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City Environmental Quality Review 

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

Part I: GENERAL INFORMATION 

PROJECT NAME  443 Greenwich Street - Parking Authorization  

1. Reference Numbers 
CEQR REFERENCE NUMBER (to be assigned by lead agency) 

 15DCP050M 

BSA REFERENCE NUMBER (if applicable) 

      

ULURP REFERENCE NUMBER (if applicable) 

N5005ZAM 

OTHER REFERENCE NUMBER(S) (if applicable)  

(e.g., legislative intro, CAPA)  P2014M0234 

2a. Lead Agency Information 
NAME OF LEAD AGENCY 

NYC Department of City Planning    

2b. Applicant Information 
NAME OF APPLICANT 

SGN 443 Greenwich Street Owner LLC 
NAME OF LEAD AGENCY CONTACT PERSON 

Robert Dobruskin 

NAME OF APPLICANT’S REPRESENTATIVE OR CONTACT PERSON 

John J Strauss, Compliance Solutions Services, LLC  

ADDRESS   22 Reade Street ADDRESS   434 West 20
th

 Street, Suite 8 

CITY  New York STATE  NY ZIP  10007 CITY  New York STATE  NY ZIP  10011 

TELEPHONE  212-720-3423 EMAIL  

rdobrus@planning.nyc.gov 
TELEPHONE  212-741-3432 EMAIL  jstrauss-

css@nyc.rr.com 

3. Action Classification and Type 

SEQRA Classification 

  UNLISTED        TYPE I: Specify Category (see 6 NYCRR 617.4 and NYC Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended):  617.4(b)(9)  

Action Type (refer to Chapter 2, “Establishing the Analysis Framework” for guidance) 

  LOCALIZED ACTION, SITE SPECIFIC                                LOCALIZED ACTION, SMALL AREA                     GENERIC ACTION 

4. Project Description 

The Applicant, SGN 443 Greenwich Street Fee Owner LLC, seeks an Authorization from the City Planning Commission pursuant to Section 13-442 of 

the NYC Zoning Resolution (ZR) to create a 15-space attended parking garage in the cellar of an existing building in the Manhattan core on Block 

222, Lot 1 in the Borough of Manhattan. 

Project Location 

BOROUGH  Manhattan COMMUNITY DISTRICT(S)  1 STREET ADDRESS  443-453 Greenwich Street 

TAX BLOCK(S) AND LOT(S)  Block 222, Lot 1      ZIP CODE  10013 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY BY BOUNDING OR CROSS STREETS  Corner lot bounded by Greenwich Street, Desbrosses Street, and Vestry 

Street 

EXISTING ZONING DISTRICT, INCLUDING SPECIAL ZONING DISTRICT DESIGNATION, IF ANY   C6-2A, 

Special Tribeca Mixed-Use District (TMU) Areas A5 and A6 

ZONING SECTIONAL MAP NUMBER  12a 

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

City Planning Commission:   YES              NO    UNIFORM LAND USE REVIEW PROCEDURE (ULURP)       

  CITY MAP AMENDMENT    ZONING CERTIFICATION   CONCESSION 

  ZONING MAP AMENDMENT    ZONING AUTHORIZATION   UDAAP 

  ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT   ACQUISITION—REAL PROPERTY    REVOCABLE CONSENT 

  SITE SELECTION—PUBLIC FACILITY    DISPOSITION—REAL PROPERTY   FRANCHISE 

  HOUSING PLAN & PROJECT    OTHER, explain:         

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

SPECIFY AFFECTED SECTIONS OF THE ZONING RESOLUTION  13-442  

Board of Standards and Appeals:    YES              NO 

  VARIANCE (use) 

  VARIANCE (bulk) 

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

SPECIFY AFFECTED SECTIONS OF THE ZONING RESOLUTION        

Department of Environmental Protection:    YES              NO            If “yes,” specify:                      

Other City Approvals Subject to CEQR (check all that apply) 
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  LEGISLATION   FUNDING OF CONSTRUCTION, specify:        

  RULEMAKING   POLICY OR PLAN, specify:        

  CONSTRUCTION OF PUBLIC FACILITIES     FUNDING OF PROGRAMS, specify:        

  384(b)(4) APPROVAL   PERMITS, specify:        

  OTHER, explain:        

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

  PERMITS FROM DOT’S OFFICE OF CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION 

AND COORDINATION (OCMC) 

  LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION APPROVAL 

  OTHER, explain:  Department of Buildings Approval 

State or Federal Actions/Approvals/Funding:    YES              NO            If “yes,” specify:        

6. Site Description:  The directly affected area consists of the project site and the area subject to any change in regulatory controls. Except 

where otherwise indicated, provide the following information with regard to the directly affected area.  

Graphics:  The following graphics must be attached and each box must be checked off before the EAS is complete.  Each map must clearly depict 

the boundaries of the directly affected area or areas and indicate a 400-foot radius drawn from the outer boundaries of the project site.  Maps may 

not exceed 11 x 17 inches in size and, for paper filings, must be folded to 8.5 x 11 inches. 

  SITE LOCATION MAP    ZONING MAP   SANBORN OR OTHER LAND USE MAP 

  TAX MAP    FOR LARGE AREAS OR MULTIPLE SITES, A GIS SHAPE FILE THAT DEFINES THE PROJECT SITE(S) 

  PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE PROJECT SITE TAKEN WITHIN 6 MONTHS OF EAS SUBMISSION AND KEYED TO THE SITE LOCATION MAP 

Physical Setting (both developed and undeveloped areas) 

Total directly affected area (sq. ft.):  35,111.84  Waterbody area (sq. ft.) and type:  None  

Roads, buildings, and other paved surfaces (sq. ft.):  35,111.84   Other, describe (sq. ft.):  None 

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

SIZE OF PROJECT TO BE DEVELOPED (gross square feet):  15 cellar level parking spaces   

NUMBER OF BUILDINGS: 1 GROSS FLOOR AREA OF EACH BUILDING (sq. ft.): 257,702 

HEIGHT OF EACH BUILDING (ft.): 88' to roof; 90'-10.25" to 

parapet 

NUMBER OF STORIES OF EACH BUILDING: 7 

Does the proposed project involve changes in zoning on one or more sites?    YES              NO               

If “yes,” specify:  The total square feet owned or controlled by the applicant:         

                               The total square feet non-applicant owned area:          
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 OF TEMPORARY DISTURBANCE:        sq. ft. (width x length) VOLUME OF DISTURBANCE:  32,894.48 cubic ft. (width x length x 

depth) 

AREA OF PERMANENT DISTURBANCE:  4,111.81 sq. ft. (width x length)  

8. Analysis Year  CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 2  

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

ANTICIPATED PERIOD OF CONSTRUCTION IN MONTHS:  6 months 

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

BRIEFLY DESCRIBE PHASES AND CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE:  N/A 

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

  RESIDENTIAL                              MANUFACTURING                       COMMERCIAL                        PARK/FOREST/OPEN SPACE            OTHER, specify:        
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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 

CONDITION 

NO-ACTION 

CONDITION 

WITH-ACTION 

CONDITION 
INCREMENT 

LAND USE 

Residential   YES           NO            YES           NO       YES           NO      
If “yes,” specify the following:      
     Describe type of residential structures       Multi-family apartments Multi-family apartments       

     No. of dwelling units       53 53       

     No. of low- to moderate-income units       0 0       

     Gross floor area (sq. ft.)       257,702 257,702       

Commercial   YES           NO            YES           NO            YES           NO           
If “yes,” specify the following:     
     Describe type (retail, office, other)                     

     Gross floor area (sq. ft.)                         

Manufacturing/Industrial   YES           NO            YES           NO            YES           NO           
If “yes,” specify the following:     
     Type of use                         

     Gross floor area (sq. ft.)                         

     Open storage area (sq. ft.)                         

     If any unenclosed activities, specify:                         

Community Facility    YES           NO            YES           NO            YES           NO           
If “yes,” specify the following:     
     Type                         

     Gross floor area (sq. ft.)                         

Vacant Land   YES           NO            YES           NO            YES           NO           
If “yes,” describe:                         

Publicly Accessible Open Space    YES           NO            YES           NO            YES           NO           
If “yes,” specify type (mapped City, State, or 

Federal parkland, wetland—mapped or 

otherwise known, other): 

                        

Other Land Uses    YES           NO            YES           NO            YES           NO           
If “yes,” describe: 252,030 gsf formerly 

commercial building  

                  

PARKING 

Garages   YES           NO            YES           NO            YES           NO           
If “yes,” specify the following:     
     No. of public spaces       0 0       

     No. of accessory spaces       0 15 +15 

     Operating hours             24 hours/7 days per 

week 

      

     Attended or non-attended             Attended       

Lots   YES           NO            YES           NO            YES           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           
If “yes,” describe:                         

POPULATION 

Residents   YES           NO            YES           NO            YES           NO           



EAS FULL FORM PAGE 4 

 

 EXISTING 

CONDITION 

NO-ACTION 

CONDITION 

WITH-ACTION 

CONDITION 
INCREMENT 

If “yes,” specify number:       109 109       

Briefly explain how the number of residents 

was calculated: 

Based on average household size of 2.07 persons in census tract 39 (2010 census) x 53 dwelling units 

Businesses   YES           NO            YES           NO            YES           NO           
If “yes,” specify the following:     
     No. and type                         

     No. and type of workers by business                         

     No. and type of non-residents who are  

     not workers 

                        

Briefly explain how the number of 

businesses was calculated: 

      

Students (non-resident)   YES           NO            YES           NO            YES           NO           

If any, specify number:                         

Briefly explain how the number of students 

was calculated: 

      

ZONING 
Zoning classification C6-2A, TMU Areas A5 

and A6      

C6-2A, TMU Areas A5 

and A6           

C6-2A, TMU Areas A5 

and A6           

      

Maximum amount of floor area that can be 

developed  

257,702 GSF 257,702 GSF      257,702 GSF            

Predominant land use and zoning 

classifications within land use study area(s) 

or a 400 ft. radius of proposed project 

R, C, M, Pkg; C6-2A, C6-

3A, M1-6 

R, C, M, Pkg; C6-2A, C6-

3A, M1-6 

R, C, M, Pkg; C6-2A, C6-

3A, M1-6 

      

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

 

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

development projections in the above table and attach separate tables outlining the reasonable development scenarios for each site. 
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Part II: TECHNICAL ANALYSIS 

INSTRUCTIONS: For each of the analysis categories listed in this section, assess the proposed project’s impacts based on the thresholds and 

criteria presented in the CEQR Technical Manual.  Check each box that applies. 

• If the proposed project can be demonstrated not to meet or exceed the threshold, check the “no” box. 

• If the proposed project will meet or exceed the threshold, or if this cannot be determined, check the “yes” box. 

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

Technical Manual to determine whether the potential for significant impacts exists.  Please note that a “yes” answer does not mean that 

an EIS must be prepared—it means that more information may be required for the lead agency to make a determination of significance. 

• The lead agency, upon reviewing Part II, may require an applicant to 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 

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

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

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

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

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

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

(f) Is any part of the directly affected area within the City’s Waterfront Revitalization Program boundaries?   

o If “yes,” complete the Consistency Assessment Form. 

2. SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS:  CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 5 

(a) Would the proposed project: 

o Generate a net increase of more than 200 residential units or 200,000 square feet of commercial space?    

 � If “yes,” answer questions 2(b)(ii) and 2(b)(iv) below. 

o Directly displace 500 or more residents?   

 � If “yes,” answer questions 2(b)(i), 2(b)(ii), and 2(b)(iv) below. 

o Directly displace more than 100 employees?    

 � If “yes,” answer questions under 2(b)(iii) and 2(b)(iv) below. 

o Affect conditions in a specific industry?   

 � If “yes,” answer question 2(b)(v) below. 

(b) If “yes” to any of the above, attach supporting information to answer the relevant questions below.   

If “no” was checked for each category above, the remaining questions in this technical area do not need to be answered. 

i. Direct Residential Displacement 

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

area population? 
  

o 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? 
  

ii. Indirect Residential Displacement 

o Would expected average incomes of the new population exceed the average incomes of study area populations?   

o If “yes:”   

 � Would the population of the primary study area increase by more than 10 percent?   

 
� Would the population of the primary study area increase by more than 5 percent in an area where there is the 

potential to accelerate trends toward increasing rents? 
  

o If “yes” to either of the preceding questions, would more than 5 percent of all housing units be renter-occupied and 

unprotected? 
  

iii. Direct Business Displacement 

o Do any of the displaced businesses provide goods or services that otherwise would not be found within the trade area,   
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 YES NO 

either under existing conditions or in the future with the proposed project? 

o Is any category of business to be displaced the subject of other regulations or publicly adopted plans to preserve, 

enhance, or otherwise protect it? 
  

iv. Indirect Business Displacement 

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

o Would the project capture retail sales in a particular category of goods to the extent that the market for such goods 

would become saturated, potentially resulting in vacancies and disinvestment on neighborhood commercial streets? 
  

v. Affects on Industry 

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

the study area? 
  

o Would the project indirectly substantially reduce employment or impair the economic viability in the industry or 

category of businesses? 
  

3. COMMUNITY FACILITIES: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 6 

(a) Direct Effects 

o Would the project directly eliminate, displace, or alter public or publicly funded community facilities such as educational 

facilities, libraries, health care facilities, day care centers, police stations, or fire stations? 
  

(b) Indirect Effects 

i. Child Care Centers 

o Would the project result in 20 or more eligible children under age 6, based on the number of low or low/moderate 

income residential units? (See Table 6-1 in Chapter 6)  
  

o If “yes,” would the project result in a collective utilization rate of the group child care/Head Start centers in the study 

area that is greater than 100 percent? 
  

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

ii. Libraries 

o Would the project result in a 5 percent or more increase in the ratio of residential units to library branches?  

(See Table 6-1 in Chapter 6) 
  

o If “yes,” would the project increase the study area population by 5 percent or more from the No-Action levels?   

o If “yes,” would the additional population impair the delivery of library services in the study area?   

iii. Public Schools 

o Would the project result in 50 or more elementary or middle school students, or 150 or more high school students 

based on number of residential units? (See Table 6-1 in Chapter 6) 
  

o If “yes,” 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 100 percent? 
  

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

iv. Health Care Facilities 

o Would the project result in the introduction of a sizeable new neighborhood?   

o If “yes,” would the project affect the operation of health care facilities in the area?   

v. Fire and Police Protection 

o Would the project result in the introduction of a sizeable new neighborhood?   

o If “yes,” would the project affect the operation of fire or police protection in the area?   

4. OPEN SPACE: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 7 

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

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

(c) If “yes,” would the project generate more than 50 additional residents or 125 additional employees?   

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

(e) If “yes,” would the project generate more than 350 additional residents or 750 additional employees?   

(f) If the project is located in an area that is neither under-served nor well-served, would it generate more than 200 additional 

residents or 500 additional employees? 
  

(g) If “yes” to questions (c), (e), or (f) above, attach supporting information to answer the following: 
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 YES NO 

o If in an under-served area, would the project result in a decrease in the open space ratio by more than 1 percent?   

o If in an area that is not under-served, would the project result in a decrease in the open space ratio by more than 5 

percent? 
  

o If “yes,” are there qualitative considerations, such as the quality of open space, that need to be considered? 

Please specify:       
  

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? 
  

(c) If “yes” to either of the above questions, attach supporting information explaining whether the project’s shadow would reach any sunlight-

sensitive resource at any time of the year. 

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

(a) Does the proposed project site or an adjacent site contain any architectural and/or archaeological resource that is eligible 

for or has been designated (or is calendared for consideration) as a New York City Landmark, Interior Landmark or Scenic 

Landmark; that is listed or eligible for listing on the New York State or National Register of Historic Places; or that is within 

a designated or eligible New York City, New York State or National Register Historic District? (See the GIS System for 

Archaeology and National Register to confirm) 

  

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

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

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

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

(a) Would the proposed project introduce a new building, a new building height, or result in any substantial physical alteration 

to the streetscape or public space in the vicinity of the proposed project that is not currently allowed by existing zoning? 
  

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

existing zoning? 
  

(c) If “yes” to either of the above, please provide the information requested in Chapter 10.  

8. NATURAL RESOURCES: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 11 

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

Chapter 11?  
  

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

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

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

9. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 12 

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

manufacturing area that involved hazardous materials? 
  

(b) Does the proposed project site have existing institutional controls (e.g., (E) designation or Restrictive Declaration) relating 

to hazardous materials that preclude the potential for significant adverse impacts? 
  

