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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 Ennis Francis Houses

1. Reference Numbers

CEQR REFERENCE NUMBER (to be assigned by lead agency) BSA REFERENCE NUMBER (if applicable)
19DCP041M
ULURP REFERENCE NUMBER (if applicable) OTHER REFERENCE NUMBER(S) (if applicable)
M840090(B) ZSM (e.g., legislative intro, CAPA) P2016M0199
2a. Lead Agency Information 2b. Applicant Information
NAME OF LEAD AGENCY NAME OF APPLICANT
Department of City Planning Carthage Real Estate Advisors LLC
NAME OF LEAD AGENCY CONTACT PERSON NAME OF APPLICANT’S REPRESENTATIVE OR CONTACT PERSON
Olga Abinader Equity Environmental Engineering LLC
ADDRESS 120 Broadway, 31 Floor ADDRESS 500 International Drive #150
cITY New York STATE NY \ zIp 10271 cITY Mount Olive STATE NJ \ zIp 07828
TELEPHONE 212-720-3493 EMAIL TELEPHONE 973-527-7451 EMAIL kevin.williams@
oabinad@planning.nyc.gov equityenvironmental.com

3. Action Classification and Type

SEQRA Classification
[ ] unusteD  [X] 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)
[X] LOCALIZED ACTION, SITE SPECIFIC [ ] LOCALIZED ACTION, SMALL AREA [ ] GENERIC ACTION

4. Project Description

The Applicant, Carthage Real Estate Advisors LLC, seeks a minor modification to Special Permit C840090 ZSM pursuant to
Sections 78-312 and 78-313 of the Zoning Resolution of the City of New York ("ZR"). The Proposed Action would alter the
bulk provisions of the Ennis Francis Houses Large Scale Residential Development (LSRD) plan, to facilitate the
construction of a mixed-use building that complies with the underlying R8 zoning district. The LSRD area currently
contains three residential buildings on Block 1929, Lots 29, 57, and 17 respectively ("The Project Area"). The Project area
is bounded by West 123rd Street, Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd., West 124th Street, and Fredrick Douglass Blvd. The
original two buildings on Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd and West 124th Street (Lots 29 and 57) were constructed in 1985
and contain a total of 231 dwelling units. The existing building on West 123rd Street (Lot 17) was constructed in 2012
and contains 60 dwelling units. The LSRD is known as Site 106 under the former Harlem East Harlem Urban Renewal
Plan, which was designated for inclusion in the Harlem Gateway Urban Renewal Area.

To facilitate the Proposed Building on Lot 57 (Development Site) the following action is required: Minor Modification to
C 840090 ZSM to (1a) remove Lot 17 from the LSRD, correcting an error made in 2010, and (1b) allow the construction of
a mixed-use building (residential and community facility) that complies with the bulk regulations of the underlying R8
zoning district

The Proposed Buildings:

Pursuant to the Proposed Action, the existing 3-story vacant 65,020 zoning square foot residential building on lot 57
would be demolished and redeveloped. The Proposed Development will include a 17-story building (Building “A”) and an
18-story building (Building “B”) that will occupy a portion of Lot 57. Each of the Proposed Buildings will contain
residential uses. Building “A” will contain ground floor community facility uses with dwelling units above. The floor area
and dwelling unit density of the Proposed Buildings will comply with the R8 zoning district, as described below.

Building A
Building A is proposed to have a total of 164,856 gross square feet (114,522 zoning square feet) of floor area, of which
107,358 zoning square feet is for residential use and 7,164 zoning square feet is for community facility use. The



http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/ceqr/2010_ceqr_eas_full_form_instructions.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/02_Establishing_the_Analysis_Framework_2014.pdf
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residential portion of the building would include up to 173 affordable dwelling units above ground-floor community
facility space, which would extend into the rear yard of the Development Site. The residential units would be accessed
from a ground floor lobby on West 124th Street. The residential floors above would have a depth of approximately 56
feet, which is sufficient for a double-loaded corridor plan for residential buildings. The cellar of Building A would contain
required parking, as discussed below. Building A is proposed to be 17-stories tall (169 feet) with approximately 125 feet
of street frontage. For design flexibility, the maximum possible height is 21 stories (210 feet). Regardless of the
maximum height, Building A is proposed to have a 15-foot open area along the front lot line to allow the use of alternate
front setbacks of Section 23-642 of the Zoning Resolution.

Building B

Building B is proposed to have a total of 184,480 gross square feet (161,526 zoning square feet) of residential floor area
and up to 149 dwelling units, including up to 119 market-rate dwelling units and 30 dwelling units for households at
130% of average median income. The residential units would be accessed from a ground floor lobby on West 124th
Street. The residential floors would have a depth of approximately 56 feet. The cellar of Building B would contain
accessory residential recreation space. Building B is proposed to be 18-stories tall (190 feet, six inches) with
approximately 175 feet of street frontage. For design flexibility, the maximum possible height is 20 stories (210 feet).
Regardless of the maximum height, Building B is proposed to have a 15-foot open area along the front lot line to allow
the use of alternate front setbacks of Section 23-642 of the Zoning Resolution.

Together, the Proposed Buildings would have a total of approximately 349,336 gross square feet, or 276,048 zoning
square feet, including 268,884 zoning square feet of residential floor area and 7,164 zoning square feet of community
facility floor area.

Project Location
BOROUGH Manhattan \ COMMUNITY DISTRICT(S) 10 STREET ADDRESS 206-254 west 124th
TAX BLOCK(S) AND LOT(S) Block 1929, Lots 29, 57 and 17 ZIP CODE 10027

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY BY BOUNDING OR CROSS STREETS The Project Site is on the block bounded by West 123 Street to the south,
West 124 Street to the north, Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Boulevard to the east, and Frederick Douglass Boulevard to the west

EXISTING ZONING DISTRICT, INCLUDING SPECIAL ZONING DISTRICT DESIGNATION, IF ANY RS, ZONING SECTIONAL MAP NUMBER 63
R7A, R7A/C2-4 within the Ennis Francis LSRD

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

City Planning Commission: <] Yes [ ] no [ ] UNIFORM LAND USE REVIEW PROCEDURE (ULURP)
[ ] cry mAP AMENDMENT [ ] zONING CERTIFICATION [ ] concession

[ ] ZONING MAP AMENDMENT [ ] ZONING AUTHORIZATION [ ] ubaap

[ ] ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT [ ] AcQUISITION—REAL PROPERTY [ ] REVOCABLE CONSENT

[ ] SITE SELECTION—PUBLIC FACILITY [ ] DISPOSITION—REAL PROPERTY [ ] FRANCHISE

[ ] HOUSING PLAN & PROJECT [ ] OTHER, explain:

|X| SPECIAL PERMIT (if appropriate, specify type: |X| modification; I:' renewal; I:' other); EXPIRATION DATE:
SPECIFY AFFECTED SECTIONS OF THE ZONING RESOLUTION ZR 78-312, ZR 78-313

Board of Standards and Appeals: | | vEs X 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 |E NO If “yes,” specify:

Other City Approvals Subject to CEQR (check all that apply)

[ ] LeGIsLATION IX] FUNDING OF CONSTRUCTION, specify: HPD’s Extremely Low
and Low-Income Affordability (ELLA) Program

[ ] RULEMAKING [ ] poLicy OR PLAN, specify:

[ ] CONSTRUCTION OF PUBLIC FACILITIES [ ] FUNDING OF PROGRAMS, specify:
[ ] 384(b)(4) APPROVAL [ ] PERMITS, specify:
[ ] OTHER, explain:
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Other City Approvals Not Subject to CEQR (check all that apply)

|:| PERMITS FROM DOT’S OFFICE OF CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION |:| LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION APPROVAL
AND COORDINATION (OCMC) [ ] OTHER, explain:
State or Federal Actions/Approvals/Funding: [ ] YEs X 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.

X] sITE LocATION MAP X] zonING mAP [X] SANBORN OR OTHER LAND USE MAP
X Tax map [ ] FOR LARGE AREAS OR MULTIPLE SITES, A GIS SHAPE FILE THAT DEFINES THE PROJECT SITE(S)
DX] 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.): 89,765 Waterbody area (sq. ft.) and type:
Roads, buildings, and other paved surfaces (sq. ft.): 89,765 Other, describe (sq. ft.):

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): 349,336

NUMBER OF BUILDINGS: 2 GROSS FLOOR AREA OF EACH BUILDING (sq. ft.): 164,856; 184,480
HEIGHT OF EACH BUILDING (ft.): 169, 190 NUMBER OF STORIES OF EACH BUILDING: 17, 18
Does the proposed project involve changes in zoning on one or more sites? |X| YES I:' NO

If “yes,” specify: The total square feet owned or controlled by the applicant: 49,469 sf
The total square feet not owned or controlled by the applicant: 40,063 sf

Does the proposed project involve in-ground excavation or subsurface disturbance, including, but not limited to foundation work, pilings, utility
lines, or grading? |X| YES |:| NO

If “yes,” indicate the estimated area and volume dimensions of subsurface disturbance (if known):

AREA OF TEMPORARY DISTURBANCE: 20,425 sq. ft. (width x length) VOLUME OF DISTURBANCE: 408,500 cubic ft. (width x length x depth)

AREA OF PERMANENT DISTURBANCE: 20,425 sq. ft. (width x length)

8. Analysis Year CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 2

ANTICIPATED BUILD YEAR (date the project would be completed and operational): 2021

ANTICIPATED PERIOD OF CONSTRUCTION IN MONTHS: 18-24

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

BRIEFLY DESCRIBE PHASES AND CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE:

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

DX] resienTiAL [ ] manuracTuring  [X] cOMMERCIAL [ ] PARK/FOREST/OPEN SPACE DX] OTHER, specify:
institutional



http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/02_Establishing_the_Analysis_Framework_2014.pdf
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DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING AND PROPOSED CONDITIONS
The information requested in this table applies to the directly affected area. The directly affected area consists of the

project site and the area subject to any change in regulatory control. The increment is the difference between the No-
Action and the With-Action conditions.

EXISTING NO-ACTION WITH-ACTION
INCREMENT
CONDITION CONDITION CONDITION

LAND USE
Residential Kves [ Ino [ves [ Jno [XJves [ ] no
If “yes,” specify the following:

Describe type of residential structures  |hi and mid rise hi and mid rise hi and mid rise

multifamily elevator multifamily elevator multifamily elevator
buildings buildings buildings

No. of dwelling units 292 292 559 267

No. of low- to moderate-income units 292 292 423 131

Gross floor area (sq. ft.) 318,726 318,726 454,584 135,858
Commercial Kves [ Ino [ves [ Jno [XJves [ ] no
If “yes,” specify the following:

Describe type (retail, office, other) retail retail retail

Gross floor area (sq. ft.) 3200 3200 3200 0
Manufacturing/Industrial [] ves X] no |[] ves X no |[] ves X 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 [Jves DXIno [[Jves [XIno [XJves [ ]no
If “yes,” specify the following:

Type medical office

Gross floor area (sq. ft.) 30,990 30,990

Vacant Land [Jves [DXIno |[[Jves [Xno [[Jves [X no

If “yes,” describe:

Publicly Accessible Open Space [] ves X] no |[] ves X no |[] ves X no

If “yes,” specify type (mapped City, State, or
Federal parkland, wetland—mapped or
otherwise known, other):

Other Land Uses [Jves DXIno [[Jves [XIno [[Jves X no

If “yes,” describe:

PARKING

Garages Xlves [ Ino [Xves [ Jno XJves  [] no

If “yes,” specify the following:

No. of public spaces 0 0 0
No. of accessory spaces 37 37 103 66
Operating hours 24/7 24/7 24/7

Attended or non-attended attended

na na
Lots [Jves [DXIno |[[Jves [Xno [Jves [X no

If “yes,” specify the following:

No. of public spaces

No. of accessory spaces

Operating hours

Other (includes street parking) [Jves DXIno |[[Jves [Xno [[Jves [X no

If “yes,” describe:

POPULATION

Residents Xves [ Ino [Xves [Jno XJves  []no

If “yes,” specify number: 683 683 1308 625
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EXISTING
CONDITION

NO-ACTION
CONDITION

WITH-ACTION
CONDITION

INCREMENT

Briefly explain how the number of residents
was calculated:

Using 2014 ACS profile 2.34 persons per household

units

in census tract 222 and m

ultiplying by number of

Businesses

X ves [ ] no

X ves [ ] no

X ves [ ] no

If “yes,” specify the following:

No. and type 1 restaurant, 1 retail 1 restaurant, 1 retail 1 restaurant, 1 retail 16
store store store, 20 medical offices,
5 general offices
No. and type of workers by business 3 retail, 6 restaurant 3 retail, 6 restaurant 3 retail, 6 restaurant, 50 |60
medical office, 10
general
No. and type of non-residents who are |retail and restaurant retail and restaurant medical office, general 1628

not workers

patrons, 150 daily

patrons, 150 daily

office = 1,628; retail and
restaurant patrons = 150
= 1778 total patrons
daily

Briefly explain how the number of
businesses was calculated:

Assumes average medical office and general office size of 1,700 SF

Other (students, visitors, concert-goers,
etc.)

[Jves [X] no

[Jves [X] no

Xl ves [ ]no

If any, specify type and number:

patrons and general
office

Briefly explain how the number was
calculated:

70 patrons per 1,000 SF per day average for medical office, and 20 for general office per 1,000 SF

ZONING

Zoning classification

LSRD - R7A and R8/C2-4
(LSRD restrictions
override underlying
zoning)

LSRD - R7A and R8/C2-4
(LSRD restrictions
override underlying
zoning)

R8 and R8/C2-4 (the
area zoned R7A would
be removed from the
LSRD, and the LSRD
would be modified to
allow development
pursuant to its
underlying R8 and
R8/C2-4 zoning district

Maximum amount of floor area that can be
developed

4.15 FAR under LSRD
(372,805.6 SF)

4.15 FAR under LSRD
(372,805.6 SF)

463,360 SF

90,554

Predominant land use and zoning
classifications within land use study area(s)
or a 400 ft. radius of proposed project

Residential/commercial;
R8/R8-A/R7/C4-4A/C4-
4D/C6-3/R6A/C4-4/C4-
7/R7-2/C2-4/C1-4

Residential/commercial;
R8/R8-A/R7/C4-4A/C4-
4D/C6-3/R6A/C4-4/C4-
7/R7-2/C2-4/C1-4

Residential/commercial;
R8/R8-A/R7/C4-4A/C4-
4D/C6-3/R6A/C4-4/C4-
7/R7-2/C2-4/C1-4

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 Il: TECHNICAL ANALYSIS

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

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

e  Foreach “yes” response, provide additional analyses (and, if needed, attach supporting information) based on guidance in the CEQR
Technical Manual to determine whether the potential for significant impacts exists. Please note that a “yes” answer does not mean that
an EIS must be prepared—it means that more information may be required for the lead agency to make a determination of significance.

® The lead agency, upon reviewing Part I, 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?

LIXIX

(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.

O O X

(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 both 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 O O X

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,
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,

oo (000 Xodd
OO OXX O o



http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/04_Land_Use_Zoning_and_Public_%20Policy_2014.pdf
http://www1.nyc.gov/assets/planning/download/pdf/applicants/wrp/wrpform2016.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/05_Socioeconomic_Conditions_2014.pdf
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YES | NO

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. Effects 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?

OO gl
XX KX

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?

[
X

(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?

jii. 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:

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

OO | X OOoDoD, oo oo Ooo) Ooo) oo o
XU |OOXOXX OX OX O0X|) oo oo

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



http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/06_Community_Facilities_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/06_Community_Facilities_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/06_Community_Facilities_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/06_Community_Facilities_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/07_Open_Space_2014.pdf
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/oec/environmental-quality-review/open-space-maps-bronx.page
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/oec/environmental-quality-review/open-space-maps-brooklyn.page
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/oec/environmental-quality-review/open-space-maps-manhattan.page
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/oec/environmental-quality-review/open-space-maps-queens.page
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/oec/environmental-quality-review/open-space-maps-staten-island.page
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/oec/environmental-quality-review/open-space-maps-bronx.page
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/oec/environmental-quality-review/open-space-maps-brooklyn.page
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/oec/environmental-quality-review/open-space-maps-manhattan.page
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/oec/environmental-quality-review/open-space-maps-queens.page
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/oec/environmental-quality-review/open-space-maps-staten-island.page
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YES NO
percent?
o If “yes,” are there qualitative considerations, such as the quality of open space, that need to be considered? I:' I:'
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? |X| |:|
(b) Would the proposed project result in any increase in structure height and be located adjacent to or across the street from |X| I:'
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 |X| I:'
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? |X| I:'

(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. The Affected Area is across 124" Street
from the Hotel Theresa, which is on the National Register of Historic Places. LPC determined that Lot 57, the Development Site, has the
potential to contain archaeological resources, specifically human remains. As such, The Applicant shall enter into a restrictive declaration
which requires that prescribed archaeological work be conducted in accordance with the CEQR Technical Manual and LPC Guidelines for
archaeological work in New York City.

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 |X| I:'
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 I:' &
existing zoning?

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

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?

[l
X

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

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

[
X

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

9. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 12

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

O If “yes,” were Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) identified? Briefly identify: Yes, see attached

MOX O |00 0O0O0o o
OO0 X |IX X OIX XX

(i) Based on the Phase | Assessment, is a Phase Il Investigation needed?

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



http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/08_Shadows_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/09_Historic_Resources_2014.pdf
https://parks.ny.gov/shpo/online-tools/
https://parks.ny.gov/shpo/online-tools/
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/10_Urban_Design_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/10_Urban_Design_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/11_Natural_Resources_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/11_Natural_Resources_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/ceqr/Jamaica_Bay_Watershed_Map.jpg
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/ceqr/Jamaica_Bay_Watershed_Protection_Plan.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/ceqr/Jamaica_Bay_Watershed_Protection_Plan_Instructions.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/12_Hazardous_Materials_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/2014_ceqr_tm_ch12_appendix_hazardous_materials.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/13_Water_and_Sewer_Infrastructure_2014.pdf
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YES

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

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

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

N O N O N O
MXKX X X XK X3

(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 14-1in Chapter 14, the project’s projected operational solid waste generation is estimated to be (pounds per week): 13,093

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

recyclables generated within the City?

(b) Would the proposed project involve a reduction in capacity at a solid waste management facility used for refuse or I:' |X|

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): 46,442,417

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

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

[l
X

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

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

OOX O KO (XX O O
XXOUXOX (OOX O O

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

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?

L
XX



http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2012_ceqr_tm/2012_ceqr_tm_ch13_water_sewer_infrastructure_sewered_and_unsewered.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/13_Water_and_Sewer_Infrastructure_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2010_ceqr_tm/2010_ceqr_tm_ch13_water_sewer_infrastructure_Jamaica_Bay_Watershed.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2010_ceqr_tm/2010_ceqr_tm_ch13_water_sewer_infrastructure_drainage_areas.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/14_Solid_Waste_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/14_Solid_Waste_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/15_Energy_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/15_Energy_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/16_Transportation_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/16_Transportation_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/16_Transportation_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/17_Air_Quality_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/17_Air_Quality_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/17_Air_Quality_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/17_Air_Quality_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/17_Air_Quality_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/18_Greenhouse_Gas_Emissions_2014.pdf
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YES

(c) Would the proposed project result in the development of 350,000 square feet or more?

