building would occupy space on the first through fourth floors as
well as the cellar, totaling 61,589 gsf. The school would have approximately 350 student seats
and 125 faculty and staff members. A separate entrance for the school would be located on East
93rd Street; the school would also have an approximately 2,290 gsf playyard on a third-floor
terrace. The proposed building would also contain a garage with approximately 80 accessory
parking spaces accessed through an entrance on East 92nd Street.

STUDY AREA

The proposed modification to the LSRD would be applicable to the project site only, and would
not affect any other site in the study area. Land uses in the study area would remain a mix of
large-scale mixed-use buildings to the north and south of the project site, with lower density
residential buildings located to the west.

ZONING

PROJECT SITE

The zoning on the project site would remain a C4-6 district. The proposed building would be built to
the maximum basic FAR of 10 and would utilize the maximum plaza bonus of 2, for a total of 12
FAR, and would fully comply with the regulations of the underlying C4-6 zoning district.

Ruppert Brewery Large Scale Residential Development Plan

The proposed action would amend the Ruppert Brewery LSRD to remove the project site’s
designation as privately owned “park-like open space” to allow for the proposed development as
described above. Subject to the approval of CPC, the proposed amendment would designate the
project site as a development parcel which would conform to the regulations of the underlying C4-6
zoning district; no modifications to the underlying zoning are required for the proposed project.

STUDY AREA

Zoning in the study area would not be affected, and would remain a combination of residential
and mixed-use districts.

PUBLIC POLICY

The proposed project would require a modification to the LSRD Tables I, II, and II and to the
General Site Plan for the LSRD. No other changes to public policy on the project site or in the
study area would be made.
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CONCLUSION

The proposed actions would allow for the redevelopment of vacant land formerly used as
publicly accessible private open space with a mixed-use building that conforms to the land use
patterns of the surrounding area. The proposed project would have no impact on land use,
zoning, or public policy in the area. *



Attachment B: Open Space

A. INTRODUCTION

This attachment examines the proposed project’s potential effects on open space resources.
“Open space” is defined by the 2012 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical
Manual as “publicly or privately owned land that is publicly accessible and operates, functions,
or is available for leisure, play, or sport, or set aside for the protection and/or enhancement of the
natural environment.” An open space analysis under CEQR focuses on officially designated
existing or planned public open spaces, and is conducted to determine whether a proposed
project would have a direct impact resulting from the elimination or alteration of open space, or
an indirect impact resulting from overtaxing available open space. There are different thresholds
for an open space assessment, depending on whether a project site is located in an area of the
city that has been identified as underserved or well served by open space. For areas of the city
that have not been identified as underserved or well served by open space, an assessment is
conducted when a project would generate 200 or more residents or 500 or more workers. When a
project meets or exceeds the threshold for analysis, the CEQR Technical Manual suggests that a
preliminary assessment be used to determine the need for a more detailed open space analysis. If
the preliminary assessment indicates the need for further analysis, then a detailed analysis of
open space is performed.

The project site is not located in an area of the city that has been identified as underserved or
well served by open space. The proposed project would result in approximately 290 residential
units and approximately 505 new residents at the project site (based on the average household
size of 1.74 persons per household for Manhattan census tract 154, which includes the project
site).! Therefore, a preliminary assessment is provided below to examine the effects of the added
population on the active and passive public open spaces in the study area and to determine
whether the population increase would significantly affect local open spaces. The proposed
project would generate fewer than 500 workers, and thus an assessment of potential effects on
the non-residential (worker) population is not warranted. This chapter assesses existing
conditions (both users and resources) and compares conditions in the future (by 2015) both with
and without the proposed project, to determine the potential for open space impacts.

As described in greater detail below, while the amount of open space available to residents in the
study area is and would remain below the City’s planning guidelines, the open space ratios
would not decrease by more than one percent and would not drop below 0.15 acres of passive
open space per 1,000 residents. Furthermore, the proposed project would increase the ratio of
total open space per 1,000 residents slightly (by less than one percent) with the inclusion of the
proposed publicly accessible plaza, which would be approximately 10,679 gross square feet
(gsf) in size, and the proposed approximately 2,111 sf of additional open space. In summary, the
proposed project would not meet the CEQR Technical Manual’s thresholds for a detailed

''U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census
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analysis, and would not result in a significant adverse impact on open space resources in the
study area.