(c) Would the project require soil disturbance in a manufacturing area or any development on or near a manufacturing area 

or existing/historic facilities listed in Appendix 1 (including nonconforming uses)? 
  

(d) Would the project result in the development of a site where there is reason to suspect the presence of hazardous 

materials, contamination, illegal dumping or fill, or fill material of unknown origin? 
  

(e) Would the project result in development on or near a site that has or had underground and/or aboveground storage tanks 

(e.g., gas stations, oil storage facilities, heating oil storage)? 
  

(f) Would the project result in renovation of interior existing space on a site with the potential for compromised air quality; 

vapor intrusion from either on-site or off-site sources; or the presence of asbestos, PCBs, mercury or lead-based paint? 
  

(g) Would the project result in development on or near a site with potential hazardous materials issues such as government-

listed voluntary cleanup/brownfield site, current or former power generation/transmission facilities, coal gasification or 

gas storage sites, railroad tracks or rights-of-way, or municipal incinerators? 

  

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

o If “yes,” were Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) identified?  Briefly identify:  See attached narrative report.   

(i) Based on the Phase I Assessment, is a Phase II Investigation needed?   

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

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

(b) If the proposed project located in a combined sewer area, would it result in at least 1,000 residential units or 250,000   
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 YES NO 

square feet or more of commercial space in Manhattan, or at least 400 residential units or 150,000 square feet or more of 

commercial space in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Staten Island, or Queens? 

(c) If the proposed project located in a separately sewered area, would it result in the same or greater development than that 

listed in Table 13-1 in Chapter 13? 
  

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

increase? 
  

(e) If the project is located within the Jamaica Bay Watershed or in certain specific drainage areas, including Bronx River, 

Coney Island Creek, Flushing Bay and Creek, Gowanus Canal, Hutchinson River, Newtown Creek, or Westchester Creek, 

would it involve development on a site that is 1 acre or larger where the amount of impervious surface would increase? 

  

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

(g) Is the project proposing an industrial facility or activity that would contribute industrial discharges to a Wastewater 

Treatment Plant and/or contribute contaminated stormwater to a separate storm sewer system? 
  

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

(i) If “yes” to any of the above, conduct the appropriate preliminary analyses and attach supporting documentation. 

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

(a) Using Table 14-1 in Chapter 14, the project’s projected operational solid waste generation is estimated to be (pounds per week):  0 

o 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? 
  

o If “yes,” would the proposed project comply with the City’s Solid Waste Management Plan?    

12.  ENERGY: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 15 

(a) Using energy modeling or Table 15-1 in Chapter 15, the project’s projected energy use is estimated to be (annual BTUs):  0 

(b) Would the proposed project affect the transmission or generation of energy?   

13.  TRANSPORTATION: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 16 

(a) Would the proposed project exceed any threshold identified in Table 16-1 in Chapter 16?   

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

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

 

If “yes,” would the proposed project result in 50 or more vehicle trips per project peak hour at any given intersection? 

**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 of Chapter 16 for more information.   

  

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

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

direction) or 200 subway/rail trips per station or line? 
  

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

 
If “yes,” would the proposed project result in more than 200 pedestrian trips per project peak hour to any given 

pedestrian or transit element, crosswalk, subway stair, or bus stop? 
  

14.  AIR QUALITY: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 17 

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

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

o If “yes,” would the proposed project exceed the thresholds in Figure 17-3, Stationary Source Screen Graph in Chapter 

17?  (Attach graph as needed) 
  

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

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

(e) Does the proposed project site have existing institutional controls (e.g., (E) designation or Restrictive Declaration) relating 

to air quality that preclude the potential for significant adverse impacts? 
  

(f) If “yes” to any of the above, conduct the appropriate analyses and attach any supporting documentation. 

15.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 18 

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

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

(c) Would the proposed project result in the development of 350,000 square feet or more?   
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443 Greenwich Street Parking Authorization Project Description 

Proposed Action 

The applicant, SGN 443 Greenwich Street Owner LLC, is seeking an authorization pursuant to 
Zoning Resolution (ZR) Section 13-442 (Limited increase in parking spaces for existing 
buildings without parking). The proposed action would facilitate a proposal by the applicant to 
provide 15 attended parking spaces within an approximately 5,700 square foot (sf) area on the 
ground floor and cellar levels of an existing building on block 222, lot 1 (the “project site”) in 
Manhattan, Community District 1. The project site is generally bounded by Desbrosses Street to 
the north, Vestry Street to the south, a line parallel and approximately 175 feet from Hudson 
Street to the east, and Greenwich Street to the west. The project site is located within a C6-2A 
zoning district in the Special Tribeca Mixed-Use District, the Manhattan Core as defined in ZR 
Section 12-10, and the New York City designated Tribeca North Historic District. 

Pursuant to Department of Buildings (DOB) and Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) 
approvals, the existing 7-story, 252,030 gross square foot (gsf) vacant building is undergoing 
conversion to 53 market-rate residential units. In connection with the residential conversion, 
LPC-approved rehabilitation of the building’s exterior façade, rooftop, and inner courtyard, 
including the construction of two new ramps, is ongoing. Previously the building at the project 
site contained commercial office uses.  

The existing building does not contain parking uses. Per ZR Section 13-07(b)(1), for existing 
buildings that do not contain parking uses and are located within the Manhattan Core (which 
extends geographically from the southern tip of Manhattan to West 110th Street and East 96th 
Street), up to 15 off-street parking spaces may be permitted by authorization by the City 
Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of ZR Section 13-442. 

The proposed authorization would facilitate the conversion of the ground floor and cellar levels 
of the existing building to parking uses. In connection with the proposed parking spaces, a stop 
sign and speed bump would be provided on the project site. Two existing curb cuts located 
along Vestry and Desbrosses Streets would provide vehicular access to the proposed parking 
area. The proposed project is expected to be completed by 2015.  

It should be noted that in connection with a CPC Special Permit (C 080313 ZSM) granted on 
August 14, 2008, a Restrictive Declaration was recorded against the project site. The Restrictive 
Declaration was intended to ensure that significant adverse impacts related to hazardous 
materials would not occur in connection with the then proposed  conversion of the existing 
building to residential and commercial uses. Requirements with respect to air quality and noise 
were included on the approved site plan. Subsequently, in October 2010 in connection with the 
North Tribeca rezoning (C 100369 ZMM), the prior environmental requirements with respect to 
air quality and noise were updated, and the project site was assigned an (E) Designation (E-257) 
to ensure that the development of the site would not result in any significant adverse impacts in 
these categories. The (E) designation also covered hazardous materials, which duplicated the 
requirements within the previously recorded Restrictive Declaration discussed above. The NYC 
Office of Environmental Remediation (OER) is the agency responsible for overseeing 
compliance with both the (E) Designation and Restrictive Declaration. The 2008 Special Permit 
was renewed on November 4, 2013. 
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Existing Conditions 

The project site is identified as 443-453 Greenwich Street (Block 222, Lot 1) which is a corner lot 
bounded by the easterly side of Greenwich Street, the southerly side of Desbrosses Street, and 
the northerly side of Vestry Street in the Tribeca neighborhood of lower Manhattan. The project 
site’s zoning lot area measures approximately 35,111.84 square feet of land area. The 
rectangular shaped lot has 175.5’ of frontage along Greenwich Street and 200.17’ of frontage 
along both Desbrosses Street and Vestry Street.   

The project site is developed with an approximately 252,030 gsf [215,863 zoning square foot 
(zsf)] seven-story formerly commercial building. The building occupies the entirety of the 
zoning lot and contains an approximately 4,000 square foot courtyard. The building is currently 
vacant and, pursuant to prior approvals and plans filed with DOB (see Figures and 
Photographs Appendix for Site Plans), is under construction and in the process of being 
converted to residential use with 53 dwelling units. New structural work in and renovation of 
the building is currently in progress. The conversion to residential use, including the addition of 
penthouses, was facilitated by a CPC Special Permit issued in July 2008 (C 080313 ZSM) and 
renewed in November 2013 (N 130025 CMM). The subject property has curb cuts on both Vestry 
and Desbrosses Streets serving a gated, through-block driveway on the ground floor that 
accesses the building’s courtyard. The existing curb cuts on both Vestry and Desbrosses Streets 
are expected to remain under the proposed action and will also provide access to the cellar level 
parking facility which is the subject of this review. No parking currently exists on the site. 

The project site is located within a C6-2A zoning district. C6 districts permit a wide range of 
high-bulk commercial uses requiring a central location. Use Groups 1 through 12, including 
corporate headquarters, large hotels, department stores, entertainment facilities, and high-rise 
residences in mixed buildings, are permitted in C6 districts. The C6-2A (R8A equivalent) zoning 
district is a commercial contextual district which permits a commercial FAR of 6.0, a residential 
FAR of 6.02, and a community facility FAR of 6.5. C6 districts are well served by mass transit, 
and off-street parking for most uses is not required. 

The project site is located within the Special Tribeca Mixed-Use District (TMU). The TMU 
District was originally enacted in 1976 as the Lower Manhattan Mixed Use District to permit 
limited residential development in an otherwise industrial 62-block area in Manhattan within 
the triangle below Canal Street, west of Broadway. Revised in 1995 and in 2010, the underlying 
zoning throughout the district is now commercial but unique provisions limit the size of 
ground floor retail uses and hotels. New contextual mixed buildings house a growing 
residential community while special rules encourage a mix of uses by allowing light industries.  

The site is split between two TMU subareas: the westerly 160’ of the zoning lot is located in 
Area A5 and the easterly 40.17’ is located in Area A6. TMU Area A5 permits a minimum 
building base height of 60’, a maximum building base height of 70’, a maximum total building 
height of 110’, and a maximum FAR of 5.5. TMU Area A6 permits a minimum building base 
height of 60’, a maximum building base height of 85’, a maximum total building height of 120’, 
and a maximum FAR of 5.4. The subject building has a maximum total building height of 90’-
10.25” to the top of the building parapet, a maximum height of 107’-4.25” to the top of the 
building bulkhead, and an FAR of 6.15 and therefore exceeds the permitted FAR on the 
property. However, as the building predates the C6-2A and TMU zoning of the property, the 
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building is permitted as a legal nonconforming condition. As stated above, the conversion of the 
building to residential use, including the addition of penthouses, was permitted under the 
provisions of a CPC Special Permit issued in July 2008.    

As noted in the hazardous materials, air quality and noise sections of this EAS, the project site 
was previously assigned an (E) designation (E-257) for concerns related to petroleum and non-
petroleum contamination, air quality, and noise in connection with a prior approval (CEQR No. 
10DCP039M). 

It should also be noted that as the project site is located in the LPC-designated Tribeca North 
Historic District, the proposed action is considered to be a Type I action. 

Prior Approvals and Actions 

In 2008 the site received a Special Permit pursuant to Section 74-711 to facilitate the conversion 
of the existing 7-story building to residential use with penthouse additions and ground floor 
retail. The Special Permit (C 080313 ZSM) waived: 

- The use regulations of the former M1-5 zoning district and the Special Tribeca Mixed Use 
District to allow residential and/or hotel uses, and to allow a physical culture and health 
establishment on portions of the ground floor and cellar levels without requiring a special 
permit from the Board of Standards and Appeals; 

- The bulk regulations of the former M1-5 zoning district to allow portions of the building’s 
existing pitched roof to be raised between 6 inches and 2 feet, and the encroachment of rooftop 
mechanicals within the 15’ required setback area. The previous M1-5 zoning permitted a 
maximum street wall of 85’ or 6 stories, whichever is less (6 stories in this case, or 75.8’), with a 
required setback of 20’ on narrow streets and 15’ on wide streets before rising with respect to a 
sky exposure plane. The building roof rises to a height of 85-88’ (due to varying curb levels) and 
the height to the top of the parapet is 90’-10.25”. 

- The rooftop recreational requirements of the special district in conjunction with the conversion 
of portions of the building to residential use. 

In 2010, the area was rezoned from M1-5 to C6-2A (N100370(A)ZRM and C100369ZMM), and 
the subject zoning lot was divided among two special district subareas with different use and 
bulk regulations. On July 9, 2013, the Applicant prepared revised special permit drawings that 
updated the zoning calculations and the approved building envelope to comply with the new 
requirements of the C6-2A zoning district. The new zoning permitted residential uses as-of-
right, but waivers were still needed to contain more than 100 hotel rooms, to have a health club 
without requiring a BSA special permit, to encroach on the required setback area through filling 
in of the pitched roof, and to waive the required rooftop recreation space. On August 29, 2013, 
the Department of City Planning issued a letter to DOB stating that the revised drawings were 
in substantial compliance with the original special permit approval. On November 4, 2013, the 
CPC granted the first 3-year renewal of the special permit (N130025CMM).  

Project Description 

The proposed Parking Authorization would facilitate the development of 15 attended parking 
spaces in the cellar of the building. In connection with the filed DOB plans, the Applicant 
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intends to excavate and create a ramp intended for the existing building’s through-block 
driveway. The driveway would access the cellar level where the 15 spaces would be located. 
The parking area, circulation area, ramps, and the driveway encompass an approximately 
5,668.78 square-foot facility. The ramps would extend down from the entrance to the garage 
within the building and up to the exit from the garage within the building. The cellar level of 
the building will also contain an accessory swimming pool and fitness center for residents of the 
building. 

The location of existing structural supports, mechanical rooms, and proposed building 
amenities limit the configuration of the parking facility. The parking would be provided in 
three groupings ranging from four to six parking spaces in size. Parking space numbers one 
through four (one of which would be an ADA space) would consist of two single loaded or 
individual stand alone spaces and two tandem (bumper-to-bumper or front-to-back) parking 
spaces such that the car in the front is blocking the car in the back. Parking space numbers five 
through ten would consist entirely of single loaded spaces. Parking space numbers eleven 
through fifteen would consist of one single loaded space and four tandem parking spaces with 
two cars in the front blocking the two cars in the rear. Attended parking would be provided for 
all the parking spaces and is primarily required in order to provide safe and efficient access to 
the rear parking space in the tandem parking groupings.  

In addition to the vehicular parking, there would be parking for 44 bicycles in the cellar level, in 
compliance with the requirement set forth in ZR Section 36-711 that one bicycle space for every 
two dwelling units be provided, and over 15 SF would be provided for each space, per ZR 
Section 36-73. The parking for bicycles is not subject to the proposed Authorization.  

As the project site is located within an LPC historic district (the Tribeca North Historic District), 
LPC approvals are required in connection with development on the project site. LPC held a 
hearing on September 24, 2013 and voted to approve the excavation to create the driveway, as 
well as improvement of the existing gates. This approval is reflected in an amendment to the 
Certificate of Appropriateness that was issued for the restorative work and conversion as part 
of the 2008 CPC Special Permit. The applicant noted that LPC, as part of their approval of the 
ramp, requested that a visual link be maintained between Vestry and Desbrosses Streets, and, as 
such, the Applicant would construct a circulation bridge on the ground floor with views from 
the street into the inner courtyard and to the other street. A further amendment to the 
Certificate of Appropriateness is being sought to reflect the stop sign and speed bump that 
would be installed in the exit ramp.   

Based on an estimated 6-month approval process and a 6-month construction period, the Build 
Year is assumed to be 2015.    

No-Action Scenario 

Absent the proposed Authorization pursuant to this application, the Applicant would proceed 
with the conversion of the existing building to residential use as facilitated by the CPC Special 
Permit issued in July 2008 and renewed by the CPC on November 4, 2013.  

The Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) held a hearing on September 24, 2013 and 
voted to approve the excavation to create a driveway, as well as improvement of the gates. In 
the Future No Action Scenario, the 5,668.78 gsf area (assigned to accessory parking in the With 
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Action Scenario) would be utilized for storage as well as serving as a drop-off and pick-up area 
for building residents and for deliveries and to provide access. The driveway leading to the 
cellar would require that drop-offs and pick-ups take place in the cellar of the building rather 
than on its ground floor level as would occur without the construction of the driveway.  

With-Action Scenario 

Under the With-Action Scenario for the Project Build Year of 2015, 15 attended parking spaces 
would be provided in the cellar of the building through the requested Authorization. The 
proposal includes the excavation and ramping of the existing through-block driveway down to 
the cellar level where the 15 spaces would be located in an approximately 5,668.78 square-foot 
facility (including the parking spaces, circulation area, ramps, and the driveway). The Future 
With-Action scenario would be identical to the proposed development plan. The building 
currently undergoing construction, and all excavation and ramping of the existing through 
block driveway, would be identical in the No Action and With Action scenarios, except that a 
5,668.78 gsf area would be occupied by 15 parking spaces, rather than utilized for storage. 