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

o If “yes,” would the project result in inconsistencies with the City’s GHG reduction goal? (See Local Law 22 of 2008; § 24-
803 of the Administrative Code of the City of New York). Please attach supporting documentation.

16. NOISE: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 19

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

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

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

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

00 X X Oos
XX OO (O0X3

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

17. PUBLIC HEALTH: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 20

(a) Based upon the analyses conducted, do any of the following technical areas require a detailed analysis: Air Quality; lzl I:'
Hazardous Materials; Noise?

(b) If “yes,” explain why an assessment of public health is or is not warranted based on the guidance in Chapter 20, “Public Health.” Attach a
preliminary analysis, if necessary. see attached

18. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 21

(a) Based upon the analyses conducted, do any of the following technical areas require a detailed analysis: Land Use, Zoning,
and Public Policy; Socioeconomic Conditions; Open Space; Historic and Cultural Resources; Urban Design and Visual |X| I:'
Resources; Shadows; Transportation; Noise?

(b) If “yes,” explain why an assessment of neighborhood character is or is not warranted based on the guidance in Chapter 21, “Neighborhood
Character.” Attach a preliminary analysis, if necessary. see attached

19. CONSTRUCTION: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 22

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

o Construction activities lasting longer than two years?

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

LX) X X
X XL L L (XX

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

see attached. All construction activities would be performed pursuant to relevant DOB and DOT regulations

20. APPLICANT’S CERTIFICATION

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

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

APPLICANT/REPRESENTATIVE NAME SIGNATURE DATE

Robert Greene /éﬂéufgwm 1/8/2019
v



http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/18_Greenhouse_Gas_Emissions_2014.pdf
http://legistar.council.nyc.gov/View.ashx?M=F&ID=677278&GUID=C3E27F64-B53A-44AF-A18B-1774CF0A5330
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/19_Noise_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/19_Noise_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/20_Public_Health_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/20_Public_Health_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/21_Neighborhood_Character_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/21_Neighborhood_Character_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/22_Construction_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/22_Construction_2014.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/oec/downloads/pdf/2014_ceqr_tm/22_Construction_2014.pdf
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PLEASE NOTE THAT APPLICANTS MAY BE REQUIRED TO SUBSTANTIATE RESPONSES IN THIS FORM AT THE
DISCRETION OF THE LEAD AGENCY SO THAT IT MAY SUPPORT ITS DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE.
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Part Ill: DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE (To Be Completed by Lead Agency)
INSTRUCTIONS: In completing Part Ill, the lead agency should consult 6 NYCRR 617.7 and 43 RCNY § 6-06 (Executive
Order 91 or 1977, as amended), which contain the State and City criteria for determining significance.

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

IMPACT CATEGORY YES NO

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

Shadows

Historic and Cultural Resources
Urban Design/Visual Resources
Natural Resources

DRI

Hazardous Materials

Water and Sewer Infrastructure
Solid Waste and Sanitation Services
Energy

Transportation

Air Quality

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Noise

Public Health

Neighborhood Character
Construction

X

DAIPIDIDIRIRIBIPD

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

I EEEEEEEE NN NN
<]

X

If there are such impacts, attach an explanation stating whether, as a result of them, the projec_:i?nay"
have a significant impact on the environment.

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

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

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

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

4. LEAD AGENCY’S CERTIFICATION

TITLE LEAD AGENCY

Acting Director, Environemntal Assessment and Review Department of City Planning, acting on behalf of the City
Division Planning Commission

NAME DATE

Olga Abinader 1/25/2019

SIGNATURE <«

Ol
)




Project Name: Ennis Francis Houses LSRD
CEQR #: 19DCP041M
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NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Statement of No Significant Effect

Pursuant to Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at
Title 62, Chapter S of the Rules of the City of New York and 6 NYCRR, Part 617, State Environmental Quality Review, the Department
of City Planning, acting on behalf of the City Planning Commission assumed the role of lead agency for the environmental review of
the proposed project. Based on a review of information about the project contained in this environmental assessment statement
and any attachments hereto, which are incorporated by reference herein, the lead agency has determined that the proposed
project would not have a significant adverse impact on the environment.

Reasons Supporting this Determination

The above determination is based on information contained in this EAS, which finds the proposed actions sought before
the City Planning Commission would have no significant effect on the quality of the environment. Reasons
supporting this determination are noted below.

Hazardous Materials and Air Quality

1. An (E) designation (E-521) for hazardous materials and air quality has been incorporated into the proposed action.
Refer to '"Determination of Significance Appendix: (E} Designation" for a list of the sites affected by the
proposed (E) designation and applicable (E) designation requirements. With these measures in place, the proposed action
would not result in significant adverse impacts to hazardous materials or air quality.

Prior Actions

2. As part of a prior minor modification proposal affecting Block 1929, Lots 57, 17 and 29, within the Ennis Francis Large Scale Residential
Development (LSRD), an Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) and Conditional Negative Declaration (CND) were issued (CEQR
number 10DCP028M) in September 2010. The 2010 CND accounted for a Restrictive Declaration related to hazardous materials and
archaeological resources affecting development in the LSRD. The hazardous materials and archaeological resources concerns have been
resolved as they pertain to Lots 17 and 29, and development has occurred within the LSRD. As noted below under "Historic and Cultural
Resources," the Applicant agrees to record and execute a new Restrictive Declaration to address the remaining archaeological
concerns affecting Lot 57. As noted above, an (E) designation for hazardous materials has been incorporated into the proposal affecting
Lot 57. The proposed action is not anticipated to affect the conclusions of the prior environmental review.

Historic and Cultural Resources

3. The proposed action is classified as a Type | pursuant to SEQRA as the development site is substantially contiguous to Hotel Theresa, a
designated individual landmark building.

Architectural Resources

The proposed action would not result in any types of visual or contextual impacts to the known historic resources within the study area.
As all of the new buildings that could be developed under the proposed action would be residential, commercial, or community facility
structures of heights and bulk consistent with those urban design features of the area, the proposed action would not introduce
any incompatible visual, audible, or atmospheric elements to the settings of historic resources.

Archaeological Resources

In a letter dated November 14, 2017, the NYC Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) determined that there is a reasonable
likelihood, based on the sites’ location and characteristics, that it contains significant archaeological resources. As part of the Proposed
Project, the Applicant will enter into a Restrictive Declaration agreeing to conduct archaeological identification, investigation, and
mitigation in accordance with the CEQR Technical Manual and NYC LPC guidelines for archaeological work in New York City.

The Restrictive Declaration is binding on the Applicant, and the property's successors and assigns and serves as a mechanism to assure the
archaeological testing be conducted and that any necessary mitigation measures be undertaken prior to any site disturbance (i.e., site
grading, excavation, demolition, or building construction). The Restrictive Declaration will be prepared in a form acceptable to LPC and
recorded with the City's Department of Finance at a future date. Consequently, no significant adverse impact to archaeological resources
are expected to result from the proposed action.

Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy

4, This EAS includes a detailed Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy section, which analyzes the potential significance of the proposed minor
modification to the existing LSRD on land use, zoning and public policy in the study area. The proposed action would allow development in
accordance with the adjusted zoning districts underlying the LSRD area to facilitate the development of two new contiguous buildings. The
development site is located entirely within an R8 zoning district and will develop in accordance with R8 as of right regulations. In regard to
public policy, the proposed action is found to be consistent with the intent of the Harlem East Harlem Urban Renewal Plan, as well as
consistent with the City's policies to provide new affordable housing opportunities in areas where residents would have access to
economic opportunity, social services, and local commercial services. The analysis concludes that the proposed actions would not result in
significant adverse impacts on land use, zoning or public policy.




Project Name: Ennis Francis Houses LSRD
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Shadows
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5. This EAS includes a detailed Shadows analysis. This analysis concludes that incremental shadows would be cast on the Adam
Clayton Powell Jr. Boulevard Malls and the Harriet Tubman Memorial; neither of which contain any active or passive resources, and
therefore, any incremental shadows would not impact the Open Space Utilization of these resources. The analysis concludes that the
proposed actions would not result in significant adverse impacts related to urban design or visual resources. The shadows cast on
Harriet Tubman Memorial would not reach vegetation. The Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Boulevard Malls area that is covered in shadow
by the proposed buildings is a median directly across from existing 11- and 12-story buildings. The intervening shadow cast by the
proposed buildings affects a small portion of the southern tip of the median. Further, the shadows cast on Adam Clayton Powell Jr.
Boulevard Malls on March 21st, May 6th and June 21st occur in the evening hours for 13 minutes on March 21st, 2 hours and 8
minutes on May 6th and 2 hours and 42 minutes on June 21ist—lengths of time that would not reduce direct sunlight exposure to less
than the minimum time necessary for the survival of the street trees that are affected during growing season. As such, the proposed
action would not affect the vitality or usage of the sunlight sensitive resources identified in the study area, and significant adverse
impacts from shadows would not result from the proposed action.

Community Facilities and Services

6. A detailed analysis of Community Facilities and Services was conducted for Public Schools and no significant adverse impacts are
expected as a result of the proposed action.

Public Schools

Pursuant to CEQR Technical Manua! methodology, a significant impact on schools may occur if the collective utilization rate of the
elementary and/or intermediate schools in the sub-district area that is equal to or greater than 100 percent in the With-Action
condition, and if the project results in an increase of five percent or more in the collective utilization rate between the No-Action and
the With-Action conditions. The analysis concludes that with the proposed action, the collective utilization rate for both elementary
and intermediate schools would be below 100 percent. Further, the proposed action would result in a one percent increase in
utilization from the no-action condition for primary schools and zero percent increase in utilization from the no-action condition for
intermediate schools. Therefore, pursuant to the CEQR Technical Manual methodology, the proposed action would not result in
significant adverse impacts related to public schools.

Transportation

7. The EAS includes a detailed transportation analysis for vehicle, transit, and pedestrian trips generated by the proposed action. The
proposed action would not result in an increase of 50 or more vehicular-trip ends either cumulatively, or individually, to any one
intersection within the study area. Therefore, the proposed action would not result in significant adverse impacts related to traffic,
parking or circulation. The proposed action would not lead to an increase of 200 or more subway or bus trips to any one transit line,
stop, station, or platform. Therefore, the proposed action would not lead to any significant adverse subway or bus impacts related to
circulation or capacity. The results of the pedestrian LOS analyses indicate that no significant adverse pedestrian impacts
are projected to occur at any of the crosswalks, street corners, or sidewalks as a result of the proposed action.

No other significant effects upon the environment that would require the preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement
are foreseeable. This Negative Declaration has been prepared in accordance with Article 8 of the New York State Environmental
Conservation Law (SEQRA).
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CEQR #: 19DCP041M
SEQRA Classification: Type |

Determination of Significance Appendix: (E) Designation (E-521)

To ensure that there would be no significant adverse hazardous materials or air quality impacts associated with the
proposed project, an (E) designation (E-521) will be placed on the project site (Block 1929, Lot 57).

Hazardous Materials

Task 1

The applicant submits to OER, for review and approval, a Phase 1A of the site along with a soil
and groundwater testing protocol, including a description of methods and a site map with all
sampling locations clearly and precisely represented.

If site sampling is necessary, no sampling should begin until written approval of a protocol
is received from OER. The number and location of sample sites should be selected to
adequately characterize the site, the specific source of suspected contamination (i.e.,
petroleum based contamination and non-petroleum based contamination), and the
remainder of the site’s condition. The characterization should be complete enough to
determine what remediation strategy (if any) is necessary after review of sampling data.
Guidelines and criteria for selecting sampling locations and collecting samples are provided by
OER upon request.

Task 2

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

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

An OER-approved construction-related health and safety plan would be implemented during
evacuation and construction and activities to protect workers and the community from
potentially significant adverse impacts associated with contaminated soil and/or
groundwater. This plan would be submitted to OER for review and approval prior to
implementation.
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Air Quality

Scenario 1, The Reasonable Worst Case Development:

(Block 1929, Lot 57): Any new residential or commercial development on the above-referenced
property must exclusively use natural gas as the type of fuel for heating, ventilating, air
conditioning (HVAC) systems and hot water systems, ensure that the stack(s) is located at the
highest tier and at least 213 feet above grade to avoid any potential significant air quality
impacts.

Scenario 2, Proposed Development:

Building A (Block 1929, Lot 57): Any new residential or commercial development on the above-
referenced property must exclusively use natural gas as the type of fuel for heating, ventilating,
air conditioning (HVAC) systems and hot water systems, ensure that the stack(s) is located at the
highest tier and at least 192 feet above grade, and at least 393 feet from the lot line facing
Fredrick Douglass Boulevard to avoid any potential significant air quality impacts.

Building B (Block 1929, Lot 57): Any new residential or commercial development on the above-
referenced property must exclusively use natural gas as the type of fuel for heating, ventilating,
air conditioning (HVAC) systems and hot water systems, ensure that the stack(s) is located at the
highest tier and at least 209 feet above grade to avoid any potential significant air quality
impacts.
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Figure 1-2: Tax Map
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Figure 1-3: Zoning Map
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Figure 1-4: Photographs
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Photos Taken on 7/18/18

11. Looking north toward Lot 17 on Block 1929 toward Project Site—
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Photos Taken on 1/20/19

14. Looking NW down 124" Street near intersection with 15. Looking SE down 124™ St from intersection with Frederick 15 Looking west from 124" St intersection with Federick
Frederick Douglass Blvd Douglass Blvd Douglass Blvd

17. Looking SW from intersection of 124" St and Frederick Douglass 18. Looking north from SE side of 124" St and Frederick Douglass Ennis Francis Houses — Minor Modification

Blvd Blvd Site Area Photos

www.equityenvironmental.com h January 25, 2019



equity
~ environmental

“engineering Ennis Francis Houses

Supplemental Studies to the EAS

Photos Taken on 5/28/17
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Photos Taken on 5/28/17
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Photos Taken on 5/28/17

12. Looking north toward Lot 17 on Block 1929 toward Project Site — Enis Francis Houses
LSRD Area
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Photos Taken on 5/28/17
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1.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
1.1 Introduction

The Applicant, Carthage Real Estate Advisors LLC, seeks a minor modification to a Large Scale
Residential Development (LSRD)(Special Permit C840090 ZSM) pursuant to Sections 78-312
and 78-313 of the Zoning Resolution (“ZR”) of the City of New York (“The Proposed Action”). The
Proposed Action would alter provisions of the 1983 Ennis Francis Houses LSRD Plan established
under ZR 78-06, which governs a single zoning lot consisting of Tax Block 1929, Tax Lots 17, 29,
and 57 (Figure 1-2) or “The Affected Area”. The Affected Area (Figure 1-1) currently contains
three residential buildings, one building on each tax lot. The Proposed Action would allow
development within the LSRD to comply with the underlying zoning. The LSRD’s zoning consists
of areas mapped R8, R7A, and R8/C2-4. Additionally, the Proposed Action would modify the
boundaries of the LSRD to remove Lot 17. The proposed changes to the LSRD plans will allow
development in accordance with the adjusted zoning districts underlying the LSRD area. FAR
would still be transferrable throughout the modified LSRD area per the original Special Permit
based on blended FAR that is factored from the zoning districts underlying the lots that would
make up the modified LSRD area. However, land use, height, setback and other bulk
characteristics would be subject to the zoning controls underlying each individual lot within the
LSRD.

The Proposed Action would facilitate the development of two new contiguous buildings (the
“Proposed Buildings”) at 206-254 West 124" Street (Block 1929, Lot 57; the “Development Site”)
within the Harlem neighborhood of Manhattan Community District 10. The Proposed buildings
would contain a total of approximately 349,336 GSF, or 276,048 ZSF, including 268,884 ZSF of
residential floor area and 7,164 ZSF of community facility floor area. The Proposed Buildings
would contain 322 dwelling units, 173 of which would be affordable. The Applicant has
coordinated with HPD on the Site Plan and is seeking HPD’s Extremely Low and Low-Income
Affordability (ELLA) Program funds for the 173 units. Additionally, 30 units of ‘workforce’ housing
would be provided. Workforce housing is an affordability option that is part of Mandatory
Inclusionary Housing. The Workforce Option requires 30% of the total residential floor area to be
for housing units for residents with incomes averaging 115% AMI; that no units could go to
residents with incomes above 135% AMI; and that no direct subsidies could be used for these
affordable housing units. The Applicant has coordinated with HPD on the range of incomes and
unit sizing to be provided.

1.2 Background

The current LSRD consists of three residential buildings. 2070 Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd.
(Lot 29) has 160 dwelling units, 225 West 123rd Street (Lot 17) has 60 dwelling units. They are
owned by Abyssinian Development Corporation and will remain on Lots 17 and 29. They are
entirely affordable, serving very low-income tenants and the chronically homeless. 218-250 West
124th Street (Lot 57) is a three-story building with 72 dwelling units that are currently vacant. It
was constructed in 1985. It has been bought by Carthage Advisors LLC and will be demolished
prior to the construction of a new development with 60% affordable and workforce housing.

The LSRD was known as Site 106 under the former Harlem East Harlem Urban Renewal Plan.
In 2000, Site 106 was included in the Harlem Gateway Urban Renewal Area, but any restrictions
from the Harlem-East Harlem URP expired in 2008. As originally approved under the 1983 LSRD,
the two buildings were permitted to have an FAR of 4.15, based on the application of height factor
regulations, and were granted additional allowances for height, setback, and space between
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buildings contrary to the underlying zoning’s bulk regulations. The 4.15 FAR that was approved
appears to be descriptive of the original approved residential floor area divided by its lot coverage,
not a cap imposed by the LSRD. The actual floor area that was constructed in 1983 was 211,800
square feet (2.36 FAR).

In September of 2010, a Conditional Negative Declaration was issued for CEQR No.
10DCP028M, for a minor modification of the Ennis Francis LSRD. The proposed action modified
the LSRD to allow a building count in the LSRD to change from three to four buildings, the unit
count to increase from 231 to 292 units, an increase in the residential floor area allowed, an
increase in use of available commercial floor area, and a decrease in the required parking spaces
from 49 to 27 spaces. The purpose of the modification was to facilitate a proposal to construct
an 8-story, 60-unit residential development on Lot 17 of the LSRD. The City Planning Commission
determined that the proposed action would have no significant effect on the quality of the
environment, if it is modified to include the following requirements. 1. To perform a Phase Il ESA
and perform necessary remediation as identified by the Phase II. 2. Agree to a restrictive
declaration to conduct archaeological identification and mitigation per CEQR Technical Manual
and LPC guidelines for archaeological work in NYC. It is not known if the Phase Il ESA was
prepared, but the restrictive declaration was finalized and the proposed development on Lot 17
has since taken place. As amended in 2010, the LSRD was amended to permit a quality housing
bulk building to be constructed on Lot 17 that complied with the underlying R7A bulk regulations.
The building was consistent with the (descriptive) height factor FAR and calculations of the 1983
LSRD. Nevertheless, it has been determined that since a quality housing building may not be
within a LSRD, Lot 17 should be deleted from this LSRD.