B. METHODOLOGY

This analysis of potential open space impacts was conducted based on the methodology of the CEQR
Technical Manual. According to CEQR guidelines, the first step in this analysis is to establish a
study area. Study areas are generally delineated based on a reasonable travel distance a person would
walk to reach a neighborhood open space. Residents are assumed to walk about 20 minutes (about a
»-mile distance) to reach their passive and active neighborhood open spaces. Therefore, a study area
was established that includes all census tracts that have at least 50 percent of their area within 2-
mile of the project site (Manhattan census tracts 144.02, 146.01, 146.02, 148.01, 148.02, 150.01,
150.02, 152, 154, 156.01, 156.02, 158.01, 158.02, 160.01, 160.02, 164, and 166). This study area is
roughly bounded by East 105th Street on the north, East 84th Street on the south, the East River on
the east, and Fifth Avenue on the west (see Figure B-1).

INVENTORY OF OPEN SPACE RESOURCES

Publicly accessible open spaces and recreational facilities in the study area were inventoried to
determine their size, character, utilization, amenities, and condition. The inventory includes only
open spaces that are accessible to the general public. The information used for this analysis was
gathered through field studies conducted in October 2012 on weekdays and from the New York
City Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) website and other agency websites, as well as
from New York City DoITT GIS data and planning studies.

The acreage of active and passive space is determined for each open space. In making this
determination, active open space acreage is considered to be used for recreational pursuits such as
jogging, field sports, and children’s play. Active open space amenities include basketball courts,
athletic fields, and play equipment. Passive open space is considered to be used for recreational
pursuits such as strolling, reading, sunbathing, and people-watching. Some spaces, such as lawns and
public esplanades, can provide both active and passive recreational opportunities, since they can be
used for passive activities such as sitting or strolling, and active uses such as jogging or biking. Based
on the methodologies of the CEQR Technical Manual, uses and the amount of space dedicated to each
type of use at each open space were determined based on field observations. In some cases,
assumptions were made following the guidelines in the CEQR Technical Manual.

For determining utilization, open spaces with less than 25 percent of the space or equipment
observed as in use during the field investigation were categorized as low usage; spaces with 25
to 75 percent utilization were classified as moderate usage; and those with over 75 percent
utilization were considered heavily used.

In addition to the open spaces located within the study area, open spaces falling outside the study
area were considered qualitatively in this analysis. These spaces provide additional open space
resources and are likely to be used by the study area residents.

ADEQUACY OF OPEN SPACE RESOURCES

COMPARISON TO GUIDELINES

The adequacy of the study area open space is quantitatively assessed using a ratio of usable open
space acreage to the study area population—referred to as the open space ratio. To assess the

B-2



\ / o 98»9//00

Gsr s <ep

Ll SSH

. . 0
[ 1 Project Site T T T T

—— == Study Area Boundary
(1/2-Mile Perimeter)

: Study Area Census Tracts

= = = = (ensus Tracts Partially within 1/2-Mile Perimeter

Open Space Study Area

203-205 East 92nd Street Figure B-1






Attachment B: Open Space

adequacy of open space resources, open space ratios are compared with planning goals set by the
New York City Department of City Planning (DCP). Although these ratios are not meant to
determine whether a proposed action might have a significant adverse impact on open space
resources, they do provide a quantitative measure for determining potential impacts. For
residential open space assessments, a ratio of 2.5 acres per 1,000 residents represents the City’s
open space planning goal. Ideally, this would consist of 0.50 acres of passive space and 2.0 acres
of active open space per 1,000 residents. As noted above, these goals are often not feasible for
many City neighborhoods and they do not constitute an impact threshold, but rather provide
benchmarks for determining open space adequacy.

IMPACT ASSESSMENT

The significance of a proposed project’s effects on an area’s open spaces is determined using both
qualitative and quantitative factors, as compared to conditions in the future without the project
(the No-Action condition). With respect to quantified impact thresholds, the CEQR Technical
Manual suggests that a project may result in a significant adverse open space impact if:

e There would be a direct displacement/alteration of existing open space within the study area
that has a significant adverse effect on existing users, unless the proposed project would
provide a comparable replacement (size, usability, and quality) within the study area; or

e The project would reduce open space ratios by more than 5 percent in areas that are
currently below the City’s median community district open space ratio of 1.5 acres per 1,000
residents. In areas that are extremely lacking in open space, a reduction as small as one
percent may be considered significant.