As stated above, the Applicant proposes to provide 15 parking spaces in the cellar of the 
building through the requested Authorization. The 1,556.97 sf ramps, which are undergoing 
construction on an as-of-right basis per current approvals, would extend down from the 
entrance to the garage within the building on Vestry Street and up to the exit from the garage 
within the building on Desbrosses Street. The Applicant is in the process of converting the 
building to residential use with 53 dwelling units, pursuant to the approved Special Permit 
(CEQR No. 08DCP040M).  

The only substantive difference between the No-Action and With-Action scenarios if the 
parking is not approved would be that there would be additional area available for general 
storage purposes.   

Purpose and Need 

The Applicant seeks to create a 15-space attended parking garage in the cellar of the existing 
building on the subject property as part of the conversion of this building to residential use with 
53 dwelling units. The parking would be provided for residents of the building and is 
considered a necessary amenity. These parking spaces would be accessed via ramps and 
driveway access onto Desbrosses Street and from Vestry Street. An Authorization is needed to 
modify requirements related to existing buildings and off-street parking facilities in the 
Manhattan Core in order to provide up to 15 parking spaces in an existing building developed 
without the provision of parking.  

The residential conversion of the building would result in the re-occupancy of the building 
which has been vacant for approximately 6 years. The inclusion of parking to serve a portion of 
the occupants of the building would minimize the burden on parking facilities remaining in the 
surrounding neighborhood.  

Required Approvals 

The proposed action requires the approval of a Parking Authorization pursuant to ZR Section 
13-442 to create a 15-space attended parking garage in the cellar of an existing building in the 
Manhattan core. The granting of the Parking Authorization is a discretionary action that is 
subject to City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR).  
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EAS NARRATIVE ATTACHMENT 

443 GREENWICH STREET – PARKING AUTHORIZATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT STATEMENT 

INTRODUCTION   

Based on the analysis and the screens contained in the Environmental Assessment Statement 
Full Form, the analysis areas that require further explanation include land use, zoning, and 
public policy, historic and cultural resources, hazardous materials, air quality, noise, and 
construction as further detailed below. The section numbers below correspond to the relevant 
chapters of the March 2014 CEQR Technical Manual.  

4.  LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Land Use 

Project Site 

The project site is identified as 443-453 Greenwich Street (Block 222, Lot 1) which is a corner lot 

bounded by the easterly side of Greenwich Street, the southerly side of Desbrosses Street, and 

the northerly side of Vestry Street in the Tribeca neighborhood of lower Manhattan. The project 

site consists of approximately 35,111.84 square feet of land area on a single zoning lot. The 

rectangular shaped lot has 175.5’ of frontage along Greenwich Street and 200.17’ of frontage 

along both Desbrosses Street and Vestry Street. The property is bordered by one lot to the east. 

The zoning lot, which is comprised of two corner lots and a through lot, is improved with a 7-
story building, which was constructed in two phases in the 1880’s. The building consists of brick 
with sandstone elements and was designed by the noted architect Charles C. Haight for the 
Trinity Church Corporation. The street walls of the building rise without setback to varying 
heights based on topography, but in all cases exceed 85 feet and are below 88 feet. The 
building’s total height is approximately 90 feet.  

The building, which is currently vacant but was formerly occupied commercially, contains 
252,030 gross square feet (gsf)/215,863 zoning square feet (zsf) of floor area (6.15 FAR) and 
occupies the entire zoning lot except for an approximately 4,000 square foot interior courtyard. 
The building currently has curb cuts on both Desbrosses and Vestry Streets, 141’-5 11/16” and 
141’-5 1/2” from their respective intersections with Greenwich Street, serving a gated, through-
block driveway on the ground floor that accesses the building’s inner court. No parking exists 
on site today. 

The building is currently vacant and is under construction and in the process of being converted 

to residential use with 53 dwelling units. New structural work in the building is approximately 

10 percent complete. The conversion to residential use, including the addition of penthouses, 
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was facilitated by a CPC Special Permit issued in July 2008 (C 080313 ZSM) as further discussed 

below.  

Current Status of Construction 

The bulk of the cellar level excavation work in the existing building has been completed to date 
including the removal of approximately 2,000 cubic yards of material. Up to an additional 
approximately 500 to 1,000 cubic yards of material may be removed for grading purposes and 
to construct the proposed driveways in the cellar of the building.  

Construction on the remainder of the building is ongoing. While all interior demolition has 
been completed, other structural work including the installation of new foundations and 
building cores and the replacement of existing wood joists, is at a very early stage in the 
construction process. All construction that has occurred to date is in compliance with the 
provisions of the Special Permit. 

The existing curb cuts on both Vestry and Desbrosses Streets serving the through-block 
driveway on the ground floor that accesses the building’s courtyard will remain under the 
proposed action and will also provide access to the cellar level parking facility which is the 
subject of this review.    

Background 

On July 23, 2008, the City Planning Commission granted a Special Permit (C 080313 ZSM) (the 
“Special Permit”) pursuant to NYC Zoning Resolution (ZR) Section 74-711 (the Zoning Lot is in 
the Tribeca North Historic District (the “Historic District”)). The City Council did not assume 
jurisdiction, and the Special Permit became effective on August 14, 2008. The Special Permit 
granted zoning relief (collectively, the “Waivers”) under the prior M1-5 zoning (the “Prior 
Zoning”)1 in order to facilitate the conversion of the building to residential use, including 
proposed penthouses to be constructed through the reallocation of mechanical space, which 
was not allowed as of right under the Prior Zoning. 

Specifically, the Special Permit granted Waivers of the Prior Zoning with respect to the 
following: (1) residential use, (2) retail use, (3) transient hotel use, (4) health club use, (5) 
required setback above front wall, (6) rooftop recreation, (7) street wall height, and (8) rear yard 
equivalent.  

On September 15, 2010, the Commission enacted the North Tribeca rezoning, consisting of a 
zoning map amendment (C 100369 ZMM) and corresponding text amendments (N 100370A 
ZRM) (collectively, the “Amendments”) that established the Current Zoning. The rezoning 
replaced the “outdated” Prior Zoning with a “contextual rezoning with unique bulk controls” 
in recognition of the increasingly residential character of the neighborhood and the emergence 
of local retail consistent with such character.   

On July 25, 2012, three weeks before the Special Permit was to expire on August 14, 2012, in 
order to preserve the Applicant’s rights under the Waivers, an application pursuant to ZR 
Section 11-43 was submitted to renew the Special Permit for a three-year term, which the 

                                                      
1  Under the Prior Zoning, specifically former ZR Section 111-104(e), the Zoning Lot was treated as 
though it were located in an M2-4 district. 
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Commission granted on November 4, 2013 (N 130025 CMM).2 While certain aspects of the 
Waivers are no longer necessary due to the Amendments and changes to the intended use of the 
building (i.e., it will not contain retail, transient hotel or health club use as the building will be a 
solely residential building), the Special Permit is still needed to allow (i) portions of the 
building’s existing, pitched roof to be raised between 6 inches and 2 feet and (ii) the building to 
contain residential use (53 dwelling units) without the provision of required rooftop recreation 
space.  

Study Area 

The primary study area extends approximately 400 feet in all directions from the project site. 
The study area is roughly bounded by Canal Street on the north, an area between Laight and 
Hubert Streets on the south, an area between Hudson and Varick Streets to the east, and an area 
between Washington and West Streets to the west. In order to assess existing land use 
conditions for the proposed development, a parcel by parcel inventory was undertaken within 
the 400-foot radius study area surrounding the site. The inventory included a survey of ground 
floor uses and upper floors by predominant use. 

The project site is located near the northern edge of Tribeca in Manhattan Community District 1. 
Although historically a predominantly industrial area, Tribeca now includes a mix of uses 
including residential, auto-related, commercial and industrial. The area has gained an 
increasingly residential character in recent years as a significant amount of new residential 
construction and many conversions have occurred, particularly in the neighborhood 
immediately surrounding the Building. Much of the neighborhood is subject to the jurisdiction 
of the Landmarks Preservation Commission (“LPC”) as the neighborhood contains five 
different historic districts, including the Tribeca North Historic District in which the project site 
is located. 

The neighborhood surrounding the building is developed with a mix of commercial, residential 
and industrial buildings, and is dominated by five- to eleven-story brick structures. These 
buildings are built to their lot lines, often without any setback, and share many similar design 
elements (ground floor and façade treatment). Buildings to the west often have narrow 
frontages and contain a mix of automobile shops; buildings to the east typically have a larger 
footprint and are taller.  

The neighborhood was first settled during the first quarter of the 19th Century as a fashionable 
residential district. During the late 19th Century, the area was developed with many large 
warehouses which were associated with shipping and customs operations at the nearby 
wharves. These substantial brick storage and industrial buildings, designed in the Renaissance 
and Romanesque Revival styles, predominate and define the character of the district today. 
These buildings, like the subject building itself, typically occupy larger lots and are constructed 
with little or no setback, creating relatively uniform street walls. Granite slab sidewalks and 
Belgian block street pavers also reflect the late 19th century commercial character of the area, 

                                                      
2  The Certificate of Appropriateness, a copy of which is attached to this document, that was issued in 
connection with the Special Permit remains in effect and was renewed on May 14, 2013 (a copy of the 
renewal letter is also attached). The most recent Certificate of Appropriateness, dated May 15, 2014, is 
also attached hereto. 
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although a number of taller residential buildings, up to 40 stories in height, have also been 
constructed in the area over the last 30 years. 

The area surrounding the project site is primarily characterized by buildings that are either 
occupied by commercial and manufacturing uses or have been converted to JLWQA use, office 
space, or residential use. Many of the buildings contain a mixture of these uses and many also 
contain a ground floor retail component. There are also a large number of parking garages 
particularly in the area west of the site. A discussion of the development pattern and land uses 
on the twenty blocks located entirely or partially within 400 feet of the project site follows 
below.  

The property is bordered by 32 Vestry Street which is a narrow vacant lot located between the 
project site and the adjacent property to the east. The remainder of Block 222 on which the 
project site is located is developed with a seven–story multiple dwelling and an 8-story multiple 
dwelling with ground floor retail space. 

Block 225 located across Desbrosses Street from the project site to the north is developed with 
two 6-story multiple dwellings with ground floor retail space and a 3-story commercial/retail 
building directly opposite the subject project site. The remainder of the block contains one 4-
story and one 12-story building manufacturing building. 

The remaining blocks to the north of the project site are developed as follows: 

- Approximately 50% of Block 224 between Greenwich, Washington, Desbrosses, and Watts 
Streets is developed with 5- to 6-story multiple dwellings, many containing ground floor retail 
space, and a 5-story commercial/retail building. The remainder of the block contains 1- to 2-
story garage buildings and a parking lot.  

- Block 224 between Washington, West, Desbrosses, and Watts Streets is developed with a 15-
story multiple dwelling. 

- The portion of Block 595 located within the 400-foot radius project study area north of Watts 
Street between Greenwich and Washington Streets is developed with six 5- to 7-story multiple 
dwellings, two of which contain ground floor retail space.   

- The triangular shaped Block 594 bounded by Canal, Watts, and Greenwich Street is developed 
with a 7-story multiple dwelling with ground floor retail space.   

- The 400-foot radius project study area portion of Block 594 located on the north side of Canal 
Street contains a vacant lot, a 1-story garage building, a 4-story and a 5-story multiple dwelling 
with ground floor retails space, and two 2-story commercial/retail buildings. 

- The 400-foot radius project study area portion of Block 226 located on the north side of Canal 
Street between Hudson and Varick Streets contains two vacant lots and a 20-story 
commercial/retail building. 

- A small corner of Block 578 occupied by the Holland Tunnel Approach is also located within 
400 feet of the project site to the north of the property. 
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Block 219 located across Vestry Street from the project site to the south is developed with one 5-
story, one 6-story, and two 8-story multiple dwellings directly opposite the subject project site. 
The remainder of the block contains several 4- to 9-story multiple dwellings, most of which also 
contain ground floor retail space, and a 5-story commercial/retail building. 

The remaining blocks to the south of the project site are developed as follows: 

- Block 218 between Greenwich, Washington, Vestry, and Laight Streets is developed with eight 
4- to 10-story multiple dwellings, two of which contain ground floor retail space. 

- The 400-foot radius project study area portion of Block 218 between Washington, West, Vestry, 
and Laight Streets is developed with a 7-story multiple dwelling and a 13-story multiple 
dwelling, both of which contain ground floor retail space. 

- The 400-foot radius project study area portion of Block 215 located south of Laight Street 
between Greenwich and Hudson Streets and divided by Collister Street contains one 5-story, 
one 9-story, and one 10-story multiple dwelling, all of which include ground floor retail space. 
This area of the block also contains a 6-story multiple dwelling and a 5-story manufacturing 
use.  

- The 400-foot radius project study area portion of Block 217 located south of Laight Street 
between Greenwich and Washington Streets contains a 5-story commercial/retail building and 
a 1-story garage building. 

- The 400-foot radius project study area portion of Block 220 bordered by Laight, Hudson, and 
Vestry Streets contains a 5- and a 7-story multiple dwelling, both of which include ground floor 
retail space, a 7-story multiple dwelling, a 2-story and a 6-story commercial/retail building,  
and a 5-story manufacturing building. 

- A small corner of Block 213 occupied by the Holland Tunnel Exit is also located within 400 feet 
of the project site to the south of the property. 

Block 223 located across Greenwich Street from the project site to the west is developed with a 
4-story multiple dwelling with ground floor retail space, a 4-story commercial/retail building, a 
6-story multiple dwelling, and three 1-story garage buildings directly opposite the subject 
project site. The remainder of the block contains several 2- to 8-story multiple dwellings, most of 
which also contain ground floor retail space, and a 3-story manufacturing building. 

The 400-foot radius project study area portion of Block 223 bordered by Washington, 
Desbrosses, and Vestry Streets contains a 6-story multiple dwelling with ground floor retail 
space, three 2-story commercial/retail buildings, a 4-story manufacturing use, and two 2-story 
garages.  

Block 221 is located directly east of the project site block and the 400-foot radius portion of this 
block is developed with a 12-story commercial/retail building and a 7-story manufacturing use 
as well as lands comprising the Holland Tunnel exit. 
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ZONING 

Project Site  

The New York City Zoning Resolution shows that the project site is located in a C6-2A 
commercial zoning district. C6 districts permit a wide range of high-bulk commercial uses 
requiring a central location. Use Groups 1 through 12, including corporate headquarters, large 
hotels, department stores, entertainment facilities, and high-rise residences in mixed buildings, 
are permitted in C6 districts. The C6-2A district is a contextual mid- to high-density zoning 
district generally mapped outside of central business cores. The district allows a commercial 
FAR of 6.0 and has a residential equivalent of an R8A district allowing a residential FAR of 6.02. 
As C6 districts are well served by mass transit, off-street parking is generally not required.  

The project site is also located in Areas A5 and A6 of the Special Tribeca Mixed Use District 
(TMU). The Building’s west 160 feet are in Area A5 and its east 40.17 feet are in Area A6. The 
TMU was originally enacted in 1976 as the Lower Manhattan Mixed Use District to permit 
limited residential development in an otherwise industrial 62-block area in Manhattan within 
the triangle below Canal Street, west of Broadway. Revised in 1995 and in 2010, the underlying 
zoning throughout the district is now commercial but unique provisions limit the size of 
ground floor retail uses and hotels. New contextual mixed buildings house a growing 
residential community while special rules encourage a mix of uses by allowing light industries. 
The TMU regulations supersede some of the C6-2A regulations as discussed below. 

Within Area A5 of the TMU, the maximum permitted floor area ratio is 5.5 and a setback (15 
feet on narrow streets and 10 feet on wide streets) is required between a minimum base height 
of 60 feet and a maximum base height of 70 feet, above which height building heights are 
limited to 110 feet. Within Area A6 (which is also an Inclusionary Housing Designated Area), 
the maximum permitted floor area ratio is 5.4 and a setback (15 feet on narrow streets and 10 
feet on wide streets) is required between a minimum base height of 60 feet and a maximum 
base height of 85 feet, above which height building heights are limited to 120 feet. 

Approximately 28,067 square feet of the 35,112 square foot site is located in Area A5 of the TMU 
and approximately 7,045 square feet is located in Area A6. Pursuant to ZR Section 111-20(d), 
Area A5 permits a maximum FAR of 5.5 or 154,369 square feet and Area A6 permits a 
maximum FAR of 5.4 or 38,043 square feet for a total permitted floor area of 192,412 on the 
subject property. The existing floor area on the site of 215,863 square feet is overbuilt by 23,451 
square feet. 