Per a Regulatory Agreement, recorded and filed on 2-02-2012 (CRFN 2012000048291), among
NYS Housing Finance Agency, ADC/Ennis Francis Owner, L.P. and ADC/Ennis Francis Il
Housing Development Fund Company, INC. relating to Lots 17 and 29 requires that in exchange
for Affordable Housing Revenue Bonds utilized to fund mortgage payments related to the
development of improvements at Lots 17 and 29 — namely the construction of a new 60 unit
residential development on Lot 17, 96% of the Project’s (Lot 17 and 29) revenue units are set
aside for households in which incomes are at or below 60% of the Area Median Income (AMI).
The existing total units on Lots 17 and 29 is 220, and therefore 212 are required to be available
at or below 60% of AM—effectively restricting development on the two parcels to the current
number of units (220).

Per a Regulatory Agreement entered into on December 19, 2017, between NYC Department of
Housing Preservation and Development “HPD” and the Applicant, Carthage 124th LP, a
restriction on Lot 57 was created requiring that 60% of units constructed on the Lot be “Low
Income Units,” and that of these, at least 34 of the units be for tenants with incomes that do not
exceed 50% of AMI, and that no more than 10% of the units be available to incomes that do not
exceed 130% AMI, and that the balance of the low-income units be for tenants whose annual
incomes do not exceed 80% of AMI.

1.3 Description of Affected Area

The Affected Area is located on Block 1929 (Lots 17, 29, and 57) in the Central Harlem
neighborhood of Manhattan Community District 10. The combined lot area of the Affected
Area/LSRD is 89,832 square feet and contains a total of 321,926 total GSF or 285,592 ZSF of
existing development. 318,726 GSF (282,392 ZSF) of the total floor area within the Affected Area
is residential with 292 affordable dwelling units (including 72 vacant dwelling units within the
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vacant residential building on Lot 57) and 3,200 GSF of the total floor area is commercial. The
Affected Area contains a total of 37 enclosed parking spaces (12,000 GSF) and a combined FAR
of 3.18. The underlying zoning in the Affected Area is split between R7A, R8, and R8/C2-4.

Lot 17 (Residential Building): Lot 17 is located at 225 West 123rd Street and is
improved with an 8-story (85), 98,955 GSF (73,792 ZSF) building with 60 affordable
dwelling units. The lot area is approximately 18,501 square feet. There are 37 enclosed
accessory parking spaces provided on Lot 17, according to the latest certificate of
occupancy. Lot 17 has atotal FAR OF 3.99 and is located within an underlying R7A zoning
district.

Lot 29 (Mixed-Use Building): Lot 29 is located at 2070 Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd
and is improved with an 11-story (124’) 146,780 GSF (143,908 ZSF) mixed-use building
with 143,580 GSF (140,708 ZSF) of residential use (160 affordable dwelling units) and
3,200 GSF/ZSF of ground floor commercial retail space fronting Adam Clayton Powell Jr.
Blvd. The lot area is approximately 21,562 square feet. Lot 29 has a total FAR of 6.67
(6.52 residential FAR and 0.15 commercial FAR) and is located within an underlying
R8/C2-4 district.

Lot 57 (Vacant Residential Building “The Proposed Development Site”): The
Development Site consists of Lot 57. Lot 57 is located at 206-254 West 124th Street. It
has 493’-2” of frontage along West 124th Street, a narrow street as defined under the
Zoning Resolution. The Development Site currently includes a vacant 3- story (29’-6”),
76,191 GSF (67,892 ZSF) residential building with 72 dwelling units on a 49,769-square
foot lot. The building is in poor condition and has been vacant since 2015. No parking is
provided on the Development Site, which is located in the Transit Zone. Lot 57 has an
FAR of 1.21 and is located entirely within an underlying R8 zoning district.

The affected area is located within R7A, R8 and R8/C2-4 zoning districts. Lot 17, which would be
removed from the LSRD under the proposed action, is located within an R7A district, which allows
residential and community facility uses up to 4.0 FAR, within a contextual building envelope. Lot
29 is located in an R8 district with a portion of the lot on Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Boulevard in a
C2-4 commercial overlay. The proposed development site falls exclusively within the R8 zoning
district. R8 districts are height factor districts that allow residential development up to 6.02 FAR
and community facility uses up to 6.5 FAR.

The breakdown of the composition of the entire LSRD in terms of allocation of square footage by
zone and the associated FAR allowable and total FAR allowable with a blended zoning coverage
is identified below in Table 1-1:

Table 1-1: Total Allowable FAR by underlying zoning within the Affected Area

R7A - 20.6% at 4.0 FAR = 0.8238

R8/C2-4 — 24.0% @ 6.02 FAR = 1.4449

Residential R8 — 55.40% @ 6.02 FAR = 3.335

Adjusted Max Residential FAR = 5.604

R7A -20.6% @ 4.0 FAR = 0.8238

R8/C2-4 - 24.0% @ 6.5 FAR = 1.56

Community Facility R8 — 55.40% @ 6.5 FAR = 3.601

Adjusted Max Community Facility FAR = 5.985
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Commercial 2.0 FAR

Total 5.985

1.4  Description of Surrounding Area

The Affected Area is on the block bounded by West 123 Street, Adam Clayton Powell Jr.
Boulevard, West 124" Street, and Frederick Douglass Blvd.

Land Use/Built Form

The area surrounding the Affected Area (“The Surrounding Area”) consists of residential,
institutional, retail or service establishment uses. North of 124" street is predominantly developed
with 2- to 11-story commercial and residential buildings and South of 124" street consists primarily
of 4- and 5-story tenement buildings and townhomes. Commercial overlays have facilitated
mixed-use residential and commercial development along Frederick Douglass Boulevard and
Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd, to the west and east of the Affected Area, respectively, and on
125" Street one block to the north. There are also several institutional buildings and houses of
worship within the Surrounding Area. The Surrounding Area has two public community gardens:
the Joseph Daniel Wilson Memorial Garden and Our Little Green Acre (Garden Eight) both front
122" Street.

Transportation

The Surrounding Area, and the Affected Area, are located within a Transit Zone. The area is
“transit-rich” with multiple subway and bus lines. The B/D line runs along St. Nicholas Avenue
with entrances at 125" Street. Multiple bus lines run through the Surrounding Area with routes on
Frederick Douglass Blvd., Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd., and 125™ Street. The M10 and M2
buses run north/south on Frederick Douglass Blvd. and Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd.
respectively. The M60, M100, M101 and BX15 run east/west along 125" Street with service within
Manhattan and to the Bronx and Queens.

Zoning Districts; Special Districts

The Affected Area is mapped within zoning districts R7A, R8, and R8/C2-4 (Figure 1-3). The
surrounding area to the west of the Affected Area, along Frederick Douglass Blvd., is mapped
R8A/C2-4 and C4-4D districts, which were the result of the Frederick Douglass Blvd. Rezoning
adopted in 2003 to encourage contextual building. The blocks to the north of West 124™ Street
form a portion of the Special 125™ Street District and are mapped with C6-3 and C4-7 commercial
districts. There is an Inclusionary Housing Designated Area mapped to the north of the Proposed
Development Site above West 124" Street. C4-4D districts allow a wide range of commercial
uses, in addition to residential and community facility uses. R8A districts allow residential and
community facility up to 6.02 FAR and 6.5 FAR respectively. The blocks located north of West
124th Street are included in the Special 125th Street District and are zoned C6-3 and C4-7, which
allow medium and high-density commercial and residential uses.

1.5 Description of Proposed Development

The Proposed Development will include two buildings (Buildings “A” and “B”) that will occupy a
portion of Lot 57. Each of the Proposed Buildings will contain residential uses. Building “A” will
contain ground floor community facility uses with dwelling units above. The floor area and dwelling
unit density of the Proposed Buildings will comply with the R8 zoning district.
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Together, the Proposed Buildings will have a total of approximately 349,336 GSF (276,048 ZSF),
of which 268,884 ZSF is residential floor area and 7,164 ZSF is community facility floor area.
When combined with the 143,908 ZSF building on Lot 29, this will increase the total floor area of
the modified LSRD to 419,956 ZSF and an estimated FAR of 6.50. This would increase the total
residential floor area of the modified LSRD to 412,792 ZSF and an estimated FAR of 6.02, equal
to the maximum residential floor area of 6.02 FAR (by height factor). The total amount of floor
area, including the maximum residential floor area of 6.02 FAR (by height factor), complies with
the maximum community facility floor area of 6.5 FAR permitted in the R8 district.

In order to achieve the overall development object for this project, the applicant seeks approval
of a modification to the previously approved Ennis Francis LSRD to waive height factor, FAR and
other bulk regulations presumed to be associated with the 1983 LSRD and allow the new buildings
on Lot 57 to be designed according to the underlying height factor regulations of the underlying
zoning districts of the LSRD, taking into account the building on Lot 29. Additionally, Lot 17 would
be removed from the LSRD since it was determined that a Quality Housing building should not be
developed within an LSRD. With the removal of Lot 17, the LSRD would be composed of Lot 57
and Lot 29 and have a combined area of 71,331 sf. The proposed modification would allow
development within the modified LSRD at the allowable FAR of 6.02 for residential or 6.5 for
community facility. This would allow a total of 419,956 zoning square feet of residential floor area
within the modified LSRD, or 463,652 zoning square feet of community facility space. Lot 29 is
occupied by a residential and commercial building at a FAR of 6.67, including 6.53 FAR of
residential space. Therefore, under the LSRD’s underlying zoning, up to 5.8 FAR of residential
development, or 6.42 FAR of total residential and community facility development, would be
available for utilization on the Development Site, Lot 57. The Applicant’s proposal calls for the
development of 5.80 FAR of residential floor area (276,048 ZSF) and total FAR of 6.42 FAR.

Dwelling Unit Density

The Proposed Development will have approximately 322 dwelling units, of which 173 would be
permanently affordable for tenants who earn less than 80 percent AMI (“Low Income Restricted
Housing Units”). The Applicant has coordinated with HPD on the Site Plan and is seeking HPD’s
Extremely Low and Low-Income Affordability (ELLA) Program funds. The Applicant has
coordinated with HPD on the range of incomes and unit sizing (studio-three bedrooms) to be
provided. The Dwelling Units would range in size from studios to three-bedrooms. Including the
existing dwellings units on lot 29, the total number of dwelling units in the LSRD would be 482.

Bulk

Building A is proposed to be 17-stories tall (169’ or 172’6” to the top of the parapet) with 125 feet
of street frontage. To accommodate flexibility, the maximum possible height would be 20 stories
(210 feet). Regardless of the maximum height, Building A is proposed to have a 15-foot open
area along the front lot line to allow the use of alternate front setbacks of Section 23-642 of the
Zoning Resolution. The residential floors above would have a depth of approximately 56 feet,
which is sufficient for a double-loaded corridor plan for residential buildings. Building B is
proposed to be 18-stories tall (190°) with approximately 175 feet of street frontage. To
accommodate flexibility, the maximum possible height would be 20 stories (210 feet). Regardless
of the maximum height, Building B is proposed to have a 15-foot open area along the front lot line
to allow the use of alternate front setbacks of Section 23-642 of the Zoning Resolution.
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Proposed Uses and Entrances

Each Proposed Building’s residential lobby will be accessed from West 124th Street. A portion of
the ground floor of Building A will contain community facility space with direct access from West
124th Street.

Open Space

The development site will have a minimum of 38,911 square feet of open space, representing
9.5% open space, which is sufficient for residential buildings with a height factor of 13. The open
space will have a mix of landscaping and active and passive open space areas in the rear yard
of the buildings. Some of the required open space will be provided on the roof above community
facility space in Building A. The open space will be private, for the use of building residents.

Parking

In an R8 district, parking is required for at least 40 percent of the total number of dwelling units.
However, the proposed development is within a transit zone, which eliminates required parking
for income-restricted housing units in the proposed buildings. 54 percent of the dwelling units in
the proposed development, or approximately 173 units, qualify as income-restricted housing units
for purposes of parking waiver and no parking is required for these units. Therefore, parking
spaces will be required for 40% of the 149-market rate / workforce units, or 60 spaces. Parking
spaces will be in an enclosed, below-grade parking facility in Building A containing the 60 parking
spaces. The parking facility is accessed from a single entrance and exit in Building A from a curb
cut on west 124" street. No parking is required for affordable dwelling units, or community facility
uses in use group 4 in R8 districts.

Build Year
2021 assuming 6 months for ULURP and 18-24 months for construction.

www.equityenvironmental.com 6 January 25, 2019
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Figure 1.5-1:

Site Plan of Proposed Development
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Figure 1.5-3: Rendering of Proposed Development (lllustrative)
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1.6  Action(s) Necessary to Facilitate the Project

The application seeks to modify the current LSRD to remove Lot 17 from the LSRD and allow the
Proposed Development to be constructed according to the requirements of the underlying zoning
district (underlying zoning is split as described above). Changes to the LSRD plans will allow
development in accordance with the adjusted zoning districts underlying the LSRD area. FAR
would still be transferrable throughout the modified LSRD area per the original special permit
based on blended FAR that is factored from the represented zoning districts underlying the lots
that make up the LSRD area. However, land use, height, setback, and other bulk characteristics
would be subject to the zoning controls underlying each individual lot present within the LSRD.

The minor modification will have the effect of:

0] Modifying the amount of residential floor area available for construction on Lot 57
by considering the available adjusted FAR from the underlying zoning for the entire
LSRD area,;

(i) Moadifying the number of dwelling units as a byproduct of the increased residential
FAR available from the factored FAR of the underlying zoning districts of the
LSRD;

(iii) Adding ground floor community facility uses which are allowed by the underlying
zoning;

(iv) Increasing the amount of accessory parking which is required from the R8 zone
that is under the Applicant Site (Lot 57) in the LSRD; and

(V) Removing from the LSRD the contextual building that was built on Lot 17;
contextual development is not permitted within an LSRD.

1.7 Purpose and Need

The general intent of Section 78-01 is to provide better site planning and community planning
through the modified application of the district regulations in the LSRD. The proposed minor
modification will facilitate the timely construction of the Proposed Buildings. The demolition of the
existing 3-story building and redevelopment of the site will provide the neighborhood with an
attractive mixed-use building with vital community support in an area that is well served by transit,
community facilities, and local commercial uses. The development of new affordable housing
units is aligned with the City’s mandate for increased amount of affordable housing units and
guality of construction and will help revitalize the site in Harlem.

1.8  Analysis Framework

This EAS studies the potential for individual and cumulative environmental impacts related to the
Proposed Action occurring in a study area of approximately 400 feet around the LSRD or (Affected
Area). As shown in Figure 1-1: Site Location Map, this area is composed of Block 1929, Lots 17,
29, and 57. The Affected Area is generally bound by West 123 Street, Adam Clayton Powell Jr.
Blvd., West 124" Street, and Frederick Douglass Blvd.

This environmental assessment considers the potential effects of the Proposed Action compared

to future conditions without the approvals sought by the project sponsor. The analysis framework
is described below:

www.equityenvironmental.com 10 January 25, 2019



equity
5295%0%%8@' Ennis Francis Houses
Supplemental Studies to the EAS

Reasonable Worst-Case Development Scenario

In order to assess the possible effects of the proposed action, a reasonable worst-case
development scenario was developed for both the current zoning (Future No-Action) and
proposed zoning (Future With-Action) conditions for a three-year build period (build year 2021).

The incremental difference between the Future No-Action and Future With-Action Scenarios will
serve as the basis for the impact analyses of the Environmental Assessment Statement.

Existing Conditions

The Affected Area is located on Block 1929 (Lots 17, 29, and 57) in Harlem within Manhattan
Community Board 10. The combined lot area of the existing Affected Area/LSRD is 89,832 sf and
has a total of 321,926 GSF (285,592 ZSF) of development (including vacant residential building
on Lot 57) and a combined FAR of 3.18. 318,726 GSF (282,392 ZSF) of the total floor area within
the Affected Area is residential with 292 affordable dwelling units (including 72 vacant dwelling
units within the vacant residential building on Lot 57) and 3,200 ZSF/GSF of the total floor area is
commercial. The Affected Area contains a total of 37 enclosed parking spaces (12,000 SF). The
underlying zoning in the Affected Area is split between R7A, R8, and R8/C2-4.

Lot 17 (Residential Building)

The proposed LSRD Modification would remove Lot 17 from the LSRD. The Lot is located entirely
in an R7A zoning district. The lot area is 18,501 square feet. Lot 17 is improved with an 8-story,
98,995 GSF (73,792 ZSF) residential building with 60 affordable dwelling units. There are 37
enclosed parking spaces (12,000 sf of parking) provided on Lot 17 accessory to Lot 29, according
to the latest certificate of occupancy. Lot 17 has a total FAR of 3.99.

Lot 29 (Mixed-Use Building)

Lot 29 is constructed with an 11-story, 146,780 GSF (143,908 ZSF) mixed-use building with 3,200
GSF/ZSF of ground floor commercial retail space fronting Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd. and
143,580 GSF/140,708 ZSF of upper floor residential floor area containing 160 affordable dwelling
units total. The lot area is approximately 21,562 square feet. Lot 29 has a total FAR of 6.67,
including 6.53 FAR for residential floor area and 0.15 FAR for commercial floor area.

Lot 57 (Vacant Residential Building; the Proposed Development Site)

The development site consists of lot 57. It has a total lot area of 39,769 square feet with 493’-2”
of frontage along west 124th street, a narrow street as defined under the zoning resolution. The
development site currently includes a vacant 3-story, 76,191 GSF (67,892 ZSF) residential
building with 72 untenanted dwelling units and an FAR of 1.36. No parking is currently provided
on the development site, which is located in a transit zone. The building is in poor condition and
has been vacant since 2015. Therefore, it would be demolished prior to the construction of the
proposed development.

The Affected Area is identified in Figure 1-2: Tax Map and Figure 1-1: Site Location Map above.
The use of these lots is presented in Table 1.8-1 below:
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Table 1.8-1: Affected Area- Existing Conditions

Maximum FAR
#of # of Floor Area Under Proposed
Block Lot Add (o] i . Height Existing U DU GSF isti
oc| o ress wner Lot Size (ft2) building | Foors eig| xisting Use (GSF) Existing FAR Action Built FAR
206-254 West D=0 o,
1929 57 124 Street 49,769 1 3 296 Vacant 72 76,191 1.36 6.50 L0
2070 Adam The
| P 1. Abyssini 21,562 124’ ixed- 146,7 .67 .67 1009
1929 29 Clayton Powell Jr yssinian ,56 1 1 Mixed Use. 160 6,780 6.6 6.6 00%
Blvd Development Res/Commercial
Corporation
225 West 12
> West 123rd 18,501 85’ o 98,955 3.99 3.99 100%
1929 17 Street 1 8 Residential 60
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Future No-Action Scenario

No changes to existing conditions would occur to the LSRD for Lot 29 or Lot 17. It is assumed
that reoccupation of the vacant building currently occupying Lot 57 would occur. The previous use
was solely for affordable residential housing. The building has been vacant for approximately 5
years. Although the current building is in poor condition, rehabilitation of the existing building is
feasible and would be more cost effective and practical than demolishing and rebuilding a similarly
sized building allowed under the current LSRD restrictions. It is assumed that the current LSRD
regulations restrict development to the existing development on Lots 17, 29, and 57. Further, the
Regulatory Agreement described previously indicates that Lot 29 and Lot 57 are restricted to 220
units total. Therefore, no changes to existing conditions, other than reoccupation of the building
on Lot 57, are likely to occur without a modification of the LSRD.