The proposed project would not remove or alter any existing publicly accessible open spaces,
and therefore would not result in any significant adverse direct open space impacts. Because the
proposed project would introduce new residents to the study area, the quantitative analysis
determines whether the proposed project would reduce the open space ratio for residents within
the study area by more than 5 percent.

C. EXISTING CONDITIONS

STUDY AREA POPULATION

According to the 2010 census, the residential population of the 17 census tracts within the study
area is 94,563 people.

STUDY AREA OPEN SPACES

There are 14 publicly accessible open spaces and recreational resources currently operating within
the "4-mile open space study area.' Table B-1 identifies these resources, and Figure B-2 illustrates
their locations in the study area. These open spaces include public open spaces, and privately-
owned spaces that are open to the public. Altogether, the publicly accessible open space resources

! The project site was disposed of to the current owner in 1983 with the obligation of providing to an open
space amenity for the area; this agreement expired in 2008 coterminous with the expiration of the
Ruppert Brewery Urban Renewal Plan. Currently, the project site is an unused former recreation facility
permanently closed to the public, encircled by a high metal fence.
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in the residential study area total approximately 47.61 acres, of which approximately 24.39 acres
are for passive recreation and approximately 23.44 acres are for active recreational activities. The
study area contains the Park Avenue Malls, planting areas located on the median of Park Avenue
between East 83rd Street and East 97th Street. Only one portion of the Park Avenue Malls contains
recreational space (i.e. seating areas); therefore, per the guidelines of the CEQR Technical Manual,
only this portion is included in the quantitative analysis. In addition, a portion of two larger open
spaces, Central Park and the East River Esplanade, falls within the study area’s boundaries. For
these resources, only the portion that lies within the study area is accounted for in the available
public open space acreage. These resources are also addressed in the qualitative assessment.

Table B-1
Existing Publicly Accessible Open Space Inventory
Fig. Total Condition/
Ref * Name/Address | Owner/ Agency Features Acres | Active | Passive [ Utilization
Conservatory, meadow, playing
field, playground, planting
areas, running/biking path,
1 Central Park DPR benches 18.82 9.41 9.41 Good/High
East River
2 Esplanade DPR Benches, running/biking path 1.90 0.95 0.95 Fair/Moderate
DeKovats
3 Playground DPR Benches, playground 0.70 0.61 0.09 [ Good/Moderate
Marx Brothers
4 Playground DPR Benches, playing field 1.49 1.30 0.19 Fair/Low
Seating, field house,
playground, basketball &
Stanley M. Isaacs handball courts, inline skating
5 Playground DPR rink 1.23 0.98 0.25 Good/Low
Blake Hobbs Benches, basketball & handball
6 Playground DPR courts, playground 1.00 0.90 0.10 Fair/Low
Planting areas, benches,
7 Cherry Tree Park DPR basketball courts, playground 0.95 0.71 0.24 Good/High
Samuel Seabury Playground, planting areas,
8 Playground DPR benches, courts 0.79 0.71 0.08 Good/High
Gracie Mansion, benches,
walkways, playground, dog run,
planting areas, basketball court,
9 Carl Schurz Park DPR inline skating rink 14.94 3.74 11.20 | Good/Moderate
Playing fields, basketball courts,
10 Asphalt Green DPR picnic area 4.35 3.81 0.54 | Good/Moderate
Sunshine Gazebos, benches,
11 Playground DPR playgrounds, planting areas 0.24 0.06 0.18 Fair/Low
Benches, seating areas,
playground equipment, planting
12 Ruppert Park DPR areas 1.00 0.25 0.75 | Good/Moderate
Benches, seating ledges,
13 Park Avenue Mall DPR planting areas 0.21 0 0.21 Good/Moderate
Monterey Public Related 96th Benches, planting areas,
14 Garden Street Associates walkways 0.20 0 0.20 Excellent/Low
Study Area Total| 47.82 | 23.44 24.39
Notes: *See Figure B-1 for location of open spaces.

Sources: DPR open space data base; AKRF, Inc. field surveys, October 2012.
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ADEQUACY OF OPEN SPACE RESOURCES

With a total of 47.82 acres of open space (of which 23.44 are for active use and 24.39 are for
passive use) and a total residential population of 94,563, the study area has an overall open space
ratio of 0.506 acres per 1,000 residents (see Table B-3). This is below DCP’s planning guideline
of 2.5 acres of open space per 1,000 residents. However, the project site is not located in an area
identified by DPR as underserved by open space.

D. THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT

STUDY AREA POPULATION

PROJECT SITE

No changes to the project site are anticipated in the No Action condition. In the future without
the proposed project, the project site would remain vacant.

STUDY AREA

Six residential development projects are anticipated to be built within and adjacent to the 1/2—
mile study area by 2015. These projects are listed in Table B-2, and Figure B-3 shows their
locations. These projects contain a total of 536 new dwelling units. Assuming a rate of 1.74
residents per dwelling unit, the projects will introduce approximately 933 new residents to the
study area. Therefore, the residential population of the study area will increase to 95,496 people
in the No Action condition.

Table B-2
Planned Projects Within or Near the 1/2-Mile Study Area
Figure Residents
Ref. No. Location Dwelling Units Generated* Build Year
1 1676 Third Avenue 2 4 2013
2 301 East 99th Street (HHC) 176 306 2015
3 148 East 98th Street 11 19 2015
4 213 East 99th Street (PS 109) 90 157 2014
5 1918 1st Avenue (HHC Draper Hall) 168 292 2015
6 203 East 104th Street (Harlem RBI) 89 155 2015
Total New Residents 933
Notes: "Based on a rate of 1.74 residents per dwelling unit (average household size of Manhattan census tract 154,
2010 Census)
Sources: New York City Department of Buildings; New York City Department of City Planning

STUDY AREA OPEN SPACES

No changes to the existing open spaces in the study area or creation of new open spaces are
anticipated in the No Action condition. Available open space in the study area will remain 47.82
acres as shown in Table B-1 above, with 23.44 acres for active use and 24.39 acres for passive
use.
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ADEQUACY OF OPEN SPACE RESOURCES

The open space ratio in the study area will decrease incrementally in the No Action condition,
and will remain below the City’s planning goal. With a total residential population of 95,496 people
and 47.82 acres of open space, the total open space ratio would decrease to 0.501 acres per 1,000
residents, below DCP’s recommended 2.5 acres per 1,000 residents (see Table B-3).

E. THE FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT

STUDY AREA POPULATION

As described in the EAS project description, the proposed project would allow for the
construction of an approximately 462,091 gross square feet (gsf) mixed-use building containing
approximately 290 dwelling units. At a rate of 1.74 residents per dwelling unit, the proposed
project would add approximately 505 residents to the study area. Therefore, combined with the
projects described in the No Action condition, the residential population of the study area will
increase to 96,001 persons in the future with the proposed project.

STUDY AREA OPEN SPACES

The proposed project includes the creation of an approximately 10,679 gsf public plaza and
approximately 2,111 sf of additional open space (approximately 0.29 acres of passive open
space) that would conform to DCP’s design and operational standards for a privately-owned
public plaza. Therefore, the total available open space in the study area would increase to 42.11
acres in the future with the proposed project.

ADEQUACY OF OPEN SPACE RESOURCES

With the proposed project, the open space ratio in the residential study area would increase
slightly as compared to the No Action condition. While the active open space ratio would
decrease slightly (by less than one percent), the passive open space ratio would increase slightly
due to the provision of a public plaza as part of the proposed project. The total open space ratio
will remain below DCP’s planning guideline of 2.5 acres per 1,000 residents (see Table B-3).

Table B-3
Adequacy of Open Space Resources
Open Space Ratios

Total Open Space Acreage Per 1,000 Residents DCP Open Space Guidelines
Population Total | Active | Passive Total | Active | Passive | Total |Active| Passive
Existing Conditions

94563 | 4782 | 2344 | 2439 | 0506 | 0248 | 0258 | 25 | 20 | 05
No Action Condition

95496 | 4782 | 2344 | 2439 | 0501 | 0245 | 0255 | 25 | 20 | o5
Future with Proposed Project

96,001 | 48.11 23.44 | 24.68 0.501 0.244 0.257 2.5 2.0 0.5

Percent Change +0.08% | -0.53% [ +0.66%
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QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT

While the quantitative analysis indicates that the open space ratios in the study area are and
would remain below the City’s planning guidelines, those ratios do not account for the total
recreational and open space available to residents in the study area, including residents
introduced to the area with the proposed project. In particular, the ratios only include the
portions of Central Park and the East River Esplanade that fall within the study area boundary.
Both of these open space resources are extensive and include a large amount of space within a
reasonable walking distance for study area residents and in particular offer considerable space
for active recreational activities such as biking or running. Furthermore, the study area includes
several residential complexes operated by the New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA),
including the George Washington Houses, the Lexington Houses, and the Stanley M. Issacs
Houses. These complexes include open space resources maintained by NYCHA that are not
included in the quantitative analysis. These open space resources—which include walkways,
seating areas, and playgrounds—serve the open space needs of the complexes’ residents as well
as residents of surrounding blocks. Similarly, the large residential complexes adjacent to the
project site and on the blocks immediately north and south of the project site, feature private
open space (including seating areas and playgrounds) that provide recreational space for those
complexes’ residents.

The proposed project includes a private school with approximately 350 students and
approximately 125 faculty and staff members. An approximately 2,290 play yard would be
developed for the school on the building’s third-floor terrace. The play yard would not be
available to the residents on the project site or to the public, but would serve the primary open
space needs of the school’s students, faculty, and staff members.

In summary, while the amount of open space available to residents in the study area is and
would remain below the City’s planning guidelines, the open space ratios would not decrease by
more than one percent and would not drop below 0.15 acres of open space per 1,000 residents.
Furthermore, the proposed project would increase the ratio of total open space per 1,000
residents slightly (by less than one percent) with the inclusion of the proposed public plaza,
which would be approximately 10,679 gross square feet (gsf) in size, and the proposed
additional approximately 2,111 sf of open space. The play yard to be developed for the proposed
school would fulfill the open space needs of the school’s students, faculty, and staff members. In
summary, the proposed project would not meet the CEQR Technical Manual’s thresholds for a
detailed analysis, and would not result in a significant adverse impact on open space resources in
the study area. *
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A. INTRODUCTION

This attachment examines whether the proposed project would cast new shadows on any
sunlight-sensitive publicly accessible resources or other resources of concern, and assesses the
potential effects of any such new shadows. Sunlight-sensitive resources of concern include
publicly accessible open spaces, important natural features such as water bodies, and sunlight-
dependent features of historic and cultural resources.

According to the 2012 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, a
shadows assessment is required if the proposed project would result in structures (or additions to
existing structures) of 50 feet or more, or if the project site is located adjacent to, or across the
street from, a sunlight-sensitive resource. The proposed building would reach a maximum height
(including rooftop bulkhead) of approximately 426° 9” feet, and therefore, a shadow analysis is
warranted.

The analysis showed that six sunlight-sensitive resources would receive project-generated
incremental shadow at certain times of year. The analysis concluded that, given the limited
frequency (with respect to season), brief durations and small extents of incremental shadow on
these resources, no significant adverse shadow impacts would be expected to occur.

B. DEFINITIONS AND METHODOLOGY

This analysis has been prepared in accordance with New York City Environmental Quality
Review (CEQR) procedures and follows the guidelines of the 2012 CEQR Technical Manual.

DEFINITIONS

Incremental shadow is the additional, or new, shadow that a structure resulting from a
proposed project would cast on a sunlight-sensitive resource.

Sunlight-sensitive resources are those resources that depend on sunlight or for which direct
sunlight is necessary to maintain the resource’s usability or architectural integrity. Such
resources generally include:

e Public open space (e.g. parks, beaches, playgrounds, plazas, schoolyards, greenways,
landscaped medians with seating). Planted areas within unused portions of roadbeds that are
part of the Greenstreets program are also considered sunlight-sensitive resources.

e Features of architectural resources that depend on sunlight for their enjoyment by the
public. Only the sunlight-sensitive features need be considered, as opposed to the entire
resource. Such sunlight-sensitive features might include: design elements that depend on the
contrast between light and dark (e.g. recessed balconies, arcades, deep window reveals);
elaborate, highly carved ornamentation; stained glass windows; historic landscapes and
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scenic landmarks; and features for which the effect of direct sunlight is described as playing
a significant role in the structure’s importance as a historic landmark.

e Natural resources where the introduction of shadows could alter the resource’s condition or
microclimate. Such resources could include surface water bodies, wetlands, or designated
resources such as coastal fish and wildlife habitats.