Parking spaces are not allowed in the subject building, which was built without the provision of 
parking spaces, without an Authorization from the City Planning Commission pursuant to 
Section 13-442 of the Zoning Resolution.  

Study Area 

Most of the area within 400 feet of the project site shares the property’s C6-2A/TMU zoning. A 
small portion of the C6-2A zoned area at the northern edge of the project study area northeast 
of Canal and Watts Street is located outside of the TMU Special District. Therefore, the zoning 
use and bulk provisions relevant to the project site generally also apply to this portion of the 
project study area.  
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Another zoning district within 400 feet of the site includes a very small area zoned C6-3A/TMU 
located at the western edge of the project study area. C6-3 districts have a commercial FAR of 
6.0. The C6-3A district is a contextual zoning district which limits maximum building height 
and has a residential equivalent of the R9A district allowing a maximum FAR of 7.52. 

The remaining zoning district located within 400 feet of the site includes an M1-6 district, a 
portion of which is located within the Special Hudson Square District in the northeast corner of 
the project study area. The M1-6 zoning district provides for an FAR of 10.0 for manufacturing, 
commercial, and community facility uses. It is the City’s highest density manufacturing district, 
mapped only in Manhattan, and an FAR of 12 can be achieved with a bonus for a public plaza. 
The Special Hudson Square District was established to support the growth of a mixed 
residential, commercial and industrial neighborhood by permitting expansion and new 
development of residential, commercial, and community facility uses while promoting the 
retention of commercial uses and light manufacturing uses.  

PUBLIC POLICY 

Project Site 

The project site is located within the LPC designated Tribeca North Historic District which is 
certified eligible for State/National Register listing. The District was designated by the LPC in 
December 1992. The property is therefore subject to New York City, New York State, and 
Federal landmarks preservation regulations.  

The site is not located within the current approved City Coastal Zone Boundary and is therefore 
not subject to the provisions of the New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP) at 
the present time.  

The project site is not covered by any 197-a or other community plans, and it is not within an 
urban renewal area and is therefore not subject to the provisions of an urban renewal plan.   

Study Area 

Portions of the land use study area surrounding the project site are also subject to the 
requirements of public policy documents as further discussed below. 

Much of the 400-foot radius project study area is included in the Tribeca North Historic District. 
Therefore, these portions of the study area are subject to the provisions of the New York City 
Landmarks Law and also to New York State and Federal landmarks legislation. The LPC 
designated Fleming Smith Warehouse at 451 Washington Street and a portion of the Holland 
Plaza Building on the north side of Canal Street are also located within 400 feet of the project 
site. 

The portions of the 400-foot radius project study area extending from Washington Street west 
between Laight and Watts Streets as well as the area south of Laight Street extending from 
Greenwich Street to the west are located within the current approved City Coastal Zone 
Boundary. These areas are therefore subject to the City’s Waterfront Revitalization Program.  

No other public policy documents would apply to the project study area.    
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THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROJECT  

Land Use  

The No-Action RWCDS for the Project Build Year of 2015 would entail the conversion of the 
existing building on the project site to residential occupancy containing a total of 53 dwelling 
units within 257,702 gsf/215,860 zsf of floor area. The No-Action scenario on the property 
would essentially be the same as the proposed development/Future With-Action scenario 
except that it would not include any parking.  

As discussed in the existing land use section above, a CPC Special Permit pursuant to ZR 
Section 74-711 was issued for a different development in the existing building on the site in July 
2008 (ULURP No. C 080313 ZSM). This project was analyzed in an EAS which was issued a 
Negative Declaration on April 4, 2008 (CEQR No. 08DCP040M). The Special Permit sought to 
facilitate the conversion of the existing 7-story building on the property to a mixture of 
residential, hotel, retail, and physical culture establishment (PCE) uses and to allow penthouse 
additions to the building. The prior CPC Special Permit allowed the proposed PCE use without 
requiring a special permit from the BSA. 

As previously noted, in 2010, the area was rezoned from M1-5 to C6-2A (CEQR No. 
10DCP039M), and the subject zoning lot was divided among two special district subareas with 
different use and bulk regulations. On July 9, 2013, the Applicant prepared revised special 
permit drawings that updated the zoning calculations and the approved building envelope to 
comply with the new requirements of the C6-2A zoning district. On August 29, 2013, the 
Department of City Planning issued a letter to DOB stating that the revised drawings were in 
substantial compliance with the original special permit approval. On November 4, 2013, the 
CPC granted the first 3-year renewal of the special permit. 

Absent the proposed Authorization pursuant to this application, the Applicant would proceed 
with the conversion of the existing building to residential use as facilitated by the CPC Special 
Permit issued in July 2008 and renewed by the CPC on November 4, 2013.  

Zoning and Public Policy 

Based on a review of the DCP website, no changes are anticipated to the zoning districts and 
zoning regulations relating to the project site or the surrounding study area in the near future. 

The project site and the surrounding 400-foot radius project study area are located within the 
proposed Amended Coastal Zone Boundary and therefore could be subject to the revisions to 
the New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP) in the future. On September 11, 
2013, the City Planning Commission voted to approve the revisions to the WRP and on October 
30, 2013, the City Council approved the revisions to the WRP. The WRP must be approved by 
the New York State Department of State and the U.S. Department of Commerce before it goes 
into effect. 

THE FUTURE WITH THE PROJECT  

Land Use  

The With-Action RWCDS for the Project Build Year of 2015 would entail the conversion of the 
existing building on the project site to residential occupancy containing a total of 53 dwelling 
units within 257,702 gsf/215,860 zsf of floor area as in the Future No-Action Scenario. 15 
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parking spaces would be provided in the cellar of the building through the requested 
Authorization. The Future With-Action scenario would be identical to the proposed 
development plan. 

The Applicant proposes to excavate and ramp the existing through-block driveway down to the 
cellar level where the 15 spaces would be located in an approximately 5,668.78 square-foot 
facility (area includes the parking spaces, circulation area, ramps, and the driveway). The ramp 
would extend down from the entrance to the garage within the building and up to the exit from 
the garage within the building. The Applicant is in the process of converting the building to 
residential use with 53 dwelling units, pursuant to the approved Special Permit (CEQR No. 
08DCP040M). No hotel, office, retail, commercial physical culture establishment, or other non-
residential uses will be included in the building. The cellar level of the building will contain an 
accessory swimming pool and fitness center for residents of the building.  

The location of existing structural supports, mechanical rooms, and proposed building 
amenities limit the configuration of the parking facility. The parking would be provided in 
three groupings ranging from four to six parking spaces in size. Parking space numbers one 
through four (one of which would be an ADA space) would consist of two single loaded or 
individual stand alone spaces and two tandem (bumper-to-bumper or front-to-back) parking 
spaces such that the car in the front is blocking the car in the back. Parking space numbers five 
through ten would consist entirely of single loaded spaces. Parking space numbers eleven 
through fifteen would consist of one single loaded space and four tandem parking spaces with 
two cars in the front blocking the two cars in the rear. Attended parking would be provided for 
all the parking spaces and is primarily required in order to provide safe and efficient access to 
the rear parking space in the tandem parking groupings. See the attached diagram illustrating 
the parking layout. The site plan would be approved by the CPC. 

LPC held a hearing on September 24, 2013 and voted to approve the excavation to create the 
driveway, as well as improvement of the existing gates. This approval is reflected in an 
amendment to the Certificate of Appropriateness dated May 15, 2014 that was issued for the 
restorative work and conversion as part of the 2008 CPC Special Permit. The Applicant noted 
that LPC, as part of their approval of the ramp, requested that a visual link be maintained 
between Vestry and Desbrosses Streets, and, as such, the Applicant would construct a 
circulation bridge on the ground floor with views from the street into the inner courtyard and to 
the other street. A further amendment to the Certificate of Appropriateness is being sought to 
reflect the stop sign and speed bump that would be installed in the exit ramp. 

If the proposed parking is not approved by the CPC after the current excavation, the cellar area 
assigned to the parking would be used for storage as well as serving as a drop-off and pick-up 
area for building residents and for deliveries. The only substantive difference between the No-
Action and With-Action scenarios if the parking is not approved would be that there would be 
additional area available for general storage purposes.   

The proposed residential building occupancy would be compatible with the immediately 
surrounding buildings and uses. The residential occupancy would be very similar to that of the 
other buildings on the project site Block 222 which are developed with multi-family dwellings 
and, in one instance, retail uses. The proposed residential use would also be similar to the other 
multi-family residential uses on all the blocks across the streets from the project site as well as 
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the many multi-family residential uses located throughout the 400-foot radius area. The 
proposed project is representative of recent development trends in the area where existing 
buildings have been converted from former manufacturing or commercial use to residential or 
JLWQA occupancy.  

The provision of 15 cellar level parking spaces in the subject building would be compatible with 
the immediately surrounding buildings and uses. The proposed parking facility would be 
within an existing building and would utilize two existing gates and corresponding openings 
on the ground floor of the building on the Vestry and Desbrosses Street sides of the site. The 
only construction related to the proposed parking facility that is proposed is the construction of 
ramps on either side of the building to allow vehicles to access the cellar from the street. 
Therefore, the proposed facility would have no impact on the character of the existing 
streetscape. See Applicant’s Statement of Findings for ZR Section 13-442 included in the 
Appendix to this document.3  

The proposed facility would provide building residents with a safe and convenient place to 
park and would not contribute to congestion on surrounding streets and sidewalks or interfere 
with their efficient functioning.     

No adverse impact to land use patterns in the area is expected to arise as a result of the 
proposed project, and further assessment of land use is not warranted.   

Zoning  

The Applicant is seeking an Authorization pursuant to Section 13-442 of the Zoning Resolution 
to allow an off-street attended parking facility in the Manhattan Core with a maximum capacity 
of 15 spaces in the cellar of an existing building developed without the provision of parking, as 
none of these spaces are permitted as-of-right for an existing building.   

The Applicant seeks to create a 15-space attended parking garage in the cellar of the existing 
building on the subject property as part of the conversion of this building to residential use with 
53 dwelling units. The parking would be provided for residents of the building which the 
Applicant considers to be a necessary amenity for the development. These parking spaces 
would be accessed via ramps and driveway access onto Desbrosses Street and Vestry Street 

                                                      
3 As explained in detail in the Applicant’s Statement of Findings for ZR Section 13-442, the parking garage would generate a very 

minimal number of vehicle trips into and out of the facility and entering and exiting vehicles would block the sidewalks along 
Vestry and Desbrosses Streets adjacent to the project site for a very minimal amount of time.  

• Existing vehicular traffic on the Vestry and Desbrosses Streets sides of the site where the parking facility entrance and exit 
would be located is currently extremely low. These streets are operating at 8.0% or less of their rated capacity of 1,700 cars 
per hour. The additional traffic that would be added to the streets by the proposed facility is so minimal that it is barely a 
tenth of a percent of their rated capacity during any given period. The data reveals that there is no traffic congestion on 
the streets surrounding the project site, and that there is so little traffic that would be generated by the proposed facility 
that it would not interfere with the efficient functioning of streets, or contribute to serious traffic congestion, or unduly 
inhibit surface traffic and pedestrian flow. 

• It is estimated that the Vestry and Desbrosses Street sidewalks would be disrupted by entering and exiting vehicles for 
between 1.2 and 8.9 seconds per hour at any hour during the day. In addition, the amount of pedestrian traffic on either 
sidewalk adjacent to the site is equally minimal, never exceeding one pedestrian per minute on average during any of the 
morning, midday, or evening peak hour time frames. In sum, when the minimal amount of trips generated by the 
proposed facility and the sidewalk disruption that would result from those trips is compared to the minimal pedestrian 
traffic on either side of the site, it is clear that the proposed parking facility would not unduly interrupt the flow of 
pedestrian traffic in any way. Similarly, there would be no impact to access points to mass transit created by the proposed 
parking facility.  
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constructed on an as-of-right basis per prior approvals and DOB plans. An Authorization is 
needed to modify requirements related to existing buildings and off-street parking facilities in 
the Manhattan core in order to provide up to 15 parking spaces in an existing building 
developed without the provision of parking.  

The residential conversion of the building would result in the re-occupancy of the building 
which has been vacant for approximately 6 years. The inclusion of parking to serve a portion of 
the occupants of the building would minimize the burden on parking facilities remaining in the 
surrounding neighborhood.  

As discussed in the Statement of Findings and Discussion of Conditions which accompany this 
application, the proposed 15-space attended parking facility in the building’s cellar satisfies the 
requirements for the requested Authorization pursuant to ZR Section 13-442 and meets the 
conditions set forth in ZR Section 13-20. The facility would not unduly interrupt the flow of 
pedestrian or vehicular traffic or result in any undue conflict between pedestrian and vehicular 
movements, and therefore meets the standards for granting the Authorization.  

The proposed development would not result in significant adverse zoning impacts. The 
proposed action would not have a significant impact on the extent of conformity with the 
current zoning in the surrounding area, and it would not adversely affect the viability of 
conforming uses on nearby properties.   

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

Public Policy 

No adverse impacts to public policies would occur as a result of the proposed action as further 
discussed below. 

The proposed development of 15 cellar level parking spaces would have no effect on the current 
or proposed amended Coastal Zone Boundary located to the west of the project site or on the 
City’s current or proposed amended Waterfront Revitalization Program. (See Waterfront 
Revitalization Program Appendix.) 

No potentially significant adverse impacts related to public policy are anticipated to occur as a 
result of the proposed action, and further assessment of public policy is not warranted. 

9.  HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES   

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Project Site 

The subject property at 443 Greenwich Street is located at the northern end of the Tribeca North 
Historic District of Manhattan. The existing structure on the project site is not an individually 
designated historic structure but is a “contributing” building to the Tribeca North Historic 
District. LPC’s Historic Designation Report for the Tribeca North Historic District describes the 
project site as follows. 
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 443 Greenwich Street - This seven-story warehouse has a 175-foot facade on Greenwich 
Street and 125-foot facades on Vestry Street and Desbrosses Street; it is divided internally by 
two partition walls perpendicular to Greenwich Street. The warehouse was designed in 1883 
by Charles C. Haight for the Trinity Church Corporation and expanded in the following 
year with the construction of the adjacent building, 34-38 Vestry (a/k/a 9-13 Desbrosses 
Street), also designed by Haight. The two buildings enclose a large interior courtyard to 
which arched passageways in the western bay of the other building provide access. Haight 
designed a number of buildings in the Tribeca area for the Trinity Church Corporation, 
including the warehouse at 12-16 Vestry Street (1882-83) in this district.  

 Haight's design for this large building of orange brick with sandstone elements is influenced 
by the interpretation of Romanesque elements found in the German round-arched style. The 
building has a monumentality reinforced by subtle variations in the facade planes, 
emphasized by multi-story pilasters with corbelled brick capitals which extend as a 
corbelled stringcourse. There is a corresponding variation in the placement of the round-
arched window openings. The iron fireproof shutters have been removed; several variations 
of historic sash remain in place. The facades are crowned by an attic story with closely-set 
square-headed windows separated by pilasters and a corbelled brick parapet. At the one-
story base, brick archivolts accent the round-arched openings. Secondary cast-iron piers 
(cast by the New York City Iron Works and Duclos Iron Works) and brick piers with 
sandstone capitals frame entrance bays from which cornices have been removed. Some bays 
have historic wood casement windows and pairs of paneled and glazed wood doors. The 
stepped vault has been removed and concrete steps provide access to entrances on 
Greenwich Street; there is a concrete loading platform on Desbrosses Street.  

 Long-term tenants in the building included the Semon Bache glass company and the 
American Steel Wool Manufacturing Company, which occupied the northern portion of the 
building as well as the adjacent building at 34-38 Vestry Street. Benjamin Griffen, a glass 
beveler and cutter, was located at 40 Vestry Street from around 1900 to 1920. The Parke, 
Davis & Company drug firm was a tenant in the 1910s. Later occupants of the building 
included several bookbinding and electronics firms. The building, which replaced several 
small wood-frame dwellings and outbuildings, remains in commercial use. 