Future With-Action Scenario

The With-Action Scenario assumes development that maximizes allowable residential and overall
(residential and community facility) development of the Development Site given the height factor
FAR for residential uses and a 6.50 for community facilities in an R8 zoning district, and the
presence within the modified LSRD of the mixed commercial and residential building occupying
Lot 29. Development of a mixed residential and community facility building of up to 20 stories (210
feet) could occur. The new building on Lot 57 would contain approximately 30,990 gross/zoning
square feet of community facility space, assumed to be occupied by community facility use. There
would be a total of 339 new dwelling units, consisting of 203 units of affordable housing as
required by the Regulatory Agreement on Lot 57 which includes 30 ‘workforce’ units affordable to
households at an average of 130% of AMI, and 136 market rate units. The residential component
would occupy 311,004 gross square feet of floor area or 288,462 zoning square feet. Accessory
parking for 40% of the non-Income Restricted Housing Units would be provided in a below-grade
parking facility to be accessed from 124th Street. 66 spaces would be provided for the
development’s 166 combined market rate and workforce housing units.

Lot 29 is expected to remain as it currently exists under the With-Action Scenario with 160
affordable units. Lot 17, a 98,995 GSF or 73,792 ZSF building containing 60 units at 3.9 FAR built
in 2012 would now be severed from the LSRD and governed by the underlying R7A zone. R7A
allows a FAR of 4.0; as such Lot 17 is 99% developed and is subject to the previously discussed
regulatory agreement and would remain as it exists in the With-Action Scenario.

Although Lot 17 would be removed from the LSRD under the proposed action, there would be no
change to development or occupancy of the site. Additionally, there would be no change in
development or occupancy of Lot 29. Incremental development under the proposed action would
consist of the demolition and redevelopment of the existing 3-story, 72 unit building containing
76,191 GSF or 67,892 ZSF of residential floor area with a 20-story, 339-unit building containing
311,004 GSF (288,462 ZSF) of residential floor area and 30,990 gross/zoning square feet of
community facility space, as well as below-grade parking for sixty-six vehicles.

The With-Action Scenario would produce a net increment of development of 234,813 GSF or
220,570 ZSF of residential floor space and 30,990 GSF/ZSF of community facility space. A net
increment of 267 units would be produced, including 136 market rate units, 30 units of ‘workforce’
housing, and an increase of 131 affordable units, with 203 new affordable units replacing the no-
action 72 units.

The With-Action Scenario exhausts all available residential and overall (residential, commercial,
and community facility) floor area within the modified LSRD boundaries, consisting of Lots 29 and
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57. The scenario’s building height of 210 feet (20 stories) is the maximum height that could be
built in a reasonable building configuration using double-loaded corridors with height factor
requirements. The total number of units to be analyzed under the With-Action Scenario is based
on a rationalization of the required combination of affordable housing units at 60% and market
rate at 40% per the Regulatory Agreement controlling Lot 57 described above - which assumes
smaller unit sizes for affordable housing units to create an average unit size of 1 unit per 850 ZSF
considering the combination of affordable and market units. Given the available residential
maximum FAR of 6.02 for the R8 combined with the lot size of the LSRD, a total of 429,170
residential ZSF could be built. Minus the existing 140,708 ZSF present on lot 29, the maximum
residential floor area that could be developed on Lot 57 is 288,462 ZSF. Dividing the available
zoning floor area of 288,462 by 850 gives 339 total units of which 203 would be affordable and
136 market rate. The available R8 Community Facility FAR on Lot 57 is 6.5, subtracting the
maximum residential zoning floor area of 288,462 from the maximum of 319,452 ZSF available
on site, an additional 30,990 ZSF of community facility space could be built on the development
site to maximize all available development potential.

www.equityenvironmental.com 14 January 25, 2019
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Table 1.8-2: Comparative Existing, No-Action, Build Worksheet

EXISTING NO-ACTION WITH-ACTION INCREMENT
CONDITION CONDITION COMDITION
Land Use
Residential e O#a Yes One= Ves O#o
If "yes," specify the following:
hi and mid rise hi and mid rise
multi-family multi-family hi rize multi-
elevator elevator family elevator
Describe type of residential structures buildings buildings buildings
No. of dwelling units 292 292 559 267
No. of low- to moderate-income units 292 292 423 131
Gross floor area [sq. ft.) 318,726 318,726 454 534 135,358
Commercial Ves Owic Yes [ #ia Yes Mo
If “yes," specify the following:
Describe type (retail, office, other) retail retail retail
Gross floor area [sq. ft.) 3200 3200 3200 1]
Manufacturing/Industrial N/A
If "yes," specify the following:
Type of Use MNSA
Gross floor area [sq. ft.) Mja
Cpen storage area [=q. ft.) MjA
If any enclosed activities, specify: MNJS&
Community Facility [ ves [ ea | [ ves [#] tz| [#] ves dro
If "yes," specify the following:
Type of Use NfA NJ/A medical office
Gross floor area [sq. ft.) NfA NJSA 30,990 30,990
Wacant Land [ ves sa | [ ves | [ ves Mo
If "yes", describe: N/A& TN Mja
Publicly Accessible Open Space [ ves [#] bz | [ ves [# s [ ¥es [#] picd
If “yes," specify type (mapped City, State,
or Federal Parkland, wetland-mapped or NfA MNJSA MNJSA
otherwise known, other):
Other Land Uses [ ves [ pia | [ ves Os| O ves [#] ro
If "yes," describe: NfA NSA
Parking
Garages Yes Owa Yes [ h= Yes O ne
If "yes," specify the following:
No. of public spaces
No. of accessory spaces 37 37 103 =
Operating hours 247 2477 2477
Attended or non-attended na na attended
Lots [ ves ta | [ ves Mo | [] ves Ma
If "yes," specify the following:
Mo. of public spaces N/A& TN Mja
Mo. of accessory spaces NJA TN MjA
Operating hours NfA NJSA MNJS&
Other [includes street parking) [ ves Owa | Oves O rie| [ ves O #a
www.equityenvironmental.com 15 January 25, 2019
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If "yes," describe:

Population
Residents Yes (LS Yes (LS Yes Oro
If "yes," specify number: 633 633 1308 G625

Briefly explain how the number of
residents was calculated:

using 2014 ACS profile 2.34 persons p
[location of affected area) and multip

er housheold in census tract 222
lying by the number of units

Businesses

Yes k=

Yes [ #ia

Yes O#a

If “yes," specify the following:

1 restaurant, 1

1restaurant, 1

1 restaurant, 1
retail store, 20

retail store retail store medical offices,
No. and type S eeneral office 16
3 retail, &
3 retail, & 3 retail, & restaurant/50
restuarant restuarant medical office,
Neo. and type of workers by business 10 general =
medical office,
. . general office
retail and retail and .
=1,628, retail
restaurant restaurant 4 rest .
and restauran
patrons, 150 patrons, 150
. . patron 150 =
. daily daily
No. and type of non-residents who total of 1773
are not workers patrons daily 1628

Briefly explain how the number of
buszineszeswas calculated:

assume average medical office and gereral office size of 1,700

square feet

Other [students, visitors, concert-goers, etc )

[ ves= o

[ s Mo

Ves

Dhlzhl

If any, specify type and number:

Ny

N

patrons & general office

Briefly explain how the number was
calculated:

70 patrons per 1000 sf per day averaged for medical office, and 20 for

general office per 1000 sf

Zoning

Zoning classification

LSRD - R7Aand
REwC2-4 [LSRD
restrictions
override
underlying
zone)

LSRC - R7Aand
REwC2-4 [LSRD
restrictions
override
underlying
zone)

R2and RE/C2-4
[the area zoned
R7Awould be
removed from
the L5RD, and
the L5RDwould
be modified to
allow
development
pursuant toits
underlying R&
and RE/C2-4

ZONiNg

www.equityenvironmental.com
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Predominant land use and zoning
classifications within land use study area(s) or
a 400 ft. radius of proposed project

ASRT[CA-AA/CA-
4AD/C6-3/REASCH-
4/CaA-T/R7-2/C2-
4/c1-4

AfR7/CA-4A/CA-
4D/C6-3/REA/CA-
4/C4-7/R7-2{C2-
4/c1-4

AJR7/CA-4A/CA-
4D/C6-3/REAC4-
4/CA-T/RI-2/C2-
4/C1-4

EXISTING NO-ACTION WITH-ACTION
CONDITION CONDITION CONDITION INCREMENT
6.02 HF FAR
Residential FAR,
6.5 Community
Facility FAR, 2.0
Commercial FAR
within C2-4
Maximum amount
of floor area the
can be developed
4.15 FAR under 4,15 FAR under within reduced
LSRD (89,832.67 |LSRD (89,832.67 |LSRD area of
Maximum amount of floor area that can be SF *4.15) = SF *4.15) = 71,331 sfis
developed 3728056 372,805.6 463,360 90,554
Residentialfcomm |Residentialf/comm |Residential/comm
ercial/ R8/R8- ercial/ R8/R8- ercial/ R8/RS8-

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.

www.equityenvironmental.com
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Table 1.8-2: Existing, No-Action and With Action Programs for the Affected Area
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Existing
C - ™
Projected Sit TOTAL FAR Residential FAR Commercial FAR FAI: Facility ing FAR # of Stories Height TOTAL SF Residential SF Commercial SF Community Facility SF | Manufacturing SF Total DU Affordabl Market Parking
Address | Block Lot | Lot Size SF ':’: s,e - €| Existing Zoning Parking SF | (Market + °';Ua © :’ ;U
.ot Size rate
Exist. Max. Exist. Max. Exist. Max. Exist. Max. Exist. Max. Exist. Max. Exist. Max. GSF ISF GSF ISF GSF ZSF GSF ISF GSF ZSF Affordable) Residential | Commercial |Community
Ennis
Francis 17 18,501.00 3.99 3.99 8 85'-0" 98,955 73,792 98,955 73,792 12,000 60 60 0 37 na na
Houses
225 West
123rd St, LSRD\(underlying 215
200 Adam zoning is split Lot (4.15 (ass;Jmed Height , Height
site Clayton 1929 29 21,562.00 89,832.00 |17 is zoned R7A, 6.67 assumed 6.53 S or 0.15 11 Factor 124 Factor 146,780 143,908 143,580 140,708 3,200 3,200 na 160 160 0 na na na
Powell Jr Lot 57 R8, Lot 29 for LSRD) LSRD) Building Building
Blvd and R8/ C2-4
206-254
West
124th 57 49,769.00 1.36 1.36 3 29'-6" 76,191 67,892 76,191 67,892 na 72 72 0 na na na
Street
TOTAL 89,832.00 89,832 3.18 3.14 0.15 321,926 285,592 318,726 282,392 3,200 3,200 0 0 0 0 12,000 292 292 0 37 0 0
No-Action Scenario
Projected Site TOTAL FAR Residential FAR Commercial FAR Commu::; Facility Manufacturing FAR # of Stories Height TOTAL SF Residential SF Commercial SF Community Facility SF|  Manufacturing SF Total DU Affordable Market- Parking
Address Block Lot Lot Size SF L;t Size SF Existing Zoning Parking SF | (Market + bu rate DU
Prop. Max. Prop. Max. Prop. Max. Prop. Max. Prop. Max. Prop. Max. Prop. Max. GSF ZSF GSF ZSF GSF ZSF GSF ZSF GSF ZSF Affordable) Residential | Commercial |Community
Ennis
Francis 17 18,501.00 3.99 3.99 8 85'-0" 98,955 73,792 98,955 73,792 na 60 60 0 37
Houses
225 West
123rd St, LSRD\(underlying| 215
200 Adam zoning is split Lot (4.15 (ass;med Height , Height
site Clayton 1929 29 21,562.00 89,832.00 |17 is zoned R7A, 6.67 assumed 6.53 o 0.15 11 Factor 124 Factor 146,780 143,908 143,580 140,708 3,200 3,200 na 160 160 0 na na na
Powell Jr Lot 57 R8, Lot 29 for LSRD) LSRD) Building Building
Blvd and R8/ C2-4
206-254
‘lniistth 57 49,769.00 1.36 1.36 3 29'-6" 76,191 67,892 76,191 67,892 na 72 72 [ 0 na na
Street
TOTAL 89,832.00 89,832 3.18 3.14 0.04 321,926 285,592 318,726 282,392 3,200 3,200 0 0 0 0 0 292 292 0 37 0 0
With-Action Scenario
Community Facilit
Projected Site Proposed TOTAL FAR Residential FAR Commercial FAR FAI: v Manufacturing FAR # of Stories Height TOTAL SF Residential SF Commercial SF Community Facility SF|  Manufacturing SF Total DU Affordable |Affordable | Market- Parking
Address Block Lot Lot Size SF Lot Size SF Existing Zoning Zoning Parking SF A(fl\f/lau:el:l+) bU U (@ rate DU
ordavle 80% AMI)
Prop. Max. Prop. Max. Prop. Max. Prop. Max. Prop. Max. Prop. Max. Prop. Max. GSF ISF GSF ZSF GSF ISF GSF ZSF GSF ISF Residential | Commercial |Community
Ennis
Francis
;I;uses 29 21,562.00 6.67 6.53 0.15 0.00 11 124' 146,780 143,908 143,580 140,708 3,200 3,200 na 160 160
5 West
;;3"::" LSRD underlying G oD
y am zoning is split | R8, R8/C2- 2.0 (C2- lg’ <le’
Site Clayton 1929 71,331.00 Lot 57 RS, Lot 29 4 6.50 6.02 ) 6.5 (R8) Factor Factor
Powell Jr R8/ C’2-4 Building Building
Blvd and
206-254 57 49,769.00 6.42 5.80 043 20 210 341,994 319,452 311,004 288,462 30,990 | 30,990 10,000 339 203 136 66
West
124th
Street
TOTAL 71,331.00 71,331.00 0.04 043 488,774 463,360 454,584 429,170 3,200 3,200 30,990 30,990 10,000 499 363 0 136 66
INCREMENT -18,501 -18,501 0.01 .43 166,848 177,768 135,858 146,778 0 0 30,990 30,990 0 0 10,000 207 71 0 136 29 0 0
Other Sites Not Expected To Be Affected By The Proposed Actions
c ity Facilit
Add Block L Lot Size SF Projected Site Existing Zoni TOTAL FAR Residential FAR Commercial FAR FAI: adlity ing FAR # of Stories Height TOTAL SF Residential SF Commercial SF Community Facility SF|  Manufacturing SF Rationale for Exclusion
ress oc ot ot Size sting Zonin,
2 Lot Size SF | otng Zoning
Prop. Max. Prop. Max. Prop. Max. Prop. Max. Prop. Max. Prop. Max. Prop. Max. GSF ISF GSF ZSF GSF ISF GSF ZSF GSF ZSF
Ennis
Francis Itis that Lot 17, which is to be severed from the LSRD would remain asit currently exists but not
Other Site 1 (Houses 1,929 17 18,501.00 18,501.00 R7A 3.99 4.00 3.99 4.00 8.00 8.00 85 80 98,955 73,792 98,955 73,792 be part of the LSRD. The site in 2012 with di yfinancingand is ct yimpi with 60
225 West affordable dwelling units at 3.9 FAR, which is 99% of the 4.0 FAR available with the underlying R7A zoning.
123rd St
TOTAL 18,501 18,501 98,955 73,792 98,955 73,792 0 0 0 0 0 0
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2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

2.1 Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy

The CEQR Technical Manual recommends procedures for analysis of land use, zoning and public
policy to ascertain the impacts of a project on the surrounding area. Land use, zoning and public
policy are described in detail below. Land use refers to the activity that is occurring on land and
within the structures that occupy it. Types of uses include residential, retail, commercial, industrial,
vacant land, and parks.

Methodology

Existing land uses are determined by reference the New York City Zoning and Land Use (Zola)
database and PLUTOTM 16v2 shapefiles. These uses were then confirmed through site visits.
Identifying existing Zoning districts related to the 400-foot Study Area were performed with
reference to New York City Zoning Maps and the Zoning Resolution of the City of New York and
served as the basis for the zoning evaluation of the Future No Action and Future With-Action
Conditions. Public Policy research was performed through an evaluation of New York City
Department of City Planning (NYCDCP) and other city agencies programs and documentation.

2.1.1 Land Use

The CEQR Technical Manual suggests that a land use, zoning and public policy study area should
extend 400 feet from the site of the proposed action. Existing land use patterns of city blocks
within approximately 400 feet of the Project Site are presented above in Figure 1-1.

Existing Conditions — Affected Area

The Affected Area is located on Block 1929 (Lots 17, 29, and 57) in Harlem within Manhattan
Community Board 10. The combined lot area of the Affected Area is 89,832 square feet and
contains a total of 321,926 GSF or 285,592 ZSF of existing development. 318,726 GSF (282,392
ZSF) of the total floor area within the Affected Area is residential with 292 affordable dwelling units
(including 72 vacant dwelling units within the vacant residential building on Lot 57) and 3,200 GSF
of the total floor area is commercial. The Affected Area contains a total of 37 enclosed parking
spaces (12,000 SF) and a combined FAR of 3.18.

The Affected Area consists of three residential buildings: the original two buildings on Adam
Clayton Powell Jr. Boulevard and West 124" Street (on Lots 29 and 57) that were constructed in
1985 with a total of 232 dwelling units, and a subsequent building on West 123" Street (Lot 17)
that was constructed in 2012 with 60 dwelling units. The 3-story residential building on West 124"
Street (Lot 57 “Development Site”) contains 72 dwelling units and is currently vacant. Under the
Proposed Action, Lot 17 will be severed from the LSRD, leaving only Lots 29 and 57 as part of
the LSRD.

The LSRD currently governs development within the Affected Area. The original Special Permit
(C840090 ZSM) modified the minimum distance between the 11-story building on Tax Lot 29 and
the 3-story building on Tax Lot 57, as well as the height and setback of the 11-story building on
Tax Lot 29 of the LSRD.

Lot 57 (Vacant Residential Building “The Proposed Development Site”) and Lot 29: The

Development Site consists of Lot 57. Lot 57 is located at 206-254 West 124th Street. It has 493’-
2” of frontage along West 124th Street, a narrow street as defined under the Zoning Resolution.
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The Development Site currently includes a vacant 3- story (29’-6”), 65,020 square foot residential
building with 72 dwelling units on a 49,769 sf lot. The building is in poor condition and has been
vacant since 2015.

Lot 29

Lot 29 is located at 2070 Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Boulevard and is constructed with an 11-story,
146,780 GSF (143,908 ZSF) mixed use building with 143,580 GSF (140,708 ZSF) of residential
use (160 affordable units) and 3,200 GSF of ground floor commercial retail space. The Lot is
approximately 21,562 sf.

Lot 17

Lot 17 is an 18,501 sf lot with an existing 8-story, 85-foot building on-site. The building is entirely
residential, with 98,955 GSF (73,792 ZSF) and 60 affordable units. 12,000 sf of parking is
provided, containing 37 parking spaces.

Existing Conditions-Surrounding Area

A variety of land uses are present in the vicinity of the Affected Area. Residential uses
predominate with the exception of the commercial and mixed land uses existing along the 125™
Street Corridor, the north side of West 124th Street, and on the east side of Adam Clayton Powell
Boulevard. There are several community facility, and institutional land uses in the vicinity of the
Project Site and several open space land uses.