Non-sunlight-sensitive resources include, for the purposes of CEQR:

o City streets and sidewalks (except Greenstreets);

e Private open space (e.g. front and back yards, stoops, vacant lots, and any private, non-
publicly accessible open space);

e Project-generated open space cannot experience a significant adverse shadow impact from
the project, according to CEQR, because without the project the open space would not exist.
However, a qualitative discussion of shadows on the project-generated open space should be
included in the analysis.

A significant adverse shadow impact occurs when the incremental shadow added by a
proposed project falls on a sunlight-sensitive resource and substantially reduces or completely
eliminates direct sunlight, thereby significantly altering the public’s use of the resource or
threatening the viability of vegetation or other resources. Each case must be considered on its
own merits based on the extent and duration of new shadow and an analysis of the resource’s
sensitivity to reduced sunlight.

METHODOLOGY

Following the guidelines of the 2012 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical
Manual, a preliminary screening assessment must first be conducted to ascertain whether a
project’s shadow could reach any sunlight-sensitive resources at any time of year. The
preliminary screening assessment consists of three tiers of analysis. The first tier determines a
simple radius around the proposed building representing the longest shadow that could be cast. If
there are sunlight-sensitive resources within this radius, the analysis proceeds to the second tier,
which reduces the area that could be affected by project shadow by accounting for the fact that
shadows can never be cast between a certain range of angles south of the project site due to the
path of the sun through the sky at the latitude of New York City.

If the second tier of analysis does not eliminate the possibility of new shadows on sunlight-
sensitive resources, a third tier of screening analysis further refines the area that could be
reached by project shadow by looking at specific representative days in each season and
determining the maximum extent of shadow over the course of each representative day.

If the third tier of analysis does not eliminate the possibility of new shadows on sunlight-
sensitive resources, a detailed shadow analysis is required to determine the extent and duration
of the incremental shadow resulting from the project. The detailed analysis provides the data
needed to assess the shadow impacts. The effects of the new shadows on the sunlight-sensitive
resources are described, and their degree of significance is considered. The results of the
analysis and assessment are documented with graphics, a table of incremental shadow durations,
and narrative text.

C-2
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C. PRELIMINARY SCREENING ASSESSMENT

A base map was developed using Geographic Information Systems (GIS)' showing the location
of the proposed project and the surrounding street layout (see Figure C-1). In coordination with
the land use, open space, and historic and cultural resources assessments presented in other
sections of this Environmental Assessment Statement, potential sunlight-sensitive resources
were identified and shown on the map.

TIER 1 SCREENING ASSESSMENT

For the Tier 1 assessment, the longest shadow that the proposed structure could cast is
calculated, and, using this length as the radius, a perimeter is drawn around the project site.
Anything outside this perimeter representing the longest possible shadow could never be
affected by project generated shadow, while anything inside the perimeter needs additional
assessment.

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, the longest shadow that a structure can cast at the
latitude of New York City occurs on December 21, the winter solstice, at the start of the analysis
day at 8:51 AM, and is equal to 4.3 times the height of the structure.

Therefore, at a maximum height of approximately 426 9” feet above curb level, including the
rooftop bulkhead, the proposed building could cast a shadow up to 1,835 feet in length (426 9”
x 4.3). Using this length as the radius, a perimeter was drawn around the proposed building
footprint (see Figure C-1). A number of sun-sensitive resources lay within the perimeter or
longest shadow study area, and therefore the next tier of screening assessment was conducted.

TIER 2 SCREENING ASSESSMENT

Because of the path that the sun travels across the sky in the northern hemisphere, no shadow
can be cast in a triangular area south of any given project site. In New York City this area lies
between -108 and +108 degrees from true north. Figure C-1 illustrates this triangular area south
of the project site. The complementing area to the north within the longest shadow study area
represents the remaining area that could potentially experience new project generated shadow.

Nineteen publicly accessible parks and plazas were located within the remaining longest shadow
study area, as well as a very small portion of the East River, an important natural feature. There
were no sunlight-dependent features of cultural or historic resources within the remaining study
area.

Table C-1 lists the 20 sunlight-sensitive resources in the study area, as well as one historic
resource with sunlight-dependent features that lies within the area south of the project site,
where no shadow could be cast by the proposed project.

' Software: Esri ArcGIS 10.1; Data: New York City Department of Information Technology and
Telecommunications (DoITT) and other City agencies, and AKRF site visits.