As described in the Land Use section above, the building is currently vacant, contains 252,030 
gsf [215,863 zoning square feet (zsf)] of floor area, and occupies the entire zoning lot except for 
an approximately 4,000 square foot interior courtyard. The building currently has curb cuts on 
both Desbrosses and Vestry Streets, 141’-5 11/16” and 141’-5 1/2” from their respective 
intersections with Greenwich Street, serving a gated, through-block driveway on the ground 
floor that accesses the building’s inner court. No parking exists on site today. The building is 
currently under construction and in the process of being converted to residential use with 53 
dwelling units. New structural work in the building is approximately 10 percent complete.  

Study Area 

The Tribeca North Historic District in which the project site is located was designated a Historic 
District by the LPC in December 1992 and has also been certified as State and National Register 
eligible. A brief summary of the District from LPC’s Historic Designation Report follows below. 
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 Tribeca North Historic District - The Tribeca North Historic District, which includes sixty-
seven buildings and three undeveloped lots, is located between Hubert and Watts Streets 
and west of the intersection of Canal and Varick Streets. The blockfronts along Greenwich 
and Hudson streets, long important commercial thoroughfares in the area, and those on the 
cross streets of Hubert, Laight, and Vestry Streets, are dominated by the warehouse 
buildings which give the district its distinctive character. The Tribeca North Historic 
District has a distinct and special character within the larger Tribeca area established by its 
many large warehouses developed, for the most part, during the late nineteenth century. 
The Tribeca North Historic District is comprised of buildings mostly erected between 1880 
and 1910 for commercial use. The emergence of the warehouse as a building type is reflected 
in the district by the various structures built for storage and industrial operations. In their 
architectural treatment the warehouses range from modestly utilitarian to more decorative 
with references to contemporary Romanesque and Renaissance Revival styles. 

Two individually designated historic properties are located within the 400-foot project study 
area around the site and are briefly discussed below. 

 Fleming Smith Warehouse – The Fleming Smith Warehouse at 451 Washington Street (Block 
224, Lot 24) was designated by LPC on March 14, 1978. This building is located 
approximately 245 feet northwest of the project site and borders the northwestern corner of 
the Tribeca North Historic District. The LPC description of the building states that it was 
designed by Stephen Decatur Hatch and built in 1891-92. Crowned by eccentric gables and 
dormers, Hatch’s brick warehouse is a skillful combination of Romanesque Revival and 
Flemish Renaissance design. The central gable contains the date of design and the owner’s 
initials, all wrought in metal. The building was one of the first in Tribeca to be converted to 
residential use.    

 Holland Plaza Building – The Holland Plaza Building at 75 Varick Street (AKA 73-93 Varick 
Street, 73-99 Watts Street, and 431-475 Canal Street; Block 226, Lot 1) was designated by LPC 
on September 24, 2013. This building is located approximately 365 feet northeast of the 
project site at its closest point and occupies an entire block bounded by Varick, Watts, Canal, 
and Hudson Streets along the north side of Canal Street. The LPC description of the 
building states that the Holland Plaza Building is a large, modern-classical style 
manufacturing structure, constructed on an irregularly-shaped lot facing the entrance to the 
Holland Tunnel in 1929-30. The building location was chosen to take advantage of the new 
transportation hub then developing at the entrance to the newly-constructed tunnel linking 
New York and New Jersey. One of the most significant buildings by celebrated architect Ely 
Jacques Kahn, the Holland Plaza displays a modern, functional architectural vocabulary 
influenced by the contemporary expressionist brick buildings of Germany and Holland. 
Positioned on a prominent site, the Holland Plaza Building displays a dramatic style that 
emphasizes the structural grid without applied ornament. Its strong vertical piers are 
balanced by horizontal, textured spandrels and their meeting point is emphasized by 
projecting corner blocks and a layered plaque, creating a dynamic surface tension that is 
quite unusual in this district of utilitarian warehouse structures. The two main facades, on 
Canal and Varick Streets, feature pedestrian entrances that are emphasized by a central 
group of projecting, over-scaled rusticated piers while the center of the Watts Street facade 
has a series of vehicular loading bays, to serve the needs of the building’s commercial 
tenants.  
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FUTURE NO-ACTION CONDITIONS 

In the future without the proposed project in 2015, the existing vacant building on the project 
site would be converted to residential occupancy with a total of 53 dwelling units within 
257,702  gsf/215,860 zsf of floor area. The No-Action scenario would not include any parking.  

LPC held a hearing on September 24, 2013 and voted to approve the excavation to create a 
driveway, as well as improvement of the existing gates. The excavation to create the driveway 
would have a minimal effect on what can and cannot be built in the future No Action Scenario. 
If not used for parking, the cellar area assigned to the parking would be used for storage as well 
as serving as a drop-off and pick-up area for building residents and for deliveries. The 
driveway leading to the cellar would require that drop-offs and pick-ups take place in the cellar 
of the building rather than on its ground floor level as would occur without the construction of 
the driveway.  

FUTURE WITH-ACTION CONDITIONS 

In the future with the proposed project in 2015, the existing vacant building on the project site 
would be converted to residential occupancy with a total of 53 dwelling units within 257,702  
gsf/215,860 zsf of floor area. In addition, 15 parking spaces would be provided in the cellar of 
the building through the requested Authorization. The proposal includes the excavation and 
ramping of the existing through-block driveway down to the cellar level where the 15 spaces 
would be located in an approximately 5,668.78 square-foot facility (including the parking 
spaces, circulation area, ramps, and the driveway). The Future With-Action scenario would be 
identical to the proposed development plan. 

LPC held a hearing on September 24, 2013 and voted to approve the excavation to create the 
driveway, as well as improvement of the existing gates. This approval is reflected in an 
amendment to the Certificate of Appropriateness dated May 15, 2014 that was issued for the 
restorative work and conversion as part of the 2008 CPC Special Permit. The Applicant noted 
that LPC, as part of their approval of the ramp, requested that a visual link be maintained 
between Vestry and Desbrosses Streets, and, as such, the Applicant would construct a 
circulation bridge on the ground floor with views from the street into the inner courtyard and to 
the other street. A further amendment to the Certificate of Appropriateness is being sought to 
reflect the stop sign and speed bump that will be installed in the exit ramp. (See Certificates of 
Appropriateness, Renewal Letter, Status Update Letter, and LPC Miscellaneous/Amendments 
correspondence in Historic and Cultural Resources Appendix.) 

If the proposed parking is not approved by the CPC after the current excavation, the cellar area 
assigned to the parking would be used for storage as well as serving as a drop-off and pick-up 
area for building residents and for deliveries. The only substantive difference between the No-
Action and With-Action scenarios if the parking is not approved would be that there would be 
additional area available for general storage purposes.   

The proposed development would be compatible with the New York City, New York State, and 
Federal landmarks preservation regulations applicable to the site and the immediately 
surrounding area. As discussed above, LPC held a hearing on September 24, 2013 and voted to 
approve the excavation to create the driveway, as well as improvement of the existing gates. 
This approval is reflected in an amendment to the Certificate of Appropriateness dated May 15, 
2014 that was issued for the restorative work and conversion as part of the 2008 CPC Special 
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Permit. The Applicant noted that LPC, as part of their approval of the ramp, requested that a 
visual link be maintained between Vestry and Desbrosses Streets, and, as such, the Applicant 
would construct a circulation bridge on the ground floor with views from the street into the 
inner courtyard and to the other street. A further amendment to the Certificate of 
Appropriateness is being sought to reflect the stop sign and speed bump that will be installed in 
the exit ramp. 

Potential Impacts to Archaeological and Historic Resources 

The prior development project proposed for the project site was analyzed in an EAS which was 
issued a Negative Declaration on April 4, 2008 (CEQR No. 08DCP040M). The previous Special 
Permit sought to facilitate the conversion of the existing 7-story building on the property to a 
mixture of residential, hotel, retail, and physical culture establishment (PCE) uses and to allow 
penthouse additions to the building.  

Archaeological Resources 

The Historic Resources section of the 2008 EAS concluded that the project site has no 
archaeological significance based on a comment letter issued by the LPC dated November 16, 
2006. In addition, LPC voted to approve the excavation to create the driveway at its September 
24, 2013 hearing. Therefore, the excavation to create the driveway to the proposed parking 
facility would not result in any disturbance to potentially existing archaeological resources. No 
adverse impacts to archaeological resources would result from the proposed action. 

Historic Resources 

The Historic Resources section of the 2008 EAS concluded that the prior development project 
proposed for the project site would not have any adverse physical, contextual, or visual impacts 
on the project site building, the Tribeca North Historic District, or other architectural resources 
within the study area. The EAS concluded that since the project site is located within the 
Historic District, construction and design of the proposed project is subject to LPC review and 
approval. On July 30, 2007, LPC issued a Certificate of Appropriateness for the proposed 
penthouse addition and alterations to the building’s facades, as well as a Certificate of No Effect 
for the restorative work on the building’s facades.  

The current proposed action, which is the development of 15 parking spaces in the cellar of the 
building on the project site, would have minimal effects on the exterior appearance and historic 
character of the building. LPC voted to approve the proposed improvements to the two existing 
gates at the driveway entrance to and exit from the building at its September 24, 2013 hearing. 
This approval is reflected in an amendment to the Certificate of Appropriateness dated May 15, 
2014 that was issued for the restorative work and conversion as part of the 2008 CPC Special 
Permit. The LPC, as part of their approval of the ramp, requested that a visual link be 
maintained between Vestry and Desbrosses Streets, and, as such, a circulation bridge will be 
constructed on the ground floor with views from the street into the inner courtyard and to the 
other street. A further amendment to the Certificate of Appropriateness is being sought to 
reflect the stop sign and speed bump that will be installed in the exit ramp. 

LPC-approved construction procedures would be followed for the excavation and construction 
of the proposed garage facility to protect other historic structures in the area from damage from 
vibration, subsidence, dewatering, or falling objects. Construction procedures would comply 
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with the NYC Department of Buildings memorandum Technical Policy and Procedure Notice # 
10/88 (TPPN # 10/88) and with the site safety requirements of the 2008 NYC Building Code, as 
amended, which stipulate that certain procedures be followed for the avoidance of damage to 
historic and other structures resulting from construction. TPPN # 10/88 pertains to any 
structure which is a designated NYC Landmark or located within a historic district, or listed on 
the National Register of Historic Places and is contiguous to or within a lateral distance of 90 
feet from a lot under development or alteration. 

Based on the above, it is concluded that the proposed action would be compatible with the 
project site building, the Tribeca North Historic District, and other architectural resources 
within the project study area. No adverse impacts to historic resources would result from the 
proposed action.  

The proposed project would not result in any impacts to historic or archaeological resources.   

12.  HAZARDOUS MATERIALS   

Introduction 

A hazardous materials assessment is required for the proposed action per the CEQR Technical 
Manual as follows:  

• Rezoning (or other discretionary approvals such as a variance) allowing commercial or 
residential uses in an area currently or previously zoned for manufacturing uses.  

• Development within close proximity to a manufacturing zone.  

• Renovation of interior existing space on a site with potential vapor intrusion from on-
site or off-site sources; compromised indoor air quality; or the presence of asbestos, 
PCBs, mercury, or lead-based paint.  

• Development where underground and/or aboveground storage tanks (USTs or ASTs) 
are (or were) located on or near the site.  

Prior Development Proposal   

The prior development project proposed for the project site was analyzed in an EAS which was 
issued a Negative Declaration on April 4, 2008 (CEQR No. 08DCP040M). The previous Special 
Permit sought to facilitate the conversion of the existing 7-story building on the property to a 
mixture of residential, hotel, retail, and physical culture establishment (PCE) uses and to allow 
penthouse additions to the building.  

The Negative Declaration states that the proposed action includes a restrictive declaration to 

ensure that significant adverse impacts related to hazardous materials do not occur. The 

restrictive declaration binds the Applicant to prepare a hazardous materials sampling 

protocol including a health and safety plan, which would be submitted to the Department of 

Environmental Protection (DEP) for approval. The Applicant agrees to test and identify any 

potential hazardous material impact pursuant to the approved sampling protocol and, if any 

such impact is found, submit a hazardous material remediation plan including a health and 

safety plan to DEP for approval. If necessary, remediation measures would be undertaken 

pursuant to the remediation plan. 
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The Supporting Statement for the Negative Declaration states that a Phase I Environmental 
Site Assessment (ESA) was prepared on April 16, 2006 for the property located at 443 
Greenwich Street in Manhattan (Block 222, Lot 1). The Phase I ESA was reviewed by DEP's 
Office of Environmental Planning and Assessment, and Phase II testing was recommended by 
DEP, due to the presence of hazardous materials on the site as a result of past and present on 
and off-site land uses. 

The declaration, binding on all successors and assigns of the Applicant, requires that 
additional Phase II testing be prepared, including a sampling protocol and a health and safety 
plan for DEP's review and approval. If hazardous materials impacts exist, the declaration 
requires that the Applicant submit a remediation plan for DEP's review and approval and 
provide for such remediation. The declaration serves as a mechanism to assure the potential 
for hazardous material contamination that may exist in the sub-surface soils and groundwater 
on the Applicant's property would be characterized prior to any site disturbance. 

The restrictive declaration was executed on April 4, 2008. DEP confirmed, via written 
correspondence, that the Applicant filed a DEP-approved Restrictive Declaration with the 
New York City Department of Finance of the City Register.  

A summary of the Final Hazardous Materials Remedial Action Plan and the Final Hazardous 
Materials Remediation Investigation Report is provided below.    

(E) Designation  

The project site contains an (E) designation (E-257) for hazardous materials which was 
mapped on the property as part of the North Tribeca Rezoning on September 15, 2010. The 
text of this (E) designation follows below. 

The (E) designation would require that the fee owner of the sites conduct a testing and 

sampling protocol and remediation where appropriate, to the satisfaction of the NYCDEP 

before the issuance of a building permit by the Department of Buildings pursuant to the 

provisions of Section 11-15 of the Zoning Resolution (Environmental Requirements). The (E) 

designation will also include a mandatory construction-related health and safety plan which 

must be approved by NYCDEP. The text for the (E) designation is as follows: 

Task 1-Sampling Protocol 

A. Petroleum 

Soil, soil gas, and groundwater testing protocol (including a description of methods), and a site 
map with all sampling location represented clearly and precisely, must be submitted to the 
NYCDEP by the fee owner(s) of the lot which is restricted by this (E) designation, for review 
and approval. 

A site map with the sampling locations clearly identified and a testing protocol with a 

description of methods, for soil, soil gas, and groundwater, must be submitted by the fee 

owner(s), of the lot which is restricted by the (E) designation, to the NYCDEP for review and 

approval. 
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B. Non-Petroleum 

The fee owner(s) of the lot restricted by this (E) designation will be required to prepare a scope 
of work for any sampling and testing needed to determine if contamination exists and to what 
extent remediation may be required. The scope of work will include all relevant supporting 
documentation, including site plans and sampling locations. This scope of work will be 
submitted to NYCDEP for review and approval prior to implementation. It will be reviewed to 
ensure that an adequate number of samples will be collected and that appropriate parameters 
are selected for laboratory analysis. For all non-petroleum (E) designated sites, the three 
generic NYCDEP soil and ground- water sampling protocols should be followed. 

A scope of work for any sampling and testing to be completed, which will determine the 
extent of on-site contamination and the required remediation, must be prepared by the fee 
owner(s) of the lot restricted by this (E) designation. The scope of work will include the 
following: site plans, sampling locations, and all other relevant supporting documentation. The 
scope of work must be submitted to the NYCDEP for review and confirmation that an 
adequate testing protocol (i.e., number of samples collected, appropriate parameters for 
laboratory analysis) has been prepared. The NYCDEP must approve the scope of work before 
it can be implemented. 

For non-petroleum (E) designated sites, one of the three generic soil and groundwater 
sampling protocols prepared by the NYCDEP should be followed. 

The protocols are based on three types of releases to soil and groundwater sampling protocols 
prepared by the NYCDEP should be followed. 

The protocols are based on three types of releases to soil and groundwater, including: the 
release of a solid hazardous material to ground surface; the release of a liquid hazardous 
material to the ground surface; and the release of a hazardous material to the subsurface (i.e., 
storage tank or piping). The type of release defines the areas of soil to be sampled from surface, 
near-surface, to subsurface. Additionally, it determines the need for groundwater sampling. 

A written approval of the sampling protocol must be received from the NYCDEP before 
commencement of sampling activities. Sample site quantity and location should be determined 
so as to adequately characterize the site, the source of contamination, and the condition of the 
remainder of the site. After review of the sampling data, the characterization should have been 
complete enough to adequately determine what remediation strategy (if any) is necessary. 
Upon request, NYCDEP will provide guidelines and criteria for choosing sampling sites and 
performing sampling. 