Land Use/Built Form

The Surrounding Area consists of residential, institutional, retail or service establishment uses.
North of 124" street is predominantly developed with two to eleven story residential and
commercial buildings and South of 124™ street consists primarily of 4- and 5-story tenement
buildings and townhomes. Commercial overlays have facilitated mixed-use residential and
commercial development along Frederick Douglass Boulevard and Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd
to the west and east of the Affected Area, respectively, and on 125" Street one block to the north.
There are also several institutional buildings and houses of worship within the Surrounding Area.
The Surrounding Area has two public community gardens: The Joseph Daniel Wilson Memorial
Garden and Our Little Green Acre (Garden Eight) both front on 122" Street.

Future No-Action Scenario

No changes to existing conditions would occur, other than the reoccupation of the vacant building
currently occupying Lot 57, the Development Site. The previous use was solely for affordable
residential housing. The building has been vacant for approximately 5 years. Although the current
building is in poor condition, rehabilitation of the existing building is feasible and would be more
cost effective and practical than demolishing and rebuilding a similarly sized building allowed
under the current LSRD restrictions.

Future With-Action Scenario

Under the Future With-Action Scenario, Lot 17 would be severed from the LSRD. Lots 29 and 57
would remain within the modified LSRD boundaries. The With-Action scenario assumes
development that maximizes allowable residential and overall (residential and community facility)
development of the Development Site given height factor FAR for residential uses in an R8 and
a FAR of 6.5 for community facility uses in an R8. For the purposes of the RWCDS, development
of a mixed residential and community facility building of up to 20 stories (210 feet) could occur.
The new building on Lot 57 would contain approximately 30,990 square feet of community facility
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space, assumed to be occupied by medical or similar community facility use. There would be a
total of 339 new dwelling units, consisting of 173 units of affordable housing to be built under
HPD’s ELLA Program, 30 ‘workforce’ units affordable to households at an average of 130% of
AMI, and 136 market rate units. The residential component would occupy 311,004 GSF of floor
area on Lot 57. Accessory parking for 40% of the non-Income Restricted Housing Units would be
provided in a 10,000 square foot, below-grade parking facility to be accessed from 124" Street.
66 spaces would be provided for the development’s 166 market rate and workforce housing units.
Under a With-Action Scenario, Lot 29 would remain as it currently exists, with 160 affordable
housing units. Lot 57 would utilize the LSRD’s remaining FAR available from the underlying
zoning district and apply it to the new development on the Lot. This would prevent Lot 29 from
adding additional development within the LSRD and on their own Lot. The development on lot 17,
as a relatively new development, is not considered “soft”, and is expected to remain as it exists
after being severed from the Ennis Francis LSRD. Additionally as noted previously, both Lot 17
and Lot 29 are subjects of regulatory agreements limiting their use to the current affordable
housing development on those sites.

Conclusion

The Proposed Action would eliminate a blighted and vacant building on Lot 57, thus facilitating a
more efficient use of land and a more pedestrian-friendly site design. Active ground floor uses
would animate the pedestrian realm, and provide natural surveillance, thus increasing public
safety. The Proposed Action would facilitate a development that is consistent with the surrounding
land use pattern of residential and community facility uses and would not create conflicts with
existing land uses or alter the overall land use pattern in the area. The provision of affordable
housing and a local serving community facility use strengthens the proposed development’s
relationship and contribution to the Surrounding Area. The Proposed Action would increase
density on 124" Street, in between two high-density corridors on Adam Clayton Powell Boulevard
and Frederick Douglas Boulevard. The provision of higher density affordable housing at or near
a mass transit hub further contributes to the mission and purpose of integrated housing with
transportation and employment opportunities, thus encouraging live-work communities and
transit-oriented development. No other changes to land use on the Proposed Development Site
or the Affected Area or within the 400-foot Study Area are foreseen as a result of the actions or
resulting from other known actions in the area.

2.1.2 Zoning

The New York City Zoning Resolution dictates the use, density and bulk of developments within
New York City. The City has three basic zoning district classifications — residential (R), commercial
(©), and manufacturing (M). These classifications are further divided into low, medium, and high-
density districts. Per the CEQR Technical Manual, the zoning study area should extend 400 feet
from the site of the Proposed Action. Existing zoning districts within approximately 400 feet of the
Affected Area are presented in Figure 1-3.
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Existing Conditions

The LSRD:

The Affected Area is located within the 1983 Ennis Francis LSRD, which consists of Block 1929,
Lots 29, 57, and 17. The original two buildings on Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Boulevard and West
124" Street (on Lots 29 and 57) were constructed in 1985 with a total of 231 dwelling units, and
a subsequent building on West 123" Street (Lot 17) was constructed in 2012 with 60 dwelling
units. The building on Lot 57, which contains 72 dwelling units, is currently vacant.

The LSRD is known as Site 106 under the former Harlem East Harlem Urban Renewal Plan
(“URP”). In 2000, Site 106 was designated for inclusion in the Harlem Gateway Urban Renewal
Area with restrictions from the Harlem-East Harlem URP expiring in 2008. The LSRD currently
governs development within the Affected Area. The original Special Permit (C840090 ZSM)
modified the minimum distance between the 11-story building on Tax Lot 29 and the 3-story
building on Tax Lot 57, as well as the height and setback of the 11-story building on Tax Lot 29
of the LSRD.

Lot 17

A previous EAS (10DCP028M) for Lot 17, Tax Block 1929 — 225 West 123 Street was given a
final conditional negative declaration for approval of A Minor Modification to the Ennis Francis
Houses Large Scale Residential Plan on September 17, 2010, to effectuate the construction of
the 60-unit, 8-story, 37 parking space development that currently sits on the site. As amended in
2010, the LSRD permitted a quality housing building to be constructed on Lot 17 that complied
with the underlying R7A bulk regulations. Pursuant to the Proposed Action, Lot 17 would be
severed from the LSRD.

Lots 57 and 29:

As originally approved under the 1983 LSRD, the two buildings on Lots 29 and 57 have an FAR
of 4.15 based on the application of height factor regulations, and were granted additional
allowances for height, setback, and space between buildings. The 4.15 FAR that was approved
appears descriptive of the original proposed residential floor area divided by its lot coverage, not
a cap imposed by the LSRD. The actual floor area for the two buildings that were constructed in
1985 is 211,800 square feet (3.69 FAR).

The Underlying Zoning Districts:

The underlying zoning in the Affected Area is split between R7A, R8 and R8/C2-4. Lot 57 and 29
are located entirely on an R8. A 102-foot portion of Lot 29 facing Adam Clayton Powell has a C2-
4 overlay. Lot 17 is located entirely on a R7A.

The RWCDS pursuant to the Proposed Action assumes a blended FAR for the combination of
land area within the LSRD that lies within specific zoning boundaries. The controlling FAR is
derived from the composition of the lots within the Affected Area and the percentage of the total
of each within their respective zone.

e Lot 17 (to be removed from the LSRD) has 18,501 SF within R7A or 21% of the total
Affected Area;

e Lot 29 has 21,562 SF within R8/C2-4 or 24% of the total Affected Area; and

e Lot 57 has 49,769 SF within R8 or 55% of the total Affected Area.
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Study Area

Much of the land to the north of the Affected Area along 124th Street is zoned R8, while 125™
Street one block to the north is zoned C4-7. The Special 125" Street District extends to the
northern side of 124" Street. The surrounding area to the west of the Affected Area, along
Frederick Douglass Blvd., is mapped R8A/C2-4 and C4-4D districts, which were the result of the
Frederick Douglass Blvd. Rezoning adopted in 2003 to encourage contextual building. The area
to the east of the Affected Area along Adam Clayton Powell Il Boulevard is zoned C4-4 and R7-
2. There is an Inclusionary Housing Designated Area mapped to the north of the Proposed
Development Site above West 124" Street.

C4-4, C4-4D, and C4-7

C4 districts are mapped in regional commercial centers, such as Flushing in Queens and the Hub
in the Bronx, that are located outside of the central business districts. In these areas, specialty
and department stores, theaters and other commercial and office uses serve a larger region and
generate more traffic than neighborhood shopping areas. Use Groups 5, 6, 8, 9, 10 and 12, which
include most retail establishments, are permitted in C4 districts. Uses that would interrupt the
desired continuous retail frontage, such as home maintenance and repair service stores listed in
Use Group 7, are not allowed.

C4-4 districts are considered non-contextual, have an FAR of 3.4, and require one parking space
per 1,000 SF.

C4-4D districts are contextual districts in which the commercial and residential bulk and density
regulations can differ from corresponding non-contextual districts. The residential district
equivalent is R8A. An FAR of 3.4 is allowed, with accessory parking required at a rate of 1 space
per 1,000 SF. Floor area may be increased with a public plaza or Inclusionary Housing Program
bonus.

C4-7 districts are considered non-contextual, have an FAR of 10.0, and have no parking
requirements.

C6-3

C6 districts permit a wide range of high-bulk commercial uses requiring a central location.
Corporate headquarters, large hotels, department stores and entertainment facilities in high-rise
mixed buildings are permitted in C6 districts

C6-3 districts, typically mapped in areas outside central business cores, have a commercial FAR
of 6.0. Floor area may be increased by a bonus for a public plaza or Inclusionary Housing. C6
districts are well served by mass transit, and off-street parking is not required.

R7A

R7 districts are medium-density apartment house districts. R7A districts are governed by
mandatory contextual Quality Housing regulations, which produce high lot coverage and seven-
to eight-story apartment buildings. R7A permit an FAR of 4.0 (4.6 for developers that provide
affordable housing pursuant to the IH program requirements) and a base height of 40-65 feet.
The building must set back to a depth of 10 feet on a wide street or 15 feet on a narrow street
before rising to a maximum height of 80 feet. In order to preserve the traditional streetscape, the
street wall of the new building can be no closer to the street line than any building within 150 feet
on the same block, but need not be farther than 14 feet. Buildings must have interior amenities
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for the residents pursuant to the Quality Housing Program. Off-street parking is not allowed in
front of a building. Parking is required for 50% of all residential dwelling units (30% for lots less
than 10,000 SF, and waived if fewer than 15 spaces are required), but is not required for
affordable housing units within specified Transit Zones.

R7-2

R7 districts are medium-density apartment house districts. Height factor regulations for R7
districts encourage lower apartment buildings on smaller zoning lots, and, on larger lots, taller
buildings with less lot coverage.

Height Factor Option: The FAR for height factor development in R7 districts ranges from
.87 to 3.44; the open space ratio ranges from 15.5 to 25.5. A taller building may be
obtained by providing more open space. The building must be set within a sky exposure
plane at a height of 60 feet above the street line and then slopes inward over the zoning
lot.

Quality Housing Option: The optional Quality Housing regulations in R7 districts utilize
height limits to produce lower, high lot coverage buildings set at or near the street line.
The maximum FAR is 4.0 and the base height before setback is 40 to 75 feet with a
maximum building height of 80 feet, or 85 feet if providing a qualifying ground floor. The
maximum FAR on narrow streets and within the Manhattan Core is 3.44, and the base
height before setback is 40 to 65 feet with a maximum building height of 75 feet.

Regulations for R7-2 districts are essentially the same as R7 districts, except that R7-2 districts,
which are mapped primarily in upper Manhattan, have lower parking requirements; parking must
be provided for 50% of dwelling units.

R8

Apartment buildings in R8 districts can range from mid-rise, eight- to ten-story buildings to much
taller buildings set back from the street on large zoning lots. This high-density residential district
is mapped along the Grand Concourse in the Bronx and on the edge of Brooklyn Heights. New
buildings in R8 districts may be developed under either height factor regulations or the
optional Quality Housing regulations that often reflect the older, pre-1961 neighborhood
streetscape.

Height Factor Option: The floor area ratio (FAR) for height factor development in R8
districts ranges from 0.94 to 6.02; the open space ratio (OSR) ranges from 5.9 to 11.9. A
taller building may be obtained by providing more open space. Thus, the maximum FAR
is achievable only where the zoning lot is large enough to accommodate a practical
building footprint as well as the required amount of open space. There are no absolute
height limits; the building must be set within a sky exposure plane which, in R8 districts,
begins at a height of 85 feet above the street line and then slopes inward over the zoning
lot. Off-street parking requirements are the are required for 40% of the dwelling units or
20% if the zoning lot is between 10,001 and 15,000 square feet; waived if zoning lot is
less than 10,000 square feet, or has 15 of fewer spaces required.

Quality Housing Option: The optional Quality Housing regulations in R8 districts utilize

height limits to produce lower, high lot coverage buildings set at or near the street line.
With floor area ratio (FAR) equal to or greater than can be achieved using R8 height factor
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regulations, the optional Quality Housing regulations produce new buildings in keeping
with many of the city’s established neighborhoods. The maximum FAR is 6.02, and
the base height before setback is 60 to 80 feet with a maximum building height of 105 feet.
On wide streets outside the Manhattan Core, the FAR rises to 7.2, and the base height
before setback is 60 to 85 feet. The street wall of the building must extend along the width
of the zoning lot and at least 70% of the street wall must be within eight feet of the street
line. The area between a building’s street wall and the street line must be planted and the
building must have interior amenities for residents pursuant to the Quality Housing
Program. Off-street parking requirements are the same as for height factor buildings.

R8A

R8A districts are high-density residential districts. R8A districts are regulated by mandatory
Quiality Housing bulk regulations which typically result in high lot coverage apartment buildings of
roughly 12 to 14 stories set at or near the street line. The FAR in R8A districts is 6.02 for basic,
and 7.20 for MIH. Above a base height of 60 to 85 feet, the building must set back to a depth of
10 feet on a wide street and 15 feet on a narrow street before rising to its maximum height of 120
feet. If providing a qualifying ground floor, the maximum base height is 95 feet, and the maximum
height is 125 feet. On a wide street, the street wall must extend along the entire width of the
zoning lot and at least 70% of the street wall must be within eight feet of the street line. Higher
maximum heights are available for buildings participating in the MIH program or that provide
certain senior facilities.

R8A/C1-4 Commercial Overlays

C1-4 districts are commercial overlays mapped within residence districts. Mapped along streets
that serve local retail needs, they are found extensively throughout the city’s lower- and medium-
density areas and occasionally in higher-density districts. Typical retail uses include neighborhood
grocery stores, restaurants and beauty parlors. In mixed buildings, commercial uses are limited
to one or two floors and must always be located below the residential use. When mapped in an
R8A district the maximum commercial FAR is 2.0.

R7-2, R8, R8A/C2-4 Commercial Overlays

C2 districts permit a wide range of local retail and service establishments and are intended to
serve a larger neighborhood footprint. C2-4 are overlay districts that have lower parking
requirements in areas with easily accessible mass transit. Use Groups 1-6 are allowed under C2-
4. A C2-4 commercial overlay mapped within R7-2, R8, and R8A districts permits commercial
development at a Floor Area Ratio of 2.0. Community Facility development is permitted at a Floor
Area Ratio of 6.5.

Table 2.1-1 Summary of Existing Zoning Regulations

Zoning Type and Use Group Floor Area Ratio Parking
District (UG) (FAR) (Required Spaces)
Commercial 3.4 Commercial
C4-4 UGs 1-5. 6, 8. 9, 10 and 12 .87-3.44 Re_S|dent|_a_I 1 per 1,000 SF
6.5 Community Facility
Commercial 3.4 Commercial
C4-4D UGs 1-5, 6, 8. 9, 10 and 12 6.02 Resplentlalu 1 per 1,000 SF
6.5 Community Facility
Commercial
C4-7 UGs 1-5. 6, 8. 9, 10 and 12 10.0 all uses None
Commercial 6.0 Commercial
C6-3 UGS 1-12 .99-7.52 Residential None
10.0 Community Facility

www.equityenvironmental.com

25

January 25, 2019



http://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/zoning/glossary.page#base_height
http://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/zoning/glossary.page#setback_building
http://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/zoning/glossary.page#wide_street
http://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/zoning/glossary.page#manhattan_core
http://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/zoning/glossary.page#streetwall

equit
f;g%lip]oe%ﬂﬁam Ennis Francis Houses
Supplemental Studies to the EAS

R7-2 Residential 3.44-4.0 Residential Basic—50% of DU
UGs 1-4 6.5 Community Facility Inclusionary—15% of IRHU
R7-2/C2-4 Commercial Overlay 2.0 Commercial Generally not required
Overlay UGs 1-9 & 14 y notreq
Contextual Residential Basic—50% of DU
R7A UGs 1-4 4.0 alluses Inclusionary—15% of IRHU
Residential . . Basic—40% of DU
R8 UGs 1-4 6.02-7.20 Residential | 1oy, isionary—12% of IRHU
R8/C2-4 Commercial Overlay . .
Overlay UGs 1-9 & 14 2.0 Commercial Generally not required
RSA Contextual Residential 6.02 Residential Basic—40% of DU
UGs 1-4 6.5 Community Facility Inclusionary—12% of IRHU
R8A/C1-4 Commercial Overlay . .
Overlay UGS 1-6 2.0 Commercial Generally not required
R8A/C2-4 Commercial Overlay 2.0 Commercial .
Overlay UGs 1-9 & 14 Generally not required

Source: Zoning Handbook, New York City Department of City Planning, January 2006

Analysis
Future No-Action Scenario

Under a No-Action scenario, where the land development controls of the existing LSRD would
govern the available bulk for possible redevelopment of any of the sites, it is highly unlikely that
any of the three lots within the LSRD would develop. Reoccupancy of the vacant building on Lot
57, the Development Site, is anticipated.

Currently, the entire LSRD has a built FAR of 3.18 - with a presumed maximum development of
4.15. Lot 17 was constructed in 2012 and is unlikely to be altered or augmented given that the
site currently is nearly built out on its own lot. Lot 29 was developed in 1985 and currently has an
FAR of 6.67 on its own lot and demolition and replacement would be highly improbable without
allowing for greater development potential. Lot 57, which is currently vacant, could potentially be
renovated and re-tenanted with the existing unit count (72) in place.

Future With-Action Scenario

Under the Proposed Action, the LSRD, as altered by the minor modification to remove Lot 17,
would allow the underlying zoning district regulations applicable to the specific lots within the
LSRD to control bulk and use development of those lots while allowing FAR factored and adjusted
from the underlying zoning districts present in the LSRD to be transferred within the LSRD. The
Land Development Assumptions under this section assume a blended FAR from the combination
of land area within the modified LSRD that lies within specific zoning boundaries. The controlling
FAR is derived as follows:

Lot 29 has 21,562.0 SF within R8/C2-4 or 30.228% of the total Project Area
Lot 57 has 49,769.0 SF within R8 or 69.772% of the total Project Area.

Pursuant to the Proposed Action, the Adjusted FAR from blended zoning is shown below:

Adjusted Residential FAR from Blended Zoning
R8 zoning = 6.02 FAR or 429,413 SF of Floor Area
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Adjusted Community Facility FAR from Blended Zoning
.30228 x 6.5 FAR (R8) = 1.96482

.69772 x 6.02 FAR (R8/C2-4) = 4.20027

Total Adjusted FAR = 6.16509 or 439,762 SF of Floor Area

The proposed modification would increase allowable FAR within the modified LSRD from 4.15
(assumed for the existing LSRD inclusive of Lot 17) to 6.50. The Proposed Action would allow a
20-story, 210-foot mixed-use commercial, community facility, and residential building comprising
341,994 GSF to be built on Lot 57 as part of the RWCDS. Accessory parking would be provided
in a 10,000 SF lot, containing 66 parking spaces. There would be 339 total dwelling units, 203 of
which would be affordable. The bulk regulations of the underlying R8 zoning district, as discussed
above, would apply. A deed restriction placed on Lot 57 requires the greater of 72 dwelling units
or 60% of all units constructed to be low-income units.