C-3



203-205 East 92nd Street EAS

Table C-1
Sunlight-sensitive Resources
Fig.
Ref.* Name/Address Features Condition/ Utilization
OPEN SPACES
Hunter College Campus School
1 schoolyard Playground, ball courts Good/High
2 40 East 94th Street plaza Planting areas, seating Good/Moderate
3 Park Avenue Mall Benches, seating ledges, planting areas Good/Moderate
4 Samuel Seabury Playground Playground, planting areas, benches, courts Good/High
5 P.S. 198 schoolyard Playground Good/High
6 Monterey Public Garden Benches, planting areas, walkways Excellent/Low
182 East 95th St. (Highgate) residential
7 plaza Planting areas, seating Good/Moderate
205 East 95th St. (Normandie Court)
8 residential plaza Planting areas, seating Good/Low
NYCHA Washington Houses open
9 spaces Planting areas, benches Good/Low
NYCHA Washington Houses
10 playground Playground Good/Low
Planting areas, benches, basketball courts,
11 Cherry Tree Park playground Good/High
235 East 95th St. (Normandie Court) Inaccessible and obscured at
12 residential plaza Planting areas, seating, water feature site visit due to construction
13 Marx Brothers Playground Benches, playing field Fair/Low
301 East 94th St. (Marmara) residential Inaccessible and obscured at
14 plaza None site visit due to construction
15 300 East 93rd St. plaza Planting areas, seating, water feature Good/Low
16 345 East 93rd St. plaza Planting areas, seating Good/Moderate
NYCHA Stanley M. Isaacs Houses
17 open spaces Benches, playground Good/Low
Seating, field house, playground, basketball &
18 Stanley M. Isaacs Playground handball courts, inline skating rink Good/Low
19 East River Esplanade Benches, running/biking path Fair/Moderate
NATURAL FEATURES
20 | East River | N/A | N/A
HISTORIC RESOURCES WITH SUNLIGHT-SENSITIVE FEATURES
21 | Church of the Holy Trinity N/A N/A
Notes: *See Figure C-1 for location of open spaces.
Sources: DPR and Citywide GIS open space data base; AKRF, Inc. field surveys, October/November 2012

TIER 3 SCREENING ASSESSMENT

The direction and length of shadows vary throughout the course of the day and also differ
depending on the season. In order to determine whether project-generated shadow could fall on a
sunlight-sensitive resource, three-dimensional (3D) computer mapping software' is used in the
Tier 3 assessment to calculate and display the proposed project’s shadows on individual
representative days of the year. A computer model was developed containing three-dimensional
representations of the elements in the base map used in the preceding assessments, the

! MicroStation V8i (SELECTSeries 3)
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topographic information of the study area, and a reasonable worst-case three-dimensional
representation of the proposed project.

REPRESENTATIVE DAYS FOR ANALYSIS

Following the guidance of the CEQR Technical Manual, shadows on the summer solstice (June
21), winter solstice (December 21) and spring and fall equinoxes (March 21 and September 21,
which are approximately the same in terms of shadow patterns) are modeled, to represent the
range of shadows over the course of the year. An additional representative day during the
growing season is also modeled, generally the day halfway between the summer solstice and the
equinoxes, i.e. May 6 or August 6, which have approximately the same shadow patterns.

TIMEFRAME WINDOW OF ANALYSIS

The shadow assessment considers shadows occurring between one and a half hours after sunrise
and one and a half hours before sunset. At times earlier or later than this timeframe window of
analysis, the sun is down near the horizon and the sun’s rays reach the earth at very tangential
angles, diminishing the amount of solar energy and producing shadows that are very long, move
fast, and generally blend with shadows from existing structures until the sun reaches the horizon
and sets. Consequently, shadows occurring outside the timeframe window of analysis are not
considered significant under CEQR, and their assessment is not required.

TIER 3 SCREENING ASSESSMENT RESULTS

Figures C-2 to C-5 illustrate the range of shadows that would occur, in the absence of
intervening buildings, from the proposed building on the four representative days for analysis.
As the shadows move east and clockwise over the landscape, they are shown occurring
approximately every two hours from the start of the analysis day (one and a half hours after
sunrise) to the end of the analysis day (one and a half hours before sunset).