Finally, a Health and Safety Plan must be devised and approved by the NYCDEP before the 
commencement on any on-site activities. 

Task 2-Remediation Determination and Protocol 

After sample collection and laboratory analysis have been completed on the soil and/or 

groundwater samples collected in Task 1, a summary of the data and findings in the form of a 

written report must be presented to the NYCDEP for review and approval. The NYCDEP will 

provide a determination as to whether remediation is necessary. 
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If it is determined that no remediation activities are necessary, a written notice will be released 

to that effect. However, if it is the NYCDEP's determination that remediation is necessary the 

fee owner(s) of the lot restricted by the (E) designation must submit a proposed remediation 

plan to the NYCDEP for review and approval. Once approval has been obtain, and the work 

completed, the fee owner(s) of the lot restricted by the (E) designation must provide proof to 

the NYCDEP that the work has been completed satisfactorily. 

With the placement of the (E) designation on the above block and lots, no significant adverse 

impacts related to hazardous materials are anticipated.  

A summary of the Final Hazardous Materials Remedial Action Plan and the Final Hazardous 
Materials Remediation Investigation Report is provided below.    

Remediation Conducted On-Site   

Final Hazardous Materials Remedial Action Plan 

A Remedial Investigation (RI) was performed at the Site between December 2012 and 
November 2013 in accordance with the NYC Office of Environmental Remediation (OER)-
approved December 2012 Remedial Investigation Work Plan (RIWP), and subsequent RIWP 
addendum letters and correspondence in consultation with OER and the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation to compile and evaluate data and information 
necessary to develop this Remedial Action Plan (RAP). 

The proposed remedial action achieves all of the remedial action goals established for the 
project. The proposed remedial action is effective in both the short-term and long-term and 
reduces mobility, toxicity and volume of contaminants and uses standard methods that are well 
established in the industry. The proposed remedial action will consist of:  

1. Perform a Community Air Monitoring Program (CAMP) for particulates and volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs).  

2. Establish Restricted Residential Soil Cleanup Objectives (SCOs) for contaminants of concern. 
Excavation and removal of soil/fill exceeding SCOs.  

3. Collection and analysis of nine post-ex samples to determine the performance of the remedy 
with respect to attainment of SCOs.  

4. Collection and analysis of end-point samples if hot-spots are encountered during 
redevelopment activities to evaluate the performance of any soil removal remedies which are 
conducted to depths below the proposed general excavation cut of three feet below basement 
floor grade.  

5. Closure and removal of the 7,000-gallon No. 6 fuel oil aboveground storage tank (AST), and 
removal of any potential underground storage tanks in compliance with applicable local, State 
and Federal laws and regulations.  

6. Based upon NYSDEC direction, in addition to the above identified remedy, in-situ treatment 
using chemical oxidation reagents will be implemented and existing monitoring wells will be 
utilized to monitor long term contaminant reduction. Application of a chemical oxidation 
product to treat chlorinated VOC-contaminated groundwater will be performed and 
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subsequent monitoring to confirm contaminant reduction. An evaluation of the monitoring 
results and the performance of the groundwater treatment will be made by NYSDEC and may 
include additional groundwater treatment and monitoring requirements.  

7. Construction and maintenance of an engineered composite cover consisting of the 12-inch 
concrete building slab and overlying exterior courtyard areas to prevent human exposure to 
residual soil/fill remaining under the Site.  

8. Installation of a Grace Preprufe 300R (46 mil) and 160R (32 mil) vapor barrier system beneath 
the building slab and along foundation sidewalls.  

9. Installation and operation of an active sub-slab depressurization system (SSDS).  

10. Import of materials (estimate of approximately 100 tons of clean stone) to be used for backfill 
and cover in compliance with this plan and in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.  

11. Transportation and off-site disposal of all soil/fill material at permitted facilities in 
accordance with applicable laws and regulations for handling, transport, and disposal, and this 
plan. Sampling and analysis of excavated media as required by disposal facilities. Appropriate 
segregation of excavated media on-site.  

12. Screening of excavated soil/fill during intrusive work for indications of contamination by 
visual means, odor, and monitoring with a photoionization detector (PID).  

13. Site mobilization involving Site security setup, equipment mobilization, utility mark outs 
and marking and staking excavation areas.  

14. Implementation of stormwater pollution prevention measures in compliance with applicable 
laws and regulations.  

15. Performance of all activities required for the remedial action, including permitting 
requirements and pretreatment requirements, in compliance with applicable laws and 
regulations.  

16. Submission of a Remedial Closure Report (RCR) that describes the remedial activities, 
certifies that the remedial requirements have been achieved, and describes all Engineering and 
Institutional Controls to be implemented at the Site, and lists any changes from this RAP.  

Final Hazardous Materials Remedial Investigation Report 

The Remedial Investigation Report (RIR) provides sufficient information for establishment of 
remedial action objectives, evaluation of remedial action alternatives, and selection of a 
remedy pursuant to RCNY§ 43-1407(f). The remedial investigation (RI) described in this 
document is consistent with applicable guidance which has been set forth by the New York 
City Mayor’s Office of Environmental Remediation (OER). The initial phase of the RI was 
conducted in December 2012 in accordance with the scope of work outlined in AKRF, Inc.’s 
(AKRF’s) December 2012 Remedial Investigation Work Plan (RIWP), which was approved 
with contingencies by OER in an email dated December 14, 2012. Following the review of the 
Draft RIR submitted in March 2013, OER, in consultation with the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), requested additional investigation 
activities. Supplemental RI activities were performed in accordance with OER- and NYSDEC-
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approved scopes of work between April 2013 and November 2013. This final report 
submission summarizes all RI activities completed and utilized to select the appropriate 
remedial actions to be implemented during redevelopment. 

Summary of Past Uses of Site and Areas of Concern  

AKRF’s April 2011 and December 2012 Phase I Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) 
indicated that the Site building was constructed in 1883, with an addition in 1884. During most 
of its history, the building was occupied by various manufacturing and commercial uses 
including: a belt and bag factory; printers, publishers and silk printing; a jewelry business; a 
photography business; a hardware corporation; motor production; metal spinning; steel wool 
manufacturing; toy manufacturing; an electrical supply company; a die cutting service; a watch 
band company; metal stamping; an asbestos and rubber company; an engraving company; and 
art studios. By the early 1990s, the building was utilized as office space and was vacated circa 
2007.  

Based on the previous investigations, the areas of concern (AOCs) identified for the Site 
included:  

1. The regulatory database search and historical review indicated that the Site and the 
surrounding neighborhood have a history of manufacturing/light industrial activities, auto 
maintenance and fueling operations, and reported spills. These on- and off-site uses may have 
affected subsurface conditions at the Site.  

2. Two hazardous waste generator listings were recorded for the Site in regulatory databases. 
Digital Dirigible was listed with no waste information provided. Calderon Acquisition 
Corporation was listed as a generator of trichloroethene (TCE) in 1983, and spent halogenated 
solvents used in degreasing and ignitable solid waste in 1990. Two RCRA violations were 
reported for this listing in 1985 and 1990, which were returned to compliance within several 
months.  

3. A 7,000-gallon No. 6 fuel oil aboveground storage tank (AST) Site No. 2-610249, registered 
with the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) supplied the 
former oil-burning boiler located in the basement adjacent to the former boiler room (central 
portion of the Site basement). The tank was located on concrete supports within a brick vault 
with a floor apparently made of concrete prior to its proper removal in June 2013. During waste 
classification soil sampling activities conducted in October 2013, evidence of a petroleum 
release was identified beneath the former location of the tank and a spill was reported to 
NYSDEC (Spill No. 1307537). Based on delineation sampling activities conducted during the 
observation of the spill, and data provided to the NYSDEC case manager, the spill was closed 
on December 9, 2013.  

4. The Site was assigned an E-Designation for hazardous materials (as well as for air quality and 
noise) during the North Tribeca Rezoning in 2010, which requires environmental testing and, if 
necessary, remediation to the satisfaction of the OER.  

Summary of the Work Performed under the Remedial Investigation  

1. Conducted a Site inspection to identify AOCs and physical obstructions (i.e., structures, 
buildings, etc.);  
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2. Installed 34 soil borings across the entire project Site, and collected 36 soil samples (including 
sampling performed during waste classification activities) for chemical analysis from the soil 
borings to evaluate soil quality;  

3. Installed ten temporary, one-inch overburden groundwater monitoring well points, six 
permanent, two-inch overburden groundwater monitoring wells, and one permanent, two-inch 
deep groundwater monitoring well (immediately above the bedrock interface) throughout the 
Site; installed three permanent, two-inch overburden groundwater monitoring wells at off-site 
locations to the south and west, and collected a total of 30 groundwater samples for chemical 
analysis to evaluate groundwater quality;  

4. Surveyed elevations, collected groundwater measurements, and conducted a tidal and 
groundwater flow direction study utilizing each of the on- and off-site two-inch permanent 
groundwater monitor wells to further evaluate the potential effects of tidal fluctuations in the 
Hudson River, groundwater depressions associated with potential dewatering activities from 
the Holland Tunnel or nearby construction projects, and/or subsurface utility locations on 
groundwater elevations and flow direction near the Site;  

5. Installed seven temporary soil vapor probes throughout the Site; two temporary soil vapor 
probes at exterior sidewalk locations, and collected nine soil vapor samples and two ambient air 
sample for chemical analysis;  

6. Conducted a geophysical survey and a drain and piping investigation of the floor drains and 
sewer connections in the basement to determine discharge locations and confirm the integrity of 
the subsurface piping (also utilized to bias waste classification soil borings to further investigate 
potential source areas); and  

7. Conducted additional historical research of former uses of the Site and properties 
immediately adjacent to the Site in an effort to identify additional information regarding the 
source of groundwater and soil vapor contamination identified during the investigation.  

Summary of Topographical, Hydrogeological, and Geological Findings  

1. Elevation of the Site at sidewalk and first floor grade is approximately 15 feet above the 
National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929 (an approximation of mean sea level). The existing 
basement floor grade is approximately 8 feet below the sidewalk and first floor grade.  

2. Depth to groundwater is approximately 6 to 8 feet below the existing basement floor grade at 
the Site.  

3. Based on topography, and local hydrogeology, groundwater would be expected to flow in a 
westerly direction toward the Hudson River, approximately 750 feet to the west. The tidal and 
groundwater flow direction survey did not identify a direct correlation between the depth to 
groundwater fluctuations and the changing of tides, and indicated that there was a 
groundwater divide between on and off-site monitoring wells. A localized groundwater flow 
direction, which appears to move toward the center of the Site from the perimeter, was 
documented in on-site wells.  
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4. Based on field observations performed during the installation of the deep boring/monitoring 
well in the central portion of the Site, bedrock is located at a depth of approximately 88 feet 
below the sidewalk and first floor grade (approximately 80 feet below basement floor grade).  

5. Soil observed in the borings advanced during the RI consisted primarily of sand and silt with 
varying amounts of gravel to termination depths of approximately 15 feet below the basement 
floor grade. Sand with varying amounts of gravel, brick, tile, wood, and ash were observed at 
depths ranging from 1 foot to 7 feet below the basement floor grade (in borings advanced in the 
basement). Historic fill material of similar composition was also observed in the approximately 
8-foot interval between the courtyard level and the basement that supports the access 
driveways. Organic silts were observed in one boring at approximately 5 to 6 feet below 
basement floor grade in the northwestern portion of the Site. Sand with varying amounts of silt 
and gravel were observed from depths greater than 15 feet below basement floor grade prior to 
encountering bedrock at 80 feet below basement floor grade in the deep boring advanced in the 
central portion of the Site (SMW-4D).  

Summary of Environmental Contamination  

1. The results of the soil sampling completed during the RI (including the waste classification 
soil sampling) showed no volatile organic compounds (VOCs) detected at concentrations 
exceeding NYSDEC Unrestricted Use Soil Cleanup Objectives (USCOs or Track 1 SCOs) or 
Restricted Residential Soil Cleanup Objectives (RSCOs or Track 2 SCOs). Trichloroethene (TCE) 
was detected in nine soil samples, tetrachloroethene (PCE) was detected in two soil samples, 
and cis-1,2-dichloroethene (cis-1,2-DCE) was detected in three soil samples; all of which were at 
trace, low-level concentrations. Up to 16 polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) were 
detected in 16 soil samples with a maximum concentration of 22 parts per million (ppm) in a 
shallow soil sample collected within the first foot below the basement floor slab. All other PAH 
detections were identified in soil samples collected between three and four feet below the 
basement floor slab. A total of seven PAHs were detected in five to seven samples at 
concentrations exceeding the NYSDEC RSCOs. None of the metals detections exceeded the 
applicable NYSDEC RSCOs. Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) were not detected in any of the 
soil samples and none of the low-level detections of pesticides exceeded applicable NYSDEC 
RSCOs. During the completion of the waste classification soil sampling activities, field evidence 
(including petroleum odors, visible staining, and elevated photoionization detector readings) of 
a release from operations associated with the former No. 6 fuel oil AST was identified in soil 
approximately four inches beneath the existing floor slab in the central portion of the Site 
basement (in the immediate vicinity of its former location). Based on the observations, a spill 
was reported to NYSDEC and assigned case No. 1307537. Delineation soil sampling confirmed a 
localized, shallow pocket of petroleum-contaminated soil in an approximately 10 by 10 square 
foot area, extending to approximately 2 feet below the basement floor grade. Based on 
delineation sampling activities conducted during the observation of the spill, and data provided 
to the NYSDEC case manager, the spill was closed on December 9, 2013. No other evidence of a 
release or spill, or a chlorinated VOC contamination source area was noted during any of the 
soil sampling activities. Relatively low level SVOC exceedences of Track 2 Restricted Residential 
SCOs are attributed to the presence of historic fill beneath the building.  

2. The results of the groundwater sampling conducted during the RI showed the chlorinated 
VOCs TCE, PCE, cis-1,2-DCE, and 1,1-dichloroethane (1,1-DCA) at concentrations exceeding the 
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NYSDEC Class GA Groundwater Quality Standards (GQS) in on-site temporary and permanent 
monitor wells. The highest on-site chlorinated VOC concentrations were identified in 
groundwater samples collected from the central portion of the Site in the vicinity of the former 
boiler room, and were observed to dissipate toward the southern and western Site boundaries. 
TCE, PCE, and cis-1,2-DCE were detected at elevated concentrations exceeding the NYSDEC 
GQS in two off-site permanent wells located south of the Site beyond Vestry Street. Based on 
additional investigation activities including a compound specific isotopic analysis (CSIA) of the 
chlorinated VOCs detected in the central portion of the Site and the off-site monitor wells south 
of the Site beyond Vestry Street, the presence of two separate releases (one originating on-site 
and one originating off-site) of TCE was confirmed. No other VOCs were detected at 
concentrations exceeding applicable GQS. Two PAHs were detected at concentrations slightly 
exceeding the applicable NYSDEC GQS in two of the five groundwater samples collected and 
analyzed for SVOCs from temporary well points during the initial phase of the investigation. 
These detections can be attributed to entrained sediment associated with historic fill beneath the 
Site, which was observed in the samples collected from temporary well points and are not 
indicative of an on-site spill or release. Five metals were detected above applicable GQS in 
dissolved groundwater samples including antimony, iron, magnesium, manganese, and 
sodium. The detected metals are typical of groundwater quality in Manhattan and not 
attributed to an on-site spill or release. No pesticides or PCBs were detected in the groundwater 
samples analyzed. Based on the groundwater results, a confined source of chlorinated VOCs 
(likely attributable to historic operations at the Site) appears to be located in the central portion 
of the Site, but is not affecting off-site conditions.  

3. The results of the soil vapor sampling conducted during the RI showed 33 VOCs detected in 
the 9 samples. VOCs associated with petroleum/gasoline (1,2,4-trimethylbenzene, benzene, 
ethylbenzene, heptane, xylenes, and toluene) were detected at concentrations up to 124 
micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3). Chlorinated VOCs (1,1,1-trichloroethane,1,1-
dichloroethane, 1,1-DCE, cis-1,2-DCE, PCE, TCE, and vinyl chloride) were detected at 
concentrations ranging from 4.29 µg/m3 to 7,520 µg/m3. PCE was detected in each of the soil 
vapor samples, with the maximum concentration of 383 µg/m3, which exceeds the New York 
State Department of Health (NYSDOH) Air Guideline Value (AGV) of 100 µg/m3. TCE was 
detected in six of the seven soil vapor samples at concentrations ranging from 6.02 µg/m3 to 
7,520 µg/m3, which exceed the NYSDOH AGV of 5 µg/m3. Exterior soil vapor sampling 
completed at the northeastern and southeastern exterior of the Site showed a large reduction in 
contaminant concentrations compared to the detections beneath the Site building. The 
chlorinated VOCs detected in the soil vapor samples were also detected in groundwater 
samples at the Site.  