Lot 29 is expected to remain as it currently exists under the Proposed Action—a 160-unit
affordable housing building. Lot 57’s projected development would use all available FAR under
this RWCDS. Additionally, as noted previously, regulatory agreements effectively limit
development of both Lot 17 and Lot 29 to the current configuration and use.

In the future with the Proposed Action, Lot 17 would be severed from the LSRD. In this scenario,
a building on Lot 17 is no longer required to be consistent with the descriptive height factor FAR
and calculations of the 1983 LSRD. Lot 17 is within an R7A zoning district which has a maximum
FAR of 4.00; currently, Lot 17 is built out at 3.99 FAR. Additionally, a deed restriction placed on
Lot 17 requires that 96% of the building's units (212 units) are set aside for households in which
incomes are at or below 60% of AMI. Therefore, for the purposes of the RWCDS Lot 17 is not
considered ‘soft,” and is therefore expected to remain as it currently exists.

Conclusion

The proposed scale and placement of the Projected Development would relate harmoniously with
the surrounding area, which is characterized by medium-density apartment buildings and
community facilities, with local-serving commercial activity on the avenues, and a regional
commercial area on 125" Street. Removal of Lot 17 from the LSRD is appropriate because
contextual development, such as currently exists on Lot 17, is not permitted within an LSRD. The
Proposed Action would not create a conflict with established zoning patterns or the intent of the
Zoning Resolution, and would not adversely affect surrounding uses. The Proposed Action would
not result in any new zoning districts or classifications on the Development Site or within the
Affected Area, and would allow development to be guided by the underlying zoning of the LSRD.
Additionally, the Proposed Action would not change any text within the NYZR. The Projected
Development would be consistent with the surrounding built form. Therefore, a significant adverse
zoning impact would not occur as a result of the Proposed Action.

2.1.3  Public Policy
For public policy, the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual stipulates that a preliminary assessment
should identify and describe any public policies (formal plans, published reports) that pertain to
the study area, and should determine whether the proposed project could alter or conflict with
identified policies. If so, a detailed assessment should be conducted. Otherwise, no further
assessment is needed.

The Project Site is located in a Food Retail Expansion to Support Health Program (FRESH) area.

The FRESH Program offers zoning incentives and financial benefits in these underserved
communities. Its goal is to encourage the development and retention of convenient, accessible
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stores that provide fresh meat, fruit and vegetables, and other perishable goods in addition to a
full range of grocery products. The program offers a set of zoning incentives that provide additional
floor area in mixed buildings, reduce the amount of required parking for food stores and permit
larger grocery stores as-of-right in light manufacturing districts.

The Affected Area is also located within a Transit Zone. The Transit Zone is an area where special
lower accessory parking requirements apply for various types of affordable housing including
income-restricted housing units. These are generally areas of the city beyond the Manhattan Core
within one-half mile of a subway station where auto ownership rates are among the lowest in the
city. Because the Affected Area is within a Transit Zone, parking for Low Income Restricted
Housing Units is not required for the Proposed Building.

Public policies applicable to the Proposed Project include the New York City Department of
Housing Preservation and Development (“HPD”) initiatives to develop affordable, high-quality
housing on underutilized public land as described in ‘Housing New York.” The Proposed Action
would meet many of the City’s stated policy goals by providing affordable housing, supportive
transit-oriented housing, and job creation.

Also applicable to the Project Site is the Harlem East Harlem Urban Renewal Plan. The Harlem
East Harlem Urban Renewal Plan that governed the redevelopment of this area was established
in 1968 and expired in 2008. Elements of the plan which are applicable to the Proposed Project:
redevelop the area in a comprehensive manner, removing blight and maximizing appropriate land
use; remove or rehabilitate substandard and unsanitary structures; remove impediments to land
assemblage and orderly development; strengthen the tax base of the City by encouraging
development and employment opportunities in the area; provide new housing of high quality;
provide appropriate community facilities, parks, and recreational uses, retail shopping, public
parking, and private parking; and provide a stable environment within the area that will not be a
blighting influence on surrounding neighborhoods. The Proposed Action is consistent with the
intent of the Harlem East Harlem Urban Renewal Plan.

The Affected Area is within an LSRD, which allows modification of the underlying zoning district
rules to allow greater flexibility in locating bulk and open space on a site. LSRDs must be situated
on a tract of vacant land comprising at least three acres (130,680 SF) and contain a minimum of
500 dwelling units, or at least 1.5 acres with a minimum of three principal residential buildings.
The Quality Housing Program is inapplicable to LSRDs. Because Lot 17 is being severed from
the LSRD as part of the Proposed Action, Lots 29 and 57 would be required to meet the LSRD
minimums described above. As part of the Proposed Development, Lot 29 and 57 would meet
the 1.5-acre minimum, and development of Lot 57 is planned to build 2 new residential buildings,
which, when combined with the existing building on Lot 29, would meet the 3 principal residential
building threshold placed on a LSRD.

Conclusion

Development under the Proposed Action would be consistent with HPD policies to provide new
affordable housing opportunities in areas where residents would have access to economic
opportunity, social services, and local commercial services, and where the new development
would be integrated into established communities. The severing of Lot 17 from the LSRD and
development of Lot 57 would maintain the minimum requirements of an LSRD by providing 3
principal residential buildings on at least 1.5 acres of land. Overall the proposed action would
meet many of the City’s stated policy goals for affordable housing, supportive transit-oriented
housing, and provision of first-floor commercial development that serves the needs of the local
community.
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2.2 Socioeconomic Conditions

According to the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, a socioeconomic assessment should be
conducted if a project may be reasonably expected to create socioeconomic changes within the
area affected by the project that would not be expected to occur without the project. The following
circumstances would typically require a socioeconomic assessment:

e The project would directly displace residential population to the extent that the
socioeconomic character of the neighborhood would be substantially altered.
Displacement of less than 500 residents would not typically be expected to alter the
socioeconomic character of a neighborhood. For projects exceeding this threshold,
assessments of the direct residential displacement, indirect residential displacement, and
indirect business displacement are appropriate.

e The project would directly displace more than 100 employees. For projects exceeding this
threshold, assessments of direct business displacement and indirect business
displacement are appropriate.

e The project would directly displace a business that is unusually important because its
products or services are uniquely dependent on its location; that, based on its type or
location, is the subject of other regulations or publicly adopted plans aimed at its
preservation; or that serves a population uniquely dependent on its services in its present
location. Information provided in Chapter 4, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” may
be useful in determining whether an assessment is appropriate. If any of these conditions
is considered likely, assessments of direct business displacement and indirect business
displacement are appropriate.

e The project would result in substantial new development that is markedly different from
existing uses, development, and activities within the neighborhood. Such a project may
lead to indirect displacement. Typically, projects that are small to moderate in size would
not have significant socioeconomic effects unless they are likely to generate
socioeconomic conditions that are very different from existing conditions in the area.
Residential development of 200 units or less or commercial development of 200,000
square feet or less would typically not result in significant socioeconomic impacts. For
projects exceeding these thresholds, assessments of indirect residential displacement
and indirect business displacement are appropriate.

e The project would add to, or create, a retail concentration that may draw a substantial
amount of sales from existing businesses within the study area to the extent that certain
categories of business close and vacancies in the area increase, thus resulting in a
potential for disinvestment on local retail streets. Projects resulting in less than 200,000
square feet of retail on a single development site would not typically result in
socioeconomic impacts. If the proposed development is located on multiple sites located
across a Affected Area, a preliminary analysis is likely only warranted for retail
developments in excess of 200,000 sq. ft. that are considered regional-serving (not the
type of retail that primarily serves the local population). For projects exceeding these
thresholds, an assessment of the indirect business displacement due to market saturation
is appropriate.

e |f the project is expected to affect conditions within a specific industry, an assessment is
appropriate. For example, a citywide regulatory change that would adversely affect the
economic and operational conditions of certain types of businesses or processes may
affect socioeconomic conditions in a neighborhood: (1) if a substantial number of residents
or workers depend on the goods or services provided by the affected businesses; or (2) if
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it would result in the loss or substantial diminishment of a particularly important product or
service within the city. Since the range of possible types of projects that may require an
analysis of specific industries varies, the lead agency, in consultation with the Mayor’s
Office of Environmental Coordination (MOEC), should provide guidance as to whether an
analysis is warranted.

Methodology

Typically, the socioeconomic study area boundaries are similar to those of the land use study
area, as described in Chapter 4, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy.” The study area
encompasses the project site and adjacent area within 400 feet, 0.25 mile, or 0.5 mile, depending
on project size and area characteristics. The socioeconomic assessment seeks to examine the
potential to change socioeconomic character relative to the study area population. For projects
that result in an increase in residential population, the scale of the relative change is typically
represented as a percent increase in population.

Analysis
Existing Conditions

The Affected Area is located on Block 1929 (Lots 17, 29, and 57) in Harlem within Manhattan
Community Board 10. The combined lot area of the Affected Area/LSRD is 89,832 and contains
a total of 321,926 total gross square feet (“GSF”) or 285,592 zoning square feet (“ZSF”) of existing
development. 318,726 GSF (282,392 ZSF) of the total floor area within the Affected Area is
residential with 292 affordable dwelling units (including 72 vacant dwelling units within the vacant
residential building on Lot 57) and 3,200 GSF/ZSF of the total floor area is commercial. The
Affected Area contains a total of 37 enclosed parking spaces (12,000 SF) and a combined FAR
of 3.18. The underlying zoning in the Affected Area is split between R7A, R8, and R8/C2-4.

e Lot 17 (Residential Building): Lot 17 is located at 225 West 123rd Street and is
improved with an 8-story (85’), 98.955 GSF (73,792 ZSF) building with 60 affordable
dwelling units. The lot area is approximately 18,501 square feet. There are 37
enclosed accessory parking spaces provided on Lot 17, according to the latest
certificate of occupancy. Lot 17 has a total FAR of 3.99 and is located within an
underlying R7A zoning district.

e Lot 29 (Mixed-Use Building): Lot 29 is located at 2070 Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd
and is constructed with an 11-story (124’) 149,780 GSF (143,908 ZSF) mixed-use
building with 143,580 GSF (140,708 ZSF) of residential floor area with 160 affordable
dwelling units and 3,200 GSF/ZSF of ground floor commercial retail space fronting
Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd. The lot area is approximately 21,562 square feet. Lot
29 has a total FAR of 6.67 (6.53 residential FAR and 0.15 commercial FAR) and is
located within an underlying R8/C2-4 district.

e Lot 57 (Vacant Residential Building “The Proposed Development Site”): The
Development Site consists of Lot 57. Lot 57 is located at 206-254 West 124th Street.
It has 493-2” of frontage along West 124th Street, a narrow street as defined under
the Zoning Resolution. The Development Site currently includes a vacant 3- story (29'-
6”), 76,191 GSF (67,892 ZSF) residential building with 72 currently untenanted
dwelling units on a 49,769-square foot lot. The building is in poor condition and has
been vacant since 2015. No parking is provided on the Development Site, which is
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located in the Transit Zone. Lot 57 has an FAR of 1.36 and is located entirely within
an underlying R8 zoning district.

Future No-Action Scenario

Under a No-Action scenario, where the land development controls of the existing LSRD would
govern the available bulk for possible redevelopment of any of the sites, Lot 29 and Lot 17 are
assumed to remain consistent with existing conditions. Per a Regulatory Agreement, recorded
and filed on 2-02-2012 (CRFN 2012000048291), among NYS Housing Finance Agency,
ADC/Ennis Francis Owner, L.P. and ADC/Ennis Francis |l Housing Development Fund Company,
INC. relating to Lots 17 and 29 requires that in exchange for Affordable Housing Revenue Bonds
utilized to fund mortgage payments related to the development of improvements at Lots 17 and
29 — namely the construction of a new 60 unit residential development on Lot 17, 96% of the
“Project’s (Lot 17 and 29) Revenue units are set aside for households in which incomes are at or
below 60% of the Area Median Income “AMI”. The total units on these two lots is 220, and
therefore 212 are required to be available at or below 60% of AMI...effectively restricted
development on these two parcels to the current number of units 220.

Lot 57 which is currently vacant, could potentially be renovated and re-tenanted with existing unit
count (72) in place. Although the current building is in poor condition, rehabilitation of the existing
building is certainly feasible and would be more cost effective and practical than demolishing and
rebuilding a similarly sized building, allowed under the current LSRD restrictions. Per a Regulatory
Agreement, entered into on December 19, 2017, between NYC Department of Housing and
Development “HPD” and the Applicant, Carthage 124th LP, a restriction on Lot 57 was created
requiring that 60% of units constructed on the Lot be “Low Income Units”, and that of these, at
least 34 of the units be for tenants with incomes that do not exceed 50% of AMI, and that no more
than 10% of the units be available to incomes that do not exceed 130% AMI, and that the balance
of the low-income units be for tenants whose annual incomes do not exceed 80% of AMI.

Future With-Action Scenario

The With-Action scenario assumes development that maximizes allowable residential and overall
(residential and community facility) development of the Development Site given the height factor
FAR for residential uses in an R8 and a 6.5 for community facility in an R8. Development of a
mixed residential and community facility building of up to 20 stories (210 feet) could occur. The
new building on Lot 57 would contain approximately 30,990 square feet of community facility
space, assumed to be occupied by community facility use. There would be a total of 339 new
dwelling units, consisting of 203 units of “affordable housing” as required by the Regulatory
Agreement on Lot 57, of these, 30 ‘workforce’ units affordable to households at an average of
130% of AMI, and 136 market rate units. The residential component would occupy 311,004 gross
square feet of floor area or 288,462 zoning square feet. Accessory parking for 40% of the non-
Income Restricted Housing Units would be provided in a below-grade parking facility to be
accessed from 124th Street. Sixty-six spaces would be provided for the development's 166
combined market rate and workforce housing units.

Lot 29 is expected to remain as it currently exists under the With-Action Scenario with 160
affordable units. Lot 17, a 73,792 ZSF building but in 2012 containing 60 units at 3.9 FAR, would
be severed from the LSRD and governed by the underlying R7A zone. R7A allows a FAR of 4.0,
as such, Lot 17 is 99% developed, is subject to the previously discussed regulatory agreement
and would remain as it exists in the With-Action Scenario.
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The With-Action Scenario would produce a net increment of development of 234,813 GSF or
220,570 ZSF of residential floor space and 30,990 GSF/ZSF of community facility space. A net
increment of 267 units would be produced, including 136 market rate units, 30 units of ‘workforce’
housing, and an increase of 131 affordable units, with 203 new affordable units replacing the no-
action 72 units.

2.2.1 Preliminary Socioeconomic Assessment

Direct Residential Displacement

As the Proposed Development Site currently contains 72 vacant residential units, which are
assumed to be re-tenanted under No-Action Conditions or replaced by new development
containing 339 residential dwelling units under With-Action Conditions, the Proposed Action would
not directly displace any residents. Therefore, an assessment of direct residential displacement
is not warranted.

Direct Business Displacement
The Proposed Development would not directly displace any businesses under the Proposed
Action. Therefore, an assessment of direct business displacement is not warranted.

Indirect Residential Displacement

The proposed action would result in a net induced development of 207 dwelling units, 71 of which
would be affordable. Inclusive of Lot 17, which would be severed from the LSRD under With-
Action Conditions, the proposed action would result in a net induced development of 267 dwelling
units, 131 of which would be affordable. Pursuant to the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, for
projects exceeding 200 dwelling units, assessments of indirect residential displacement are
appropriate. Therefore, further analysis of the potential for indirect displacement due to increased
rents is warranted.

Indirect Business Displacement due to Retail Market Saturation

The Proposed Action is projected to result in the net incremental development of 30,990 gross
square feet of community facility use. Induced development would be far below relevant
thresholds, and therefore further analysis of indirect business displacement is not warranted.

Adverse Effects on Specific Industries

The Proposed Action would only induce redevelopment on Lot 57, which is currently occupied by
a vacant residential structure. Therefore, no adverse impacts to any industries would occur as a
result of the Proposed Action.

Because the Proposed Action would result in the induced development of over 200 residential
units, further analysis of the potential for indirect impacts associated with increased rents was
conducted, relying on the methodology of the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual. Pursuant to Chapter
5, Section 310 of the CEQR Technical Manual, an initial study area of ¥ mile radius is identified
as appropriate. To estimate existing population within the study area, reference was made to the
2010 United States Census. The Study Area was defined to include those census tracts that are
more than 50% within a ¥4 mile radius of the Affected Area (Figure 2.2-1). Table 2.2-1: Study
Area population presents 2010 and 2000 population for these tracts. Based on 2000-2010
Census Data for the Study Area population, an applied population growth rate of 1.01 percent per
annum was factored to the projected 2021 build year.
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Table 2.2-1: Study Area Population
Manhattan 2000 Population 2010 Population Population Change Percentage Change 2021 (Build
Census Tract 2000-2010 2000-2010 Year) Per
Annum Growth
Rate of 1.01%

222 2,412 2,644 232 9.6% N/A
220 5,068 5,370 302 6% N/A
224 6,211 6,427 216 3.5 N/A
257 2,942 3,876 934 31.7% N/A
TOTAL 16,633 18,317 1,684 10.1% 20,436

*Note the Affected Area falls entirely within Census Tract 222

Compared to No-Action Conditions, inclusive of the existing development on Lot 17, the Proposed
Action would introduce 267 dwelling units, 131 of which would be affordable. Assuming an
average household size of 2.34 persons, which is the average for Census Tract 222 pursuant to
the 2012-2016 American Community Survey Data, there would be 625 incremental residents
resulting from the Proposed Action.

In determining whether a detailed analysis of potential indirect residential displacement is
warranted, CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 5, Section 322.1, Step 2, stated in part, ‘if the
population increase is less than 5% within the study area, or identified sub-area, further analysis
is not necessary as this change would not be expected to affect real estate market conditions.’

As shown above in Table 2.2-1, under No Action Conditions in the 2021 build year, the Study
Area would contain a projected 20,436 residents (based on a per annum growth rate of 1.01%).
Pursuant to the Proposed Action, inclusive of the 625 incremental project generated residents,
the study area would contain approximately 21,061 residents. Therefore, the Proposed Action
would result in a population increase of 3.04%, compared to No Action Conditions
[625/20,436=3.04%]. This is below the 5% increment identified as warranting further assessment.
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Figure 2.2-1: Socioeconomic Study Area
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Conclusion

Induced development resulting from the Proposed Action would continue established trends of
population growth in the area and would not significantly affect socioeconomic conditions. As
indicated above, the Proposed Action is anticipated to result in a 3.04% increase to the overall
Study Area population. Therefore, no further analysis is warranted.
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2.3 Community Facilities And Services

A community facilities assessment may be necessary if an action could potentially affect the
provision of services provided by public or publicly funded community facilities such as schools,
hospitals, libraries, day care/Head Start facilities, and fire and police protection. Per the screening
levels established in the CEQR Technical Manual, there are direct and indirect effects. An
assessment of the project’s effects on community facilities is generally warranted if:

e aproject would add new population to an area that would increase the demand for services
and cause potential indirect effects on service delivery. Depending on the size, income
characteristics, and age distribution of the new population there may be effects on public
or publicly funded schools, libraries, health care facilities, or day care/Head Start facilities.

e aproject would physically alter a community facility, whether by displacement of the facility
or other physical change. This direct effect triggers the need to assess the service delivery
of the facility and the potential effect that the change may have on that service delivery.