On the March 21/September 21 analysis day would not reach any sunlight-sensitive resource in
the morning or mid-day. In the afternoon it would be long enough to pass across a portion of the
open-to-the-public plaza area of 235 East 95th Street (Normandie Court), absent intervening
buildings. At the end of the analysis day, it could reach the plaza area in front of 301 East 94th
Street (the Marmara) and the Marx Brothers Playground at East 96th Street and Second Avenue.

On the May 6/August 6 analysis day, the only sunlight-sensitive resource that could potentially
be reached by project-generated shadow would be the plaza at 301 East 94th Street.

On June 21, no sunlight-sensitive resources could be affected until late in the afternoon, when
the proposed building’s shadow could be long enough to reach the residential plazas at 300 East
93rd Street and 345 East 93rd Street, in the absence of intervening buildings. At the end of the
analysis day shadow would also be long enough to potentially reach the NYCHA Stanley Isaacs
Houses complex, specifically the two benches near the First Avenue entrances and the internal
playground.

On December 21, when shadows are longest, the proposed building’s shadow would be long
enough, absent intervening buildings, to reach a portion of the Hunter College Campus School
schoolyard and two blocks of the Park Avenue Mall in the morning; the Samuel Seabury
Playground, the P.S. 198 Playground, and the residential plazas at 182 East 95th Street and at
205 East 95th Street in the middle of the day; and the NYCHA Washington Houses complex in
the afternoon which contains an area of plantings, and a playground.
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In summary, the Tier 3 assessment concluded that the residential plaza at 301 East 94th Street
could potentially be reached in the afternoons of two analysis days, five other resources could be
reached on one analysis day—ecither March 21/September 21 or June 21—and eight other
resources could be reached on December 21 only. Therefore a detailed analysis was required to
determine the actual extent and duration of project-generated shadows on these resources given
existing shadows from intervening buildings. The other six resources listed in Table C-1 that
could not be reached by project-generated shadow on any of the four analysis days as shown in
the Tier 3 assessment required no further analysis.

D. DETAILED SHADOW ANALYSIS

For the detailed analysis, existing buildings were added to the 3D computer model to establish
the baseline or No Action condition. Shadows with the proposed building could then be
compared to shadows that already exist in the baseline condition, in order to identify any
incremental project-generated shadows on sunlight-sensitive resources. The purposed of the
detailed analysis is to determine the extent and duration of incremental shadows that fall on
sunlight-sensitive resources and to assess the effects of any such new shadows.

Three-dimensional representations of the existing buildings in the study area were developed
using data obtained from NYC DolITT, Sanborn maps, and photos taken during project site
visits, and were added to the three-dimensional model used in the Tier 3 assessment. Figure C-6
shows an overview of the 3D computer model used in the analysis.

Shadows are in constant movement. The computer simulation software produces an animation
showing the movement of shadows over the course of each analysis period. The analysis determines
the time when incremental shadow would enter each resource, and the time it would exit.

Shadow analyses were performed for each of the representative days and analysis periods
indicated in the Tier 3 assessment.

Table C-2 summarizes the entry and exit times and total duration of incremental shadows on
each affected sun-sensitive resource. Figures C-7 to C-12 document the results of the detailed
analysis by providing graphic representations from the computer animation of times when incremental
shadow would fall on a sun-sensitive resource. The figures illustrate the extent of additional,
incremental shadow at that moment in time, highlighted in red, and also show existing shadow and
remaining areas of sunlight. The incremental shadows are described below for each analysis day, and
the effects are then assessed by resource.

MARCH 21/SEPTEMBER 21

March is considered the beginning of the growing season in New York City, and September 21,
which has the same shadow patterns as March 21, is also within the growing season. Shadows
on March 21 and September 21 are of moderate length.

Shadow cast by the top of the proposed building would pass across a portion of the residential
plaza at 235 East 95th street (Normandie Court), located at the northwest corner of East 95th
Street and Second Avenue, between 3:10 PM and 3:40 PM. This plaza is large and open, and
some areas of the plaza would remain in sun during the 30 minutes when the new shadow would
pass across it (see Figure C-7). No other sunlight-sensitive resources would be affected by the
proposed project on this analysis day.
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Tier 3 Assessment - March 21/Sept. 21
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Tier 3 Assessment - May 6/August 6
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Tier 3 Assessment - June 21
203-205 East 92nd Street Figure C-4
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Tier 3 Assessment - December 21
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