Proposed Action  
The building is currently vacant and is under construction and in the process of being converted 

to residential use with 53 dwelling units. New structural work in the building is approximately 

10 percent complete. The conversion to residential use, including the addition of penthouses, 

was facilitated by a CPC Special Permit issued in July 2008 (C 080313 ZSM).  

The proposed action entails the conversion of the existing building on the project site to 
residential occupancy containing a total of 53 dwelling units within 257,702 gsf/215,860 zsf of 
floor area. 15 parking spaces would be provided in the cellar of the building through the 
requested Authorization. The proposal includes the excavation and ramping of the existing 
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through-block driveway down to the cellar level where the 15 spaces would be located in an 
approximately 5,668.78 square-foot facility (area includes the parking spaces, circulation area, 
ramps, and the driveway). 

The current proposed project would differ from the former project analyzed under CEQR No. 
08DCP040M in that it would not include any hotel, retail, commercial physical culture 
establishment, or other non-residential uses in the building. It would also include only 53 
dwelling units rather than the up to 166 dwelling units analyzed previously.   

As detailed in the Final Hazardous Materials Remedial Action Plan and the Final Hazardous 
Materials Remediation Investigation Report summarized above, the subsurface work required 
for the driveway/garage excavation in the subject building would not result in any adverse 
hazardous materials impacts to on-site workers, residents, visitors, and other users of the 
property or to persons in the surrounding area.  

Current Status of On-Site Remediation 

The Applicant is currently in the process of complying with the terms of the (E) Designation. In 
March 2014, the NYC Office of Environmental Remediation (OER) approved the Remedial 
Action Plan (RAP) to address hazardous materials concerns on the property. On May 20, 2014, 
OER issued a Notice to Proceed with the remediation of hazardous materials on the property. In 
order to meet the hazardous materials remediation requirements contained in both the 
Restrictive Declaration and the (E) Designation noted above, the Applicant is required to 
properly remove materials excavated on the site, conduct a chemical clean up treatment process 
on the site (now completed), and install a sub-slab depressurization system (SSDS). 

The building at the project site is currently undergoing construction/renovation in connection 
with the prior CPC approvals and filed plans at DOB. As stated above, the Applicant is in the 
process of complying with the requirements of the existing institutional controls. The proposed 
authorization would not modify or alter the existing institutional controls in any way. 

Conclusion 

Based on the above analysis there is no potential for the proposed action to result in significant 
adverse impacts related to hazardous materials. 

17.  AIR QUALITY  

Introduction 

Under CEQR, two potential types of air quality impacts are examined. These are mobile and 
stationary source impacts. Potential mobile source impacts are those which could result from an 
increase in traffic in the area, resulting in greater congestion and higher levels of carbon 
monoxide (CO). Potential stationary source impacts are those that could occur from stationary 
sources of air pollution, such as the heat and hot water boiler of a proposed development which 
could adversely affect other buildings in proximity to the proposed project. Odors resulting 
from the operation of a proposed development are also discussed in the assessment, if relevant.   
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Mobile Source 

Under guidelines contained in the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, and in this area of New York 
City, projects generating fewer than 170 additional vehicular trips in any given hour are 
considered as highly unlikely to result in significant mobile source impacts, and do not warrant 
detailed mobile source air quality studies. It would not be possible for the proposed parking lot 
to generate 170 or more additional vehicular trips in any given hour. Therefore, no mobile 
source air quality impacts would be generated by the project. 

The project would not result in any significant adverse mobile source air quality impacts.   

Stationary Source  

The prior development project proposed for the project site was analyzed in an EAS which was 
issued a Negative Declaration on April 4, 2008 (CEQR No. 08DCP040M).  

The 2008 EAS analysis of potential impacts of the proposed development on other nearby 
buildings was conducted assuming that natural gas would be the fuel type used. The current 
proposal similarly plans to utilize natural gas for heating and hot water generation as required 
under the provisions of the (E) designation mapped on the property as further discussed below. 
The 2008 EAS analysis found that the proposed HVAC system for the building would not result 
in any significant stationary source air quality impacts. It is therefore concluded that the current 
proposed project would similarly not result in any significant stationary source air quality 
impacts. 

The project site contains an (E) designation (E-257) for air quality which was mapped on the 
property as part of the North Tribeca Rezoning on September 15, 2010. The text of this (E) 
designation follows below. 

Block 222, Lot 1: Any new residential and/or commercial development on the 
above-referenced properties must use natural gas as the type of fuel for space heating and 
hot water (HVAC) systems, to avoid any potential significant adverse air quality impacts. 

The above noted (E) requirements would not change under the proposed action. Therefore, 
there would be no impacts from the proposed project.  

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

Odors 

The proposed development would not be expected to generate any odors. In addition, there are 
no uses in the vicinity of the site that would typically generate odors that would affect the 
project, and no odors were detected during field visits to the area.    

Conclusion 

The building at the project site is currently undergoing construction/renovation in connection 
with the prior CPC approvals and filed plans at DOB. As stated above, the Applicant is in the 
process of complying with the requirements of the existing institutional controls. The proposed 
authorization would not modify or alter the existing institutional controls in any way. 
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Based on the above analysis, the proposed project would not create any significant adverse 
mobile or stationary source air quality impacts relative to the surrounding area and would not 
experience any significant adverse mobile, stationary, or industrial source emissions impacts 
from the surrounding area.  

 

19.  NOISE    

Introduction 

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

Mobile Source 

Relative to mobile source impacts, a noise analysis would only be required if a proposed project 
would at least double existing passenger car equivalent (PCE) traffic volumes along a street on 
which a sensitive noise receptor (such as a residence, a park, a school, etc.) is located. 
Residential uses are located along streets providing vehicular access to the proposed parking 
garage on Vestry and Desbrosses Streets, and these streets would therefore be of concern 
relative to mobile source noise impacts. In addition, the proposed residential dwelling units in 
the project would be a sensitive use relative to noise impacts.   

Existing vehicular traffic on the Vestry and Desbrosses Streets sides of the site where the 
parking facility entrance and exit would be located is currently low. These streets are operating 
at 8.0% or less of their rated capacity of 1,700 cars per hour. However, the additional traffic that 
would be added to the streets by the proposed parking facility is a tenth of a percent of their 
rated capacity during any given period. Therefore, the data indicates that the proposed parking 
garage as well as the proposed residential building itself would not double PCE volumes along 
these streets.  

No significant adverse mobile source noise impacts would be generated by the project and the 
project would not experience significant adverse noise impacts from mobile sources in the 
surrounding area.  

Stationary Source 

The proposed project would not include any unenclosed mechanical equipment for building 
ventilation purposes that could result in stationary source noise impacts to the surrounding 
area. All mechanical equipment would be located either inside the building or would be 
enclosed on the roof of the structure. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in 
potential stationary source noise impacts to any other buildings in the vicinity of the project site. 

The prior development project proposed for the project site was analyzed in an EAS which was 
issued a Negative Declaration on April 4, 2008 (CEQR No. 08DCP040M).  
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The project site contains an (E) designation (E-257) for noise which was mapped on the 
property as part of the North Tribeca Rezoning on September 15, 2010. This (E) designation 
requires a minimum of 28 dBA of window/wall attenuation for all new 
residential/commercial use on the project site Block 222, Lot 1. The text of the noise (E) 
designation is as follows: 

In order to ensure an acceptable interior noise environment, future 
residential/commercial uses must provide a closed-window condition with a minimum 
of 28 dBA window-wall attenuation in all facades in order to maintain an interior noise 
level of 45 dBA. In order to maintain a closed-window condition, an alternate means of 
ventilation must also be provided. Alternate means of ventilation include, but are not 
limited to, central air conditioning or air conditioning sleeves containing air conditioners. 

The building at the project site is currently undergoing construction/renovation in connection 
with the prior CPC approvals and filed plans at DOB. The Applicant is in the process of 
complying with the requirements of the existing institutional controls. The proposed 
authorization would not modify or alter the existing institutional controls in any way. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not experience significant adverse noise impacts from 
stationary sources (ambient noise) in the surrounding area.  

Conclusion 

Based on the above analysis, the proposed project would not create any significant adverse 
mobile or stationary source noise impacts relative to the surrounding area and it would not 
experience any significant adverse mobile or stationary source noise impacts from conditions in 
the surrounding area.  

 

22.  CONSTRUCTION 

Based on CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, where the duration of construction is expected 
to be short‐term (less than two years), any impacts resulting from construction generally do 
not require detailed assessment. Construction of the proposed parking garage facility is 
expected to be completed within 6 months. Nevertheless, some discussion of construction 
impacts resulting from the project is provided since construction activities on the site would 
be occurring within 400 feet of historic and cultural resources, as identified in the Historic 
and Cultural Resources section above. The project site is located within the Tribeca North 
Historic District and is also located within 400 feet of two individually designated historic 
resources including the Fleming Smith Warehouse at 451 Washington Street and the Holland 
Plaza Building at 75 Varick Street. 

The CEQR Technical Manual indicates that construction impacts may occur to historic and 
cultural resources if in-ground disturbances or vibrations associated with project construction 
could undermine the foundation or structural integrity of nearby resources. A construction 
assessment may be needed for historic and cultural resources if the project involves 
construction activities within 400 feet of a historic resource.  

The proposed action involves excavation to create the proposed parking garage driveway. This 
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work would be internal to the existing structure, would be limited in scope and area, and would 
likely have no potential impact to other structures in the surrounding area.   

LPC held a hearing on September 24, 2013 and voted to approve the excavation to create the 
driveway. This approval is reflected in an amendment to the Certificate of Appropriateness 
dated May 15, 2014 that was issued for the restorative work and conversion as part of the 2008 
CPC Special Permit.  

LPC-approved construction procedures would be followed to protect historic structures in the 
area from damage from vibration, subsidence, dewatering, or falling objects. Construction 
procedures would comply with the NYC Department of Buildings memorandum Technical 
Policy and Procedure Notice # 10/88 (TPPN # 10/88) and with the site safety requirements of 
the 2008 NYC Building Code, as amended, which stipulate that certain procedures be followed 
for the avoidance of damage to historic and other structures resulting from construction. TPPN 
# 10/88 pertains to any structure which is a designated NYC Landmark or located within a 
historic district, or listed on the National Register of Historic Places and is contiguous to or 
within a lateral distance of 90 feet from a lot under development or alteration. Therefore, no 
adverse construction impacts would occur to any historic resources within 400 feet of the 
project site.   

On the basis of the above analysis, the proposed action would not have any potentially 
significant adverse construction impacts, and further analysis would not be warranted. 
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 443 Greenwich Street – Parking Authorization 

 Explanation of Consistency with Waterfront Policies 

Introduction 

The attached New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program Consistency Assessment Form 
(CAF) and this narrative explanation of the project’s consistency with waterfront policies have 
been prepared for the proposed parking authorization at 443 Greenwich Street. The CAF and 
narrative have been prepared for the subject property which, although not currently located 
within the boundaries of the City’s Coastal Zone, falls within the boundaries of the amended 
Coastal Zone.  

As the project site is located within the proposed amended Coastal Zone Boundary, it could be 
subject to the revisions to the New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP) in the 
future. On September 11, 2013, the City Planning Commission voted to approve the revisions to 
the WRP and on October 30, 2013, the City Council approved the revisions to the WRP. The 
WRP must be approved by the New York State Department of State and the U.S. Department of 
Commerce before it goes into effect. The Department of City Planning recommended that the 
EAS include a consistency assessment for any WRP policies that the project hinders or advances 
as the amended Coastal Zone Boundary and the revisions to the WRP may be in place by the 
time that this project is voted on by the City Planning Commission.  

CAF questions that have been affirmatively responded to require further discussion in a 
narrative attachment to the CAF. Four questions (#s 5, 32, 40, and 52) have been affirmatively 
responded to which would require a discussion of Policies 1.1, 6, 7.2, and 10. The discussion 
below addresses the new Policies # 1.1, 6, 7.2, and 10.   

1.  Policy 1.1: Encourage commercial and residential redevelopment in appropriate Coastal 
Zone areas.  

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

A. Criteria that should be considered to determine areas appropriate for reuse through public and private 
actions include: compatibility with the continued functioning of the designated Special Natural 
Waterfront Areas, the Arthur Kill Ecologically Sensitive Maritime and Industrial Area, or Significant 
Maritime and Industrial Areas, where applicable; the absence of unique or significant natural features or, 
if present, the potential for compatible development; the presence of substantial vacant or underused land; 
proximity to existing residential or commercial uses; the potential for strengthening upland residential or 
commercial areas and for opening up the waterfront to the public; transportation access; the maritime and 
industrial jobs potentially displaced or created; and the new opportunities created by redevelopment. 

Public actions - such as property disposition, urban renewal plans, and infrastructure provision - should 
facilitate redevelopment of underused property to promote housing and economic development and 
enhance the city's tax base, subject to consideration of Policy 2, where applicable. 

The project site is not designated either as a Special Natural Waterfront Area (SNWA) or as a 
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Significant Maritime and Industrial Area (SMIA) nor is it in close proximity to any areas so 
designated. The project site is located inland and does not border the shoreline. The project site 
does not contain any unique and significant natural features. The existing vacant 252,030 gross 
square foot (gsf) [215,863 zoning square foot (zsf)] building on the 35,111.84 square foot 
property is currently under construction for a new residential development. The project site is 
located in an area occupied by a mixture of commercial, residential, and light industrial 
development, and parking lots. 

The proposed project would add to and strengthen the surrounding residential and commercial 
community. Development of the proposed project would have no impact upon public access to 
the waterfront as the project site is not located along or near the waterfront, and would have no 
impact on industrial or maritime jobs. The proposed project would result in the development of 
53 dwelling units which are anticipated to result in the generation of several building 
operations and maintenance jobs.  

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

2. Policy 6:  Minimize loss of life, structures, infrastructure, and natural resources caused by 
flooding and erosion, and increase resilience to future conditions created by climate change. 

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

Policy 6.1 is not relevant to the proposed action as this policy relates to shoreline protection 
measures. The subject property is not located along the shoreline.  

- Policy 6.2: Integrate consideration of the latest New York City projections of climate change 
and sea level rise (as published by the NPCC, or any successor thereof) into the planning and 
design of projects in the city’s Coastal Zone.   

A. In the planning and design of all projects – except for the maintenance or in-kind, in-place replacement 
of existing facilities – identify the potential vulnerabilities of the project to sea level rise, coastal flooding, 
and storm surge over its usable life and the general consequences to the project of these types of events. 
This analysis shall be conducted by an engineer, architect or other qualified professional. For projects with 
a usable life span beyond the timeframe of any available projections, the furthest projection by the NPCC 
or its successor shall be used. The scope of the analysis should take into account the nature of the action 
subject to consistency review, as well as the size and location of the project, and must examine, as 
applicable: 

• Current conditions and the projected conditions with sea level rise and climate change. 

• Features of the project likely to be vulnerable to temporary flooding, frequent inundation, wave 
action, or erosion. Vulnerable features may include, for example, residential living areas, 
workplace areas, public access areas, plants and materials, critical electrical and mechanical 
systems, temporary and long-term waste storage areas, fuel storage tanks, energy generators, 
hazardous materials storage, or maritime infrastructure. 
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• The general consequences of temporary flooding, frequent inundation, wave action, or erosion 
with respect to such vulnerable features. 

• The best available flood zones as established by FEMA, any associated base flood elevation, and 
the range of the projected future flood elevations based on sea level rise projections, as available.      

The response to Policies 6.2A and 6.2B has been prepared based on information provided by the 
engineer for the proposed project, AnnMarie Puzio, PE, Senior Project Manager at Langan 
Engineering; the project architect, Rudolph Laze, Associate, CetraRuddy Architecture D.P.C.; 
and the plumbing engineer for the project, Ron Pincott, Associate, Cosentini Associates. 

The project site is currently located approximately 240 feet east of the western extent of the 
existing Coastal Zone Boundary. It will be located within the Coastal Zone Boundary when the 
new maps are adopted.   