2.3.1 Preliminary Screening

The incremental development effectuated by the Proposed Action under the Reasonable Worst-
Case Development Scenario would include 207 total units, 71 of which would be affordable.
However, in order to provide a conservative analysis for the purpose of this assessment, Lot 17
(which would be severed from the LSRD under With-Action Conditions) was included in the
incremental development scenario for a net increment of 251,560 ZSF of development, of which
220,570 ZSF would be residential floor area and 30,990 ZSF/GSF would be community facility
use. Inclusive of the existing dwelling units on Lot 17, a net increment of 267 total dwelling units
would be produced, 131 of which would be affordable.

Based on a preliminary assessment of Manhattan CEQR thresholds for analysis, as shown in
Table 2.3-1 Community Facilities — Preliminary Assessment of CEQR Thresholds, this
project does trigger a detailed CEQR analysis for public schools but does not trigger a detailed
CEQR analysis for libraries, health care facilities, publicly funded daycare/head start facilities or
Police and Fire Protection services. The incremental development scenario results in 60
combined elementary and middle school students, 6 high school students, and 15 publicly funded
daycare/head start students. As shown below in Table 2.3-1, this is above the applicable threshold
of 50 combined elementary and middle school students, and below the threshold of 150 high
school students and 20 publicly funded daycare/head start students.

Table 2.3-1 Community Facilities-Preliminary Assessment of CEQR Thresholds
267 total DUs Exceeds Criteria
Community Facility Threshold 131 low to Threshold
extremely low-
income DUs
Public Schools >50 elementary and 0.16 43 Yes
Elementary School and middle school children | 0.06 17
Middle School Students (combined)
No
High School Students >150 high school 0.02 6
students (see 2014
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CEQR Technical
Manual, Table 6-1a)

Libraries >901 DUs in the NA No
>5% Increase in ratio of Manhattan (CEQR
residential units Technical Manual Table

6-1)
Health Care Facilities NA No
>600 low or low-to- NA
moderate income units
Publicly Funded Day > 20 children based on | 0.115 15 No
Care/Head Start # of low to moderate
Facilities <6 years old income units

170 residential DUs in
the Manhattan
generate a total of 20
children (see 2014
CEQR Technical
Manual, Table 6-1b)
Fire Protection Direct Effect No
Police Protection Direct Effect No

Primary and Intermediate Schools—Detailed Assessment

Based on the preliminary analysis, the Proposed Action is expected to result in a total of 58
additional public-school students (43 primary and 17 intermediate school students), which is
above the threshold of 50 students for the applicable area as warranting further analysis.

Study Area

Per the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, the study area for the analysis of elementary and
intermediate schools is to be conducted in the school district’s sub-district in which the project is
located. The Affected Area is located entirely within Community School District 5 (CSD 17), Sub-
District 1 (Figure 2.3-1: School Study Area). CSD 5 Sub-District 1 has 8 primary, 3 intermediate
schools and 2 intermediate/primary schools for a total of 13 primary and intermediate schools
combined.

Figure 2.3-1 shows primary and intermediate schools within CSD 5 Sub-District 1. Tables 2.3-2
and 2.3-3 provide their location, enrollment capacity, and utilization rate.
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Existing Conditions

Primary Schools CSD 5 Sub-District 1: As shown in Table 2.3-2, excluding charter schools and
special education schools, CSD 5 Sub-District 1 has a capacity of 3,980 seats (excluding
transportable classroom units and mini-schools) at the primary level, with an enrollment of 3,113
students (including transportable classroom units and mini-schools), and a utilization rate of 78
percent. There are currently 867 seats available.

Intermediate Schools CSD 5 Sub-District 1: As shown in Table 2.3-3, excluding charter schools
and special education schools, CSD 5 Sub-District 1 has a capacity of 2,123 seats at the
intermediate level, with an enrollment of 1,673 students, and a utilization rate of 79 percent. There
are currently 450 seats available.
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Table 2.3-2:

School Name

Primary Schools

Address

Org
Level

Enroliment

Ennis Francis Houses
Supplemental Studies to the EAS

Target
Capacity

Available
Seats

Utilization
(%)

MO030 M030 P.S.30-M 144-176 EAST 128 STREET PS 269 537 268 50%
MO036 M036 P.S.36-M 123 MORNINGSIDE DRIVE PS 427 766 339 56%
M092 M092 P.S.92-M 222 WEST 134 STREET PS 277 280 3 99%
M125 M125 P.S.125-M 425 WEST 123 STREET PS 262 154 -108 170%
M129 M129 P.S.129-M 425 WEST 130 STREET PSIS 285 429 144 66%
M133 M133 P.S.133-M 2121 5TH AVENUE PS 219 363 144 60%
M154 M154 P.S. 154 -M 250 WEST 127 STREET PS 317 380 63 83%
M161 M161 P.S.161-M 499 WEST 133 STREET PSIS 473 484 11 98%
M175 M175 PS.175 HIDE,;RI72 G'\’/LI\RNET M 175 WEST 134 STREET PS 311 427 116 73%
TEACHER'S COLLEGE COMMUNITY SCHOOL-
M517 M916 M 168 MORNINGSIDE AVENUE PS 273 160 -113 171%
TEACHERS COLLEGE COMMUNITY SCHOOL - M

Source: SCA Enrollment, Capacity, and Utilization (Blue Book) [2016-17]

www.equityenvironmental.com

40

January 25, 2019


http://www.nycsca.org/Community/Capital-Plan-Reports-Data#Enrollment-Capacity-Utilization-69

equity
5en\f|_ronmenta|
engineering

Table 2.3-3: Intermediate Schools

Ennis Francis Houses

Supplemental Studies to the EAS

Org. ID Bldg. ID School Name Address Enrollment Targe_t Available Utilization
Capacit Seats
425 WEST 130 0
M129 M129 P.S.129-M STREET PSIS 166 250 84 66%
499 WEST 133
M161 M161 P.S.161-M STREET PSIS 358 367 9 98%
I.S.223-M 71-111 CONVENT o
M223 M223 I.S. 223 (MOTT HALL) - M AVENUE IS 286 265 21 108%
I.S.286-M 509 WEST 129 o
M286 M043 15,172 (OLD 43) - M STREET IS 231 409 178 56%
I.S.362-M 425 WEST 123 o
M362 M125 STREET ISHS 297 288 -9 103%
P.S.125-M
NEW DESIGN MIDDLE
SCHOOL - M
M514 M195 | TERENCE D. TOLBERT 025 WEST 133 IS 162 352 190 46%
EDUCATION COMPLEX -
M
THURGOOD MARSHALL
ACADEMY - M 200-214 WEST 135 o
M670 M970 THURGOOD MARSHALL STREET ISHS 173 192 19 90%
ACAD. - M

Source: SCA Enrollment, Capacity, and Utilization (Blue Book) [2016-17]
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Future No-Action Condition

Utilizing the latest projections and housing generated pipeline students made available by the
School Construction Authority (SCA) for enrollment from 2016 to 2025 (See Table 2.3-4),
elementary enrollment in CSD 5, Subdistrict 1 is expected to increase from 3,113 students in the
2018-2019 school year to 3,828 students by the 2020-2021 school year. Intermediate enrollment
in CSD 5, Subdistrict 1 is expected to decrease from 1,673 students in the 2018-2019 school year
to 1,310 students in the 2020-2021 school year.

Table 2.3-4: 2021 Enroliment

Students
Study Projected 2021 Introducgd by Tota_l No . Available = Utilization
No Action Action Capacity
Area Enrollment : . Seats (%)
Residential Enroliment
Development*
District 5
- 0
Subdistrict 3518 310 3828 3980 152 96%
1
District 5
- 0
Subdistrict 1243 67 1310 2123 813 62%
1

*Housing generated pipeline students

In the future without the Proposed Action Lots 17 and 29 would remain the same as existing
conditions. The building on Lot 57 would be renovated and its 72 dwelling units would be re-
tenanted. Therefore, an additional 11 primary school students (72 dwelling units X .16) and 4
intermediate school students (72 dwelling units X .06) would be introduced in the no-action
scenario. The total no-action enrollment totals add the 11 primary and 4 intermediate school
students from Lot 57 to the numbers from Table 2.3-4 and are shown below in Table 2.3-5.

Table 2.3-5: No-Action Enrollment

Students
Study Projected 2021 Introducm_ad by Tota.I No : Available Utilization
No Action Action Capacity
Area Enrollment ; : Seats (%)
Residential Enroliment
Development*
District 5 -
Subdistrict 3518 321 3839 3980 141 96%
1
District 5 -
Subdistrict 1243 71 1314 2123 809 62%
1

*Housing generated pipeline students plus no-action dwelling units
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Future With-Action Scenario

Under the Proposed Action, an additional 267 dwelling units are expected to be developed within
the Affected Area by 2021. This would generate 43 primary school students and 17 intermediate
school students by the 2021 analysis year. The resulting enrollment, capacity, and utilization for
public schools in CSD 5, Sub-District 1 in the future with the Proposed Action is identified below
in Table 2.3-6. The Proposed Action would generate additional students in the With-Action
Scenario, resulting in 97 percent utilization for Primary School and 62 percent utilization of
Intermediate School seats in the 2020-2021 school year.

Table 2.3-6: Projected Public Primary and Intermediate School Enroliment

. Project :

Prolect_ed Generate Total .W'th' Capacit | Available | Utilizatio

Study Area No-Action d Action
y Seats n

Enrollment Students Enrollment
csbs,sp1 | 389 | 43 | 3871 | 390 | 109 | 97%
csps,sbt | 1314 | 17 | 1327 | 2123 | 796 | e2%

Conclusion

As stated in Section 6-410 of the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, a significant impact may result
warranting consideration of potential mitigation if a proposed project would result in both of the
following conditions:

o A collective utilization rate of the elementary or intermediate schools that is equal to
or greater than 100 percent in the With-Action Condition; and

¢ An increase of five percent or more in the collective utilization rate between the No-
Action and With-Action conditions.

This analysis indicates that in the future With-Action Condition the utilization rate at both
of primary and intermediate schools would be below 100%. Further, the Proposed Action
would result in only a 1% increase in utilization from the No-Action Condition for Primary
Schools and a 0% increase in utilization from the No-Action Condition for Intermediate
Schools. Therefore, pursuant to CEQR Technical Manual methodology, the Proposed
Action would not result in significant adverse impacts related to primary or intermediate
school utilization.
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2.4  Open Space

The CEQR Technical Manual defines the need for an open space assessment if the proposed
action would have a direct or indirect effect on open space resources. Direct effects would occur
if the proposed action would result in the physical loss of a public open space; change of use of
an open space so that it no longer serves the same user population; limit public access to an
open space; or cause increased noise or air pollutant emissions, odors, or shadows on public
open space that would affect its usefulness, whether temporary or permanent. Indirect effects
would occur if the proposed action would result in an increase of population would be sufficiently
large to noticeably diminish the ability of an area’s open space to serve future population.

Methodology

If the project exceeds the thresholds outlined in Section 200, above, a preliminary assessment is
warranted, and, depending on the results of that assessment, a more detailed analysis may also
be required. A full, detailed open space analysis is necessary if the project would displace a highly
utilized open space (direct effect) or introduce a large population in an area underserved by open
space (indirect effect). In some cases, however, the need for a detailed analysis may be less
clear, and a preliminary assessment may be useful in determining the need for a more detailed
analysis of open space. The first step in any open space analysis is to define and map a study
area. Once the study area is defined, the next step is to determine which analysis is required by
calculating the percentage change in the open space ratio between the No-Action condition and
the future With-Action condition.

The Proposed Development on Lot 57 would not directly affect any public open space. This area
is not considered an underserved open space area by the NYC Mayor’s Office of Sustainability.! The
Proposed Action would potentially add a net increase of approximately 625 residents in 267
incremental new units (based on an average of 2.34 persons per unit?) and 60 additional employees.
For most new projects in New York City located in areas that are neither “underserved” or “well-served”
area for open space, an open space assessment is generally conducted if the proposed project would
generate more than 200 residents or 500 employees. As the number of new residents anticipated
resulting from the proposed action is above the CEQR preliminary screening threshold level of 200
residents, a preliminary analysis of open space impacts due to new residents is warranted.

2.4.1 Preliminary Open Space Assessment

Per the guidelines of the City’s CEQR Technical Manual for analysis of residential development,
census tracts with at least half of their geographic area within a one-half mile radius of the Affected
Area should comprise the open space study area. Using current population figures, an open
space ratio is calculated for both the future no-action and future action scenarios, expressed as
the amount of open space acreage per 1,000 user population. Typically, a comparison is made
to the median open space ratio (OSR) of the City, which is 1.50 acres per 1,000 residents. A
reduction in the open space ratio increment of more than 5 percent over future no-action
conditions generally warrants a more detailed analysis, unless the open space ratio is below the
citywide average, in which case even a small reduction could be considered significant.

In addition to field surveys, information from the NYC Department of City Planning’s Community
District Needs Statements, NYC Parks Department website, and US Census data were utilized in
preparing the open space analysis.

1 http://www1.nyc.gov/site/oec/environmental-quality-review/open-space-maps-manhattan.page
2 Census FactFinder, 2010-2014 ACS Profile Census Tract 222
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Study Area Definition

In accordance with the guidelines established in the City’s 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, the
open space study area is defined to analyze both the nearby open spaces and the population
using those open space resources. It is generally defined by a reasonable walking distance that
users would travel to reach local open spaces and recreational areas. The study area is typically
a one-half-mile radius from residential users. Since the proposed action would not introduce a
significant daytime user population compared to the No-Action (i.e., 500 or more workers), the
1/2-mile study area is used for a residential population.

The open space study area (“The Study Area”) includes all U.S. Census Tracts that have 50 percent
or more of the tract within a half-mile radius of the Affected Area, as shown in Figure 2.4-1 below,
consisting of the following Census Tracts shown in Table 2.4-1 below.

Existing Conditions

The Affected Area is located within Manhattan Census Tract 222. An assessment of open space
utilization was conducted pursuant to CEQR Technical Manual methodology, which requires
delineating a half-mile radius study area, and identifying all census tracts with at least 50% of their
area within the half-mile radius, as well as all open spaces within the study area. Using these
criteria, the Study Area contains the following sixteen (16) Manhattan Census Tracts: 190, 197.01,
198, 200, 207.01, 208, 209.01, 210.02, 213.03, 215, 218, 220, 222, 224, 226, and 257.

As of the 2010 U.S. Census, there were a total of 61,049 residents in the Study Area, as shown in
Table 2.4-1 below. Assuming a background growth rate commensurate with the rate of growth
between 2000 and 2010 in these census tracts, a rate of 14 percent over 10 years or a rate of 1.4%
percent per year, the 2021 population (build year) is anticipated to be 71,137. The Study Area contains
a total of approximately 55.99 acres of publicly accessible open space (both active and passive), with
the size of existing open space resources within this Study Area identified in Table 2.4-2 and shown in
Figure 2.4-2. The Study Area contains open spaces not included in the OSR quantitative analysis.
While community gardens are abundant in the Study Area and provide visual relief from the built
environment, much in the same way as a passive park, they are not counted as open space resources.

In accordance with CEQR methodology, the assessment of open space resources in the study
area focuses on the calculated open space ratio (OSR), or the ratio of the acres of open space
per 1,000 persons. The study area has 55.89 acres of open space and an existing residential
population of 68,231 persons, based on 2010 census Study Area population and an applied
growth rate of 1.4 percent per annum to the 2018 year. Therefore, the existing OSR in the study
area is approximately 0.82 acres per 1,000 residents, which is below the target OSR of 1.50 acres
per 1,000 residents.
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Table 2.4-1 Census Tracts and Population in the Study Area through 20213

Cerlllil:nsb'lgract Population by Year
2000 2010 2018 2021
(1.4% per annum (1.4% growth rate
growth rate from from 2010)
190 1,818 3,083
197.01 23 614
198 1,517 1,914
200 2,413 2,581
207.01 2,548 3,329
208 4,071 4,591
209.01 3,448 3,673
210.02 3,594 3,865
213.03 5,941 5,619
215 2,925 3,068
218 5,018 6,617
220 5,068 5,370
222* 2,412 2,644
224 6,211 6,427
226 3,601 3,778
257 2,942 3,876
Total: 53,550 Total: 61,049 Total: 68,231 Total: 71,137

*Affected Area is entirely within Manhattan Census Tract 222

3 Source: NYC Census Fact Finder
Note: Shaded Row indicates Census Tract of the Proposed Development Site
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Table 2.4-2 Open Space Resources in the Study Area
NYC Park Number Park Name Type Features Acres

MO056 Morningside Park Community Park BQ, BF, BC, HB, SS, PG, RC, RT, BR, DA 29.89
M211A St. Nicholas Playground South Playground PG, SS 0.67
M155 Courtney Callender Playground Playground BC, PG, HB, SS 0.65
M205 Playground One Twenty Five CXXV Jointly Operated Playground | BC, HB, PG 1.69
M243 Eugene McCabe Field Jointly Operated Playground | HB, PG 0.79
M021 A Philip Randolph Square Triangle/Plaza Be 0.07
MO058 Marcus Garvey Park Community Park BC, Fe, RC, SS, PG, BR, DA, P 20.16
M189 Roosevelt Triangle Triangle/Plaza Be 0.07
M211B St. Nicholas Playground North Playground Pg, SS 0.66
M003 Annunciation Park Neighborhood Park BR, PG 1.24

55.89

Features: BC=Basketball Courts HB=Handball Courts PG=Playground

BR=Bathrooms
RT=Running track
Be=Benches
CG=Community Garden
TC=Tennis Courts
DA=Dog Friendly Area
P=Pool

www.equityenvironmental.com

BF=Baseball fields
VC=Volleyball courts
Wa=Walkways

RC- Recreation Center
NC=Nature Center
FI=Fishing

FE=Fitness Equip
SF=Soccer Fields
SS= Spray Showers
SP=Swimming Pool
BQ=Barbeque Areas
C/K=canoe/kayak
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Future No-Action Scenario

In the future without the proposed action, it is expected that population growth in the area would
continue following recent trends. Between 2000 and 2010, population in the study area increased
by 14% from 55,550 to 61,049. The per annum growth rate for the study area is 1.4%, as shown
in Table 2.4-1 above. The per annum growth rate was used as a basis for forecasting the
expected population growth rate by the Proposed Action’s expected build year of 2021. By 2021
the population is anticipated to be 71,137. Under the No-Action Scenario, it is assumed that the
vacant building on Lot 57 would be renovated and its existing 72 dwelling units re-tenanted,
resulting in an increase of 168 residents or a total of 71,305 residents in the Study Area.
Therefore, the open space ratio would be 0.7838 acres per thousand people. This is below the
citywide average of 1.50 acres per thousand people.

Future With-Action Scenario

The proposed development on Lot 57 would result in the incremental development of 267 new
dwelling units as compared to the No-Action Scenario. The Proposed Action would add a net
increase of approximately 625 residents (based on an average of 2.34 persons per unit*). This would
increase the projected 2021 study area population of 71,137 to 71,762. With this addition to area
population, the open space ratio would decrease to 0.7788 acres per 1,000 residents.

Conclusion

The Proposed Action would result in a decrease of .005 acres per thousand people (.06%) in the
OSR compared to the No-Action Condition. Additionally, while St. Nicholas Park (22.74 acres) is
located within a half-mile of the Affected Area, it is not located within the Open Spaces Study
Area. Although less than 50% of the Census Tract that contains this park falls within the half-mile
buffer area, the park’s access point is located within the buffer area (approximately 1,200 feet
from the Affected Area). Therefore, this park is easily accessible to the population within the study
area. With the addition of St. Nicholas Park, the Study Area would contain 78.73 acres. The OSR
would be 1.10 under the future No-Action Scenario and 1.10 under the future With-Action
scenario. As shown in Figure 2.4-2, the Study Area contains open spaces that are not included in
the OSR quantitative analysis. While community gardens are abundant in the Study Area and provide
visual relief from the built environment, much in the same way as a passive park, they are not counted
as open space resources. Further, the Proposed Development on Lot 57 will provide a minimum of
8.3% (43,583 SF) of open space, sufficient for residential buildings with a height factor of 9. The
open space will have a mix of landscaping and active and passive open space areas in the rear
yard of the buildings. Therefore, no impacts to open space resources would occur as a result of
the Proposed Action and no further analysis is warranted.

4 Census FactFinder, 2010-2014 ACS Profile Census Tract 222
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2.5 Shadows

The CEQR Technical Manual defines a shadow as the condition that results when a building or
other built structure blocks the sunlight that would otherwise directly reach a certain area, space
or feature. An incremental shadow is the additional or new shadow that a building or other built
structure resulting from a proposed project would cast on a sunlight-sensitive resource during the
year. The sunlight-sensitive resources of concern are those resources that depend on sunlight or
for which direct sunlight is necessary to maintain the resource’s usability or architectural integrity,
including public open space, architectural resources and natural resources. Shadows can have
impacts on publicly accessible open spaces or natural features by adversely affecting their use
and important landscaping and vegetation. In general, increases in shadow coverage make parks
feel darker and colder, affecting the experience of park patrons. Shadows can also have impacts
on historic resources whose features are sunlight-sensitive, such as stained-glass windows, by
obscuring the features or details, which make the resources significant.

The duration and dimensions of Shadows are determined by the geographic location of the area
from which the shadow is cast and the time of day and season. Shadows cast during the morning
and evening, when the sun is low in the sky, are longer, while midday shadows are shorter in
length. Shadows in winter, when the sun arcs low across the southern sky, are also longer
throughout the day than at corresponding times in spring and fall seasons. In summer, the high
arc of the sun casts shorter shadows than at any other time of year, and early and late shadows
during the summer are cast towards the south than shadows cast in early and late winter months.

The CEQR Technical Manual states that a shadow assessment considers projects that result in
new shadows long enough to reach a sunlight-sensitive resource. Therefore, a shadow
assessment is warranted only if the project would either result in: (a) new structures (or additions
to existing structures including the addition of rooftop mechanical equipment) of 50 feet or more;
or, (b) be located adjacent to, or across the street from, a sunlight-sensitive resource. However,
a project located adjacent to or across the street from a sunlight-sensitive open space resource
(which is not a designated New York City Landmark or listed on the State/National Registers of
Historic Places, or eligible for these programs) may not require a detailed shadow assessment if
the project’s height increase is ten feet or less.

The sunlight-sensitive resources of concern are those resources that depend on sunlight or for
which direct sunlight is necessary to maintain the resource’s usability or architectural integrity,
including public open space, architectural resources and natural resources. In general, shadows
on city streets and sidewalks or on other buildings are not considered significant. Some open
spaces also contain facilities that are not sensitive to sunlight. These are usually paved such as
handball or basketball courts, contain no seating areas and no vegetation, no unusual or historic
plantings, or contain only unusual or historic plantings that are shade tolerant. These types of
facilities do not need to be analyzed for shadow impacts. Additionally, it is generally not necessary
to assess resources located to the south of projected development sites, as shadows cast by the
action-generated development would not be cast in the direction of these resources. Furthermore,
shadows occurring within one and one-half hour of sunrise or sunset generally are not considered
significant in accordance with the CEQR Technical Manual.

Methodology

This preliminary analysis of shadows follows the guidelines set forth in the 2014 CEQR Technical
Manual for a preliminary assessment (Section 310). According to the 2014 CEQR Technical
Manual, a preliminary shadow assessment includes the development of a base map showing the
site location in relation to any sunlight-sensitive resources as per guidelines provided in the 2014
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CEQR Technical Manual. Following these guidelines, the longest shadow study area is
determined and a Tier 1 screening assessment is conducted to determine if any sunlight-sensitive
resources fall within the study area. If no resources are identified, no further analysis would be
required. If sunlight-sensitive resources lay within the longest shadow study area, the next tier of
screening assessment should be conducted. This preliminary assessment includes a basic
description of the proposed project that would be facilitated by the proposed action in order to
determine whether a more detailed assessment would be appropriate.

2.5.1 Preliminary Shadow Screening Assessment

The RWCDS will analyze the development of a new building on Lot 57. As the development will
occur in a height factor district there is no set height. Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis,
a 210-foot building with 100% lot coverage on Lot 57 can be assumed to be the RWCDS.
Accordingly, a preliminary assessment of shadows is warranted.

The shadow assessment begins with a preliminary screening assessment to ascertain whether a
project's shadow may reach any sunlight-sensitive resources at any time of the year. If the
screening assessment does not eliminate this possibility, a detailed shadow analysis may be
warranted to determine the extent and duration of the net incremental shadow resulting from the
project. The effects of shadows on a sunlight-sensitive resource are site-specific; therefore, as
directed in the CEQR Technical Manual, the screening assessment was performed for the
relevant project site and projected development sites to determine whether they fall within the
range of maximum possible shadow cast on potential sunlight sensitive resources as described
above. To determine this, a Tier 1 Screening Assessment was performed in accordance with the
CEQR Technical Manual. A base map is developed that illustrates the proposed site location in
relation to any sunlight-sensitive resources. The longest shadow study area is then determined,
which encompasses the site of the proposed project(s) and a perimeter around the site’s
boundary with a radius equal to the longest shadow that could be cast by the proposed structure,
which is 4.3 times the height of the structure that occurs on December 21st, the winter solstice. A
map as shown in Figure 2.5-1 was prepared placing NYC Department of Parks Resources, as
well as Selected Facilities and Program Sites, provided on NYC.gov Department of City Planning
GIS portal, a list of park and public spaces provided from NYC.gov DOITT- GIS and Mapping
Portal, and a screen of SHPO and NYC Landmark Listed Properties. After this, a buffer map was
prepared to display the maximum possible shadow of 735.3 feet, which could be cast from the
Proposed Development. This shadow cast was derived by multiplying 213’ (the total height of the
proposed building, inclusive of ground elevation and bulkheads) by 4.3 (the CEQR Technical
Manual multiplier representing the maximum shadow cast from any object as being 4.3 times its
height). The potentially impacted area of shadow from each projected site was then compared to
those resources identified below to see if any fell within the shadow cast area.

As indicated in Table 2.5-1 below: The following potentially effected sunlight sensitive resources
were identified within the Shadow Study Area (Radius of 915.9 feet)
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Table 2.5-1: Study Area Sunlight Sensitive Resources

ID Number Name Type
1 Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd. Malls Mall
2 Joseph Daniel Wilson Garden Community Garden
3 Harriet Tubman Memorial Monument
4 Hancock Park Triangle/Plaza
5 CEP Community Garden Community Garden
6 Our Little Green Acre/Garden 8 Community Garden
7 P.S. 76 Garden Garden
8 Private Entry Garden Garden
9 Morningside Park Park
10 William B. Washington Garden Garden

Note: ID Number in column one of Table 2.5-1 above corresponds with the below sunlight sensitive
resources identified in Figure 2.5-1.

www.equityenvironmental.com

53

January 25, 2019



equity
Zenviron mental
~“ engineering

1966

1964

1850

"

[ ] Project site

Proposed Building Footprint
I Parapet above Base (88')

Il Parapet above Top Floor (213"

-==~ Longest Shadow
Study Area Boundary

0 Sunlight-Sensitive
Open Space Resource

i'_"“.' Potentially Affected
=== Open Space Resource

Figure 2.5-1: Tier 1 Screening Assessment

n

1953

e

il
g q?z,‘gf by O\
7 Sas Fiy \1911
5, i%fj? e
Lo iy
s o
g ¥
i ,
5 1910
:‘yf A
“9159
radius = 4.3 x max. building height

.

01

Ennis Francis Houses
Supplemental Studies to the EAS

Urban Cartographics

www.equityenvironmental.com

54

January 25, 2019



equity
5295%0%%8@' Ennis Francis Houses
Supplemental Studies to the EAS

2.5.2 Tier 2 Shadow Screening Assessment

The CEQR Technical Manual states that if any portion of a sunlight-sensitive resource lies within
the longest shadow study area, a Tier 2 screening assessment should be performed. Because of
the path the sun travels across the sky in the northern hemisphere, no shadow can be cast in a
triangular area south of any given project site. In New York City, this area lies between -108 and
+108 degrees from true north. For a Tier 2 screening assessment, sunlight-sensitive resources
within the triangular area cannot be shaded by new development sites, and are screened out.
The complementing portion to the north within the longest shadow study area is the area that can
be shaded by the proposed project.

As shown in Figure 2.5-2 below, the Tier 2 screening assessment shows that resource 1D number
1,6 and 7, 8, and 9 screen out of the longest shadow study area. However, resource ID number
2, 3, 4, 5, and 10 can still be reached by a potential shadow from the Proposed Development
outside the triangular area where no shadow can be cast. Therefore, further analysis is required
for these resources to determine the extent of the impact of shadows.

2.5.3 Tier 3 Shadow Screening Assessment

Based on the results of the Tier 2 Screening assessment, a Tier 3 screening assessment should
be performed if any portion of a sunlight-sensitive resource is within the area that could be shaded
by the proposed project. Because The sun rises in the east and travels across the southern part
of the sky to set in the west, a project’s earliest shadows would be cast almost directly westward.
Throughout the day, shadows shift clockwise (moving northwest, then north, then northeast) until
sunset, when they would fall east. Therefore, a projects earliest shadow on a sunlight-sensitive
resource would occur in a similar pattern, depending on the location of the resource in relation to
the Project Site.

The CEQR Technical Manual states that for the New York City area, the months of interest for an
open space resource encompass the growing season (March through October) and one month
between November and February (Usually December) representing a cold-weather month.
Assessment of the shadows cast during four representative dates were prepared in accordance
with the CEQR Technical Manual to encompass a cold-weather month and months during the
growing season. The four representative dates of the Tier 3 screening assessment are:

. December 21st
. March 21st

. May 6th

. June 21st

As shown in Figure 2.5-3 through Figure 2.5-6, the Tier 3 screening assessment showed that
project-generated shadows have the potential to reach resource 1 on December 21%, resources
1 and 4 on March 21%, resources 1 and 2 on May 6, and resources 1, 2, and 3 on June 21%
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Figure 2.5-2: Tier 2 Shadow Screening Assessment
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Figure 2.5-3: Tier 3 — December 215 Shadow Simulation
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Figure 2.5-6: Tier 3 — June 21%' Shadow Simulation
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2.5.4 Detailed Shadow Analysis

The CEQR Technical Manual states that a detailed shadow analysis is warranted when the
screening analyses does not rule out the possibility that project-generated shadows would reach
any sunlight-sensitive resources. The purpose of the detailed analysis is to determine the extent
and duration of shadows that fall on a sunlight-sensitive resource as a result of the proposed
project. The results of the detailed shadow analyses on the identified resources of concern are
summarized in Table 2.5-2 and 2.5-3 and visualized in Figures 2.5-7 through 2.5-10 below. The
shadows of intervening buildings were included in the detailed shadow analysis in order to identify
the incremental shadows cast by the Proposed Buildings.

Based on the Findings of the Detailed Shadow Analysis, the Proposed Building under the RWCDS
would cast shadows on Sunlight Sensitive Resource 1: Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Boulevard Malls
and Sunlight Sensitive Resource 2: Harriet Tubman Memorial.

Table 2.5-2 Detailed Shadow Analysis Summary
Sunlight Sensitive Resource 1: Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Boulevard Malls

Analysis December March
May 6 June 21
Date 21 21 ¥
Analysis 8:51a.m. - 7:36 a.m. — 6:27 a.m. — 5:57a.m. -
Period 2:53 p.m. 4:29 p.m. 5:18 p.m. 6:01 p.m.
Shadows 4:16 p.m. —4:29 3:10 p.m. — 3:19 p.m. —
Enter/Exit Time none p.m. 5:18 p.m 6:01 p.m.
Shadt?w N/A 13 minutes 2 hr.s and 8 2 hrjs and 42
Duration minutes minutes
Table 2.5-3 Detailed Shadow Analysis Summary
Sunlight Sensitive Resource 3: Harriet Tubman Memorial
Analysis December March
May 6 June 21
Date 21 21 v
Analysis 8:51a.m.— 7:36 a.m. — 6:27 a.m. — 5:57a.m. -
Period 2:53 p.m. 4:29 p.m. 5:18 p.m. 6:01 p.m.
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Shadows N 5:57 a.m. —
Enter/Exit Time None None one 6:12 a.m.
Shadc?w N/A N/A N/A 15 minutes
Duration

Note: Daylight Saving Time not used/applied (Per CEQR)

As indicated in the below Figures, incremental shadows cast from the Proposed Building would
fall on a small section of the Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd. Malls on March 21°t from 4:16 pm to
4:29 pm (13 minutes), May 6™ from 3:10 pm to 5:18 pm (2 hours and 8 minutes), and June 21*
from 3:19 pm to 6:01 pm (2 hours and 42 minutes). Incremental shadows would also be cast from
the Proposed Building to the southern tip of Harriet Tubman Monument on June 215 from 5:57
am to 6:12 am (15 minutes).

Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Boulevard Malls

Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Boulevard Malls is an approximately 1.68-acre strip of open space
owned by the Department of Parks and Recreation. The Malls contain vegetation and tree
plantings and run between Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Boulevard. The Malls act as traffic medians.
There are no benches, bike paths, or walkways provided, and the malls are not used for active or
passive recreation.

Harriet Tubman Memorial

The Harriet Tubman Memorial, also known as Swing Low, is a 13’ by 14’ bronze and Chinese
granite sculpture located at the triangle of West 122" Street, St. Nicholas Avenue, and Frederick
Douglass Boulevard. The memorial is located in the middle of the triangle and would not be
impacted by shadows cast from the Proposed Building—the cast shadows would cover the
southern tip of the triangle, which is used as a pedestrian median. There are no benches or bike
paths provided on the triangle, and it is not used for active or passive recreation.
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Photo 2.5-1 Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd. Malls
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Photo 2.5-2 Harriet Tubman Memorial
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Figure 2.5-7: Tier 3 — Incremental Impact for the December 21st Analysis Day
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Figure 2.5-8: Tier 3 — Incremental Impact for the March 215t Analysis Day

b

1966

% 1953 2 L Shadows Cast on 4:16pm —
‘ i,/ oud oA 1953"' oz 1933 Sunlight-Sensitive 4:29m
1964 A |
185
Ry N 1970
1947
A P,
[] Project Site o
| Proposed Building Footprint ‘ - » /i »
5y, n- £ " A 19” o/
I Parapet above Base (88') ‘ e 2T By, Stog % ,«' o M ’“\.“% R
L : < i o/ v Tl /4 .,’"m 2
Bl Parapet above Top Floor (213 1926 '*\\.“\ 72, P b . ‘& e A i f:p
a5tam [ { N s . e g :
Shadow Cast / Analysis Time . O Vi N o Wi i, TS I
. . - 4 S, & s S T % T S
I Footprint of Intervening Building ,‘-5:&/{, 3 ¢ ”’f - N"’ﬁ-,.. ‘*7"”-%,%,1 f.@'ﬂ% > & f’" Yot
Shadow of Intervening Building 1% o [ gty il A
0 Sunlight-Sensitive : b e, g J & “ 1906 3 "L
Open Space Resource u, L i’ 7l ! . ' LWL
2 17 Sl A T s o Ay
©==7 Potentially Affected ? ) - & F 3 : """r
L= Open Space Resource = ™ o = e

www.equityenvironmental.com

66

January 25, 2019



www.equityenvironmental.com

Figure 2.5-9: Tier 3 — Incremental Impact for the May 6" Analysis Day
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Figure 2.5-10: Tier 3 — Incremental Impact for the June 21%' Analysis Day
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Determination of Shadow Impact Significance

The CEQR Technical Manual states that the determination of significance of shadow on a
sunlight-sensitive resource is based on: (1) the information resulting from the detailed shadow
analysis describing the extent and duration of incremental shadows; and (2) an analysis of the
resource’s sensitivity to reduced sunlight. The goal of the assessment is to determine whether
the effects of incremental shadows on a sunlight-sensitive resource are significant under CEQR.
A shadow impact occurs when the incremental shadow from a proposed project falls on a sunlight-
sensitive resource or feature and reduces its direct sunlight exposure. Determining whether this
impact is significant or not, under CEQR, depends on the extent and duration of the incremental
shadow and the specific context in which the impact occurs.

For open space and natural resources, the uses and features of a resource is an indicator of its
sensitivity to shadows. Shadows occurring during the cold-weather months generally do not affect
the growing season of outdoor vegetation; however, their effects on other uses and activities
should be assessed. This sensitivity is assessed for warm-weather-dependent features (such as
wading pools and sand boxes) or vegetation that could be affected by a loss of sunlight during
the growing season, and for features (such as benches) that could be affected by a loss of winter
sunlight. Vegetation requiring direct sunlight includes the tree canopy, flowering plants and plots
in community gardens. Generally, four to six hours a day of sunlight, particularly in the growing
season, is often a minimum requirement. Where the incremental shadows from the project fall on
sunlight-sensitive features or uses, the analysis assesses the loss of sunlight relative to sunlight
that would be available without the project.

As stated in the CEQR Technical Manual, to determine impact significance, an incremental
shadow is generally not considered significant when its duration is no longer than 10 minutes at
any time of year and the resource continues to receive substantial direct sunlight. A significant
shadow impact generally occurs when an incremental shadow of 10 minutes or longer falls on a
sunlight-sensitive resource and results in one of the following:

e Vegetation - A substantial reduction in sunlight available to a sunlight-sensitive feature
of the resource to less than the minimum time necessary for its survival (when there
was sufficient sunlight in the future without the project). Or, a reduction in direct
sunlight exposure where the sunlight-sensitive feature of the resource is already
subject to substandard sunlight (i.e., less than minimum time necessary for its
survival).

e Open Space Utilization - A substantial reduction in the usability of open space as a
result of increased shadow.

¢ For Any Sunlight-Sensitive Feature of a Resource - Complete elimination of all direct
sunlight on the sunlight-sensitive feature of the resource, when the complete
elimination results in substantial effects on the survival, enjoyment, or, in the case of
open space or natural resources, the use of the resource.

Conclusion

As mentioned above, the Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Boulevard Malls and Harriet