Based on the preliminary Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) dated 5 December 2013, the 
northwest corner of the project site is within Special Flood Hazard Area Zone AE with a base 
flood elevation of el 11 (NAVD88). The remainder of the site is within Zone X.  

The risk of temporary flooding extends to the cellar of the building, ranging in elevation from 
approximately el 0 to el 2.   

According to the preliminary FIRM, the site is located outside of the limits of moderate wave 
action. The site’s distance from the shoreline and intervening developments protect the site 
from wave action. Only temporary flooding is considered a risk. 

The cellar will be occupied by vehicle parking and circulation areas; bicycle storage and general 
tenant storage; a laundry room; two small office areas; a tenant fitness center, pool, sauna, and 
locker rooms; various building mechanical, utility, and trash rooms including a storm water 
retention area and a storm water /fire prevention room; and elevator pits, stairwells, corridors, 
and ramps. 

B. Identify and incorporate design techniques in projects that address the potential vulnerabilities and  
consequences identified and/or enhance the capacity to incorporate adaptive techniques in the future. 
Climate resilience techniques shall aim to protect health and well-being, minimize damage to systems and 
natural resources, prevent loss of property, and, to the extent practicable, promote economic growth and 
provide additional benefits such as the provision of public space or intertidal habitat. The appropriate 
techniques for a given project depend on case-by-case considerations, including such factors as the 
project’s lifespan, the costs, benefits, and feasibility of incorporating a technique, and the potential adverse 
or positive effects of the techniques on ecological health, public health, urban design, economic activity, 
and public space. To the extent that potential techniques are identified but not incorporated, an 
explanation shall be provided as to why incorporating such techniques are not appropriate or practicable 
for the given project, or how the project may be adapted to incorporate such measures in the future. The 
following are examples of potential techniques to be considered and incorporated into the project design, 
as appropriate: 

• Features which increase the project’s ability to withstand sea level rise, coastal flooding, and 
storm surge. 



 

 

4 

• Openings that allow the flood waters to enter and leave without causing disruption. 

• Opportunities to elevate, encase, or design electrical and mechanical equipment to be submersible. 

• Use of flood- and salt-water- resistant materials. 

• Elevation of structures and usable space within a project to an appropriate design flood elevation 
that reduces risk with minimal impacts on public space and urban design. The selection of an 
appropriate design flood elevation shall consider projections of climate risks, the lifespan of the 
project, and specific risks associated with the project. 

• The raising of land or the placement of fill to elevate projects above projected future flood levels. 

• Selection of plantings suited to the current and projected future climate including selection of 
salt-water-tolerant species. 

• Securing, elevating, or locating outside of the flood zones hazardous materials, temporary and 
long-term waste storage areas, and/or fuel storage tanks to protect against the impacts of flooding 
and wave action due to storm surge. 

• Incorporation of structural and non-structural shoreline treatments to attenuate waves and 
protect inland areas from coastal flooding.  

• Incorporation of design features that allow projects to be adapted on an on-going basis in response 
to changing climate projections and conditions.  

To address the risk of temporary flooding of the cellar the project includes the following: 

• Membrane waterproofing below the cellar floor slabs and on the below-grade walls.  

• No residential spaces below the first floor level.  
• No fuel storage tanks in the cellar. 

• Emergency generator located in the penthouse roof. 

• An 8” curb provided at the entrance to the electrical service room.  
• Submersible and salt-water resistance pumping facilities. 

• Submersible gas service entrance equipment. The gas service metering piping and 
meters have no open ends where if submerged would destroy them or the piping 
system. The meters and piping would only need to be cleaned and wiped down and 
checked by Con Ed if they were submerged. 

• Submersible water service equipment. The domestic and fire services are protected 
using double checks on the domestic service and double detector check valve assemblies 
on the fire service. No open outlets are provided on these backflow prevention devices. 
The meters are sealed units and if submerged would only need to be cleaned and any 
wiring connections checked.     

• The building management will provide active flood proofing plans for such measures as 
the removal of automobiles from the parking garage and the removal of trash prior to a 
flood event. 
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C. Where opportunities exist, new structures directly on waterfront sites should incorporate site features 
to reduce the impacts of flooding, storm surge and wave action on inland structures and uses.  

Policy 6.2C is not applicable to the proposed action as the project site is not located directly on 
the waterfront but rather is located approximately two city blocks inland. 
 
- Policy 6.3:  Direct public funding for flood prevention or erosion control measures to those 
locations where the investment will yield significant public benefit. 

Policy 6.3 is not relevant to the proposed action as it relates to public funding for flood 
prevention or erosion control measures. The proposed project does not include any public 
funding.  

- Policy 6.4:  Protect and preserve non-renewable sources of sand for beach nourishment. 

Policy 6.4 is not relevant to the proposed action as it does not include any use of sand for beach 
nourishment or other purposes.  

7.  Policy 7.2:  Prevent and remediate discharge of petroleum products.   
 
A. Minimize negative impacts from potential oil spills by appropriate siting of petroleum off-loading 
facilities and use of best practices. 

B. Follow best practice for the prevention and control of petroleum discharges from any major petroleum-
related facility. Clean up and remove any petroleum discharge in accordance with the guidelines 
contained in the New York State Water Quality Accident Contingency Plan and Handbook. 

C. Follow approved methods for handling and storage and use approved design and maintenance 
principles for storage facilities to prevent discharges of petroleum products. 

This policy primarily relates to major petroleum storage and off-loading facilities, none of 
which would be included in the proposed action. In addition, as the new residential uses would 
utilize natural gas and electricity for their heating and hot water generation needs, oil storage 
tanks would not be located in the structure, thereby eliminating a potential source of petroleum 
contamination.  

To avoid any impacts associated with potentially existing hazardous materials concerns, 
including petroleum contamination, the project site contains an (E) designation (E-257) for 
hazardous materials which was mapped on the property as part of the North Tribeca 
Rezoning on September 15, 2010. The (E) designation requires that the fee owner of the 
property conduct a testing and sampling protocol and remediation where appropriate, to the 
satisfaction of the NYCDEP before the issuance of a building permit by the Department of 
Buildings pursuant to the provisions of Section 11-15 of the Zoning Resolution 
(Environmental Requirements). The (E) designation also includes a mandatory construction-
related health and safety plan which must be approved by NYCDEP.  
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A final Remedial Investigation (RI) was performed at the Site between December 2012 and 
November 2013 in accordance with the NYC Office of Environmental Remediation (OER)-
approved December 2012 Remedial Investigation Work Plan (RIWP), and subsequent RIWP 
addendum letters and correspondence in consultation with OER and the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) to compile and evaluate data and 
information necessary to develop this Remedial Action Plan (RAP). The remedial action 
achieves all of the remedial action goals established for the project. The remedial action is 
effective in both the short-term and long-term and reduces mobility, toxicity and volume of 
contaminants and uses standard methods that are well established in the industry. 

A final Remedial Investigation Report (RIR) was prepared and provides sufficient information 
for establishment of remedial action objectives, evaluation of remedial action alternatives, and 
selection of a remedy pursuant to RCNY§ 43-1407(f). The remedial investigation (RI) 
described is consistent with applicable guidance which has been set forth by the OER. The 
initial phase of the RI was conducted in December 2012 in accordance with the scope of work 
outlined in AKRF, Inc.’s December 2012 RIWP, which was approved with contingencies by 
OER in an email dated December 14, 2012. Following the review of the Draft RIR submitted in 
March 2013, OER, in consultation with the NYSDEC, requested additional investigation 
activities. Supplemental RI activities were performed in accordance with OER- and NYSDEC-
approved scopes of work between April 2013 and November 2013. The final report 
submission summarizes all RI activities completed and utilized to select the appropriate 
remedial actions to be implemented during redevelopment. 

As detailed in the Final Hazardous Materials Remedial Action Plan and the Final Hazardous 
Materials Remediation Investigation Report, the subsurface work required for the 
driveway/garage excavation in the subject building would not result in any adverse 
hazardous materials impacts to on-site workers, residents, visitors, and other users of the 
property or to persons in the surrounding area.  
 
Based on the above, no significant adverse impacts related to hazardous materials including 
petroleum products would occur. 

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

- Policy 10.1:  Retain and preserve historic resources and enhance resources significant to the 
coastal culture of New York City.   
 
A.  Protect historic resources to the extent praticable, including those structures, landscapes, districts, 
areas, sites, vessels, or underwater structures that are listed or designated as follows: 

•  Any historic resource in a federal, state, or city park established, solely or in part, to protect and 
preserve the resource; 

•  Any resource listed on, or formally determined eligible for inclusion on, the National and/or State 
Register of Historic Places, or contained within a district listed on, or formally determined eligible for 
listing on, the National and/or State Register of Historic Places; 
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•  Any resource designated as a New York City Landmark, Interior Landmark, Scenic Landmark or 
properties within a designated New York City Historic District;  

•  Resources calendared for consideration as one of the above by the Landmarks Preservation Commission; 

•  National Historic Landmarks; and 

 •  Resources not identified by one of the programs listed above, but that meet their eligibility 
requirements (for eligibility requirements see Chapter 9 of the CEQR Technical Manual)  

The subject property at 443 Greenwich Street is located at the northern end of the Tribeca North 
Historic District of Manhattan. The existing structure on the project site is not an individually 
designated historic structure but is a “contributing” building to the Tribeca North Historic 
District. 

In the future with the proposed project in 2015, the existing vacant building on the project site 
would be converted to residential occupancy with a total of 53 dwelling units within 257,702  
gsf/215,860 zsf of floor area. 15 parking spaces would be provided in the cellar of the building 
through the requested Authorization. The proposal includes the excavation and ramping of the 
existing through-block driveway down to the cellar level where the 15 spaces would be located 
in an approximately 7,605 square-foot facility (area includesthe parking spaces, circulation area, 
ramps, and the driveway). The Future With-Action scenario would be identical to the proposed 
development plan. 

The prior development project proposed for the project site was analyzed in an EAS which was 
issued a Negative Declaration on April 4, 2008 (CEQR No. 08DCP040M). The previous Special 
Permit sought to facilitate the conversion of the existing 7-story building on the property to a 
mixture of residential, hotel, retail, and physical culture establishment (PCE) uses and to allow 
penthouse additions to the building.  

Archaeological Resources 

The Historic Resources section of the 2008 EAS concluded that the project site has no 
archaeological significance based on a comment letter issued by the LPC dated November 16, 
2006. In addition, LPC voted to approve the excavation to create the driveway at its September 
24, 2013 hearing. Therefore, the excavation to create the driveway to the proposed parking 
facility would not result in any disturbance to potentially existing archaeological resources. No 
adverse impacts to archaeological resources would result from the proposed action. 

Historic Resources 

The Historic Resources section of the 2008 EAS concluded that the prior development project 
proposed for the project site would not have any adverse physical, contextual, or visual impacts 
on the project site building, the Tribeca North Historic District, or other architectural resources 
within the study area. The EAS concluded that since the project site is located within the 
Historic District, construction and design of the proposed project is subject to LPC review and 
approval. On July 30, 2007, LPC issued a Certificate of Appropriateness for the proposed 
penthouse addition and alterations to the building’s facades, as well as a Certificate of No Effect 
for the restorative work on the building’s facades.  
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The current proposed action, which is the development of 15 parking spaces in the cellar of the 
building on the project site, would have minimal effects on the exterior appearance and historic 
character of the building. LPC voted to approve the proposed improvements to the two existing 
gates at the driveway entrance to and exit from the building at its September 24, 2013 hearing. 
This approval is reflected in an amendment to the Certificate of Appropriateness dated May 15, 
2014 that was issued for the restorative work and conversion as part of the Special Permit. The 
LPC, as part of their approval of the ramp, requested that a visual link be maintained between 
Vestry and Desbrosses Streets, and, as such, a circulation bridge will be constructed on the 
ground floor with views from the street into the inner courtyard and to the other street. A 
further amendment to the Certificate of Appropriateness is being sought to reflect the stop sign 
and speed bump that will be installed in the exit ramp. 

LPC-approved construction procedures would be followed for the excavation and construction 
of the proposed garage facility to protect other historic structures in the area from damage from 
vibration, subsidence, dewatering, or falling objects. Construction procedures would comply 
with the NYC Department of Buildings memorandum Technical Policy and Procedure Notice # 
10/88 (TPPN # 10/88) and with the site safety requirements of the 2008 NYC Building Code, as 
amended, which stipulate that certain procedures be followed for the avoidance of damage to 
historic and other structures resulting from construction. TPPN # 10/88 pertains to any 
structure which is a designated NYC Landmark or located within a historic district, or listed on 
the National Register of Historic Places and is contiguous to or within a lateral distance of 90 
feet from a lot under development or alteration. 

Based on the above, it is concluded that the proposed action would be compatible with the 
project site building, the Tribeca North Historic District, other architectural resources within the 
project study area, and the coastal culture of New York City. No adverse impacts to historic 
resources would result from the proposed action.  

The proposed project would not result in any impacts to historic or archaeological resources.   

B. Protect resources, including those not listed or identified in 10.1 A, which are related to the historical 
use and development of the waterfront, including ships, shipwrecks, lighthouses and other aids to 
maritime navigation, points of entry and embarkation, and structures related to the defense of the Port of 
New York. 

Policy 10.1B is not relevant to the proposed action as the subject property is not related to the 
historical use and development of the waterfront.  

C.  Foster efficient and compatible adaptive re-use of historic resources to maximize retention of their 
historic character and minimize their alteration. 

As explained under Policy 10.1A above, the proposed action would result in the re-use of the 
existing building on the project site for residential occupancy. LPC has approved the proposed 
penthouse addition and alterations to the building’s facades, as well as the restorative work on 
the building’s facades. The current proposed action, which is the development of 15 parking 
spaces in the cellar of the building on the project site, would have minimal effects on the 
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exterior appearance and historic character of the building. LPC held a hearing on September 24, 
2013 and voted to approve the excavation to create the driveway, as well as improvement of the 
existing gates. This approval is reflected in an amendment to the Certificate of Appropriateness 
dated May 15, 2014 that was issued for the restorative work and conversion as part of the 2008 
CPC Special Permit. The applicant noted that LPC, as part of their approval of the ramp, 
requested that a visual link be maintained between Vestry and Desbrosses Streets, and, as such, 
the Applicant would construct a circulation bridge on the ground floor with views from the 
street into the inner courtyard and to the other street. A further amendment to the Certificate of 
Appropriateness is being sought to reflect the stop sign and speed bump that will be installed in 
the exit ramp. 

The proposed action would therefore satisfy the provisions of Policy 10.1C by fostering the 
efficient and compatible adaptive re-use of the subject historic resource to maximize the 
retention of its historic character and minimize its alteration. 

D. Promote public awareness of New York’s waterfront through educational and cultural facilities, 
events, and programming. 

Policy 10.1D is not relevant to the proposed action. 

E. Facilitate public programming of historic resources through such measures as provision of tie-up space 
for historic vessels.  

Policy 10.1E is not relevant to the proposed action. 

- Policy 10.2:  Protect and preserve archaeological resources and artifacts.   
 
A.  Minimize potential adverse impacts to significant archaeological resources by redesigning the project, 
reducing the direct impacts on the resource, or recovering data prior to construction.  

B.  Conduct a cultural resource investigation when an action is proposed on an archaeological site, fossil 
bed, or in an area identified as potentially sensitive for archaeological resources. 

As explained under Policy 10.1A above, the project site has no archaeological significance based 
on a comment letter issued by the LPC dated November 16, 2006. In addition, LPC voted to 
approve the excavation to create the driveway at its September 24, 2013 hearing. Therefore, the 
excavation to create the driveway to the proposed parking facility would not result in any 
disturbance to potentially existing archaeological resources. No adverse impacts to 
archaeological resources would result from the proposed action. 



HISTORIC AND CULTURAL 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

 
 

Project number: DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING / 15DCP050M 
Project:              443 GREENWICH ST PARKING GARAGE 
Address:             443 GREENWICH STREET,  BBL: 1002220001 
Date Received:   10/22/2014 
 
 

 
 [ ] No architectural significance 
 

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

 [ ] Listed on National Register of Historic Places 
 
 [ ] Appears to be eligible for National Register Listing and/or New York City   
Landmark Designation 
 
 [ ] May be archaeologically significant; requesting additional materials 

 

Comments:  

 

The LPC is in receipt of the EAS of September, 2014.  The text is acceptable for 

historic and cultural resources. 

 

 

     10/24/2014 

 

SIGNATURE       DATE 

Gina Santucci, Environmental Review Coordinator 

 

File Name: 29999_FSO_GS_10242014.doc 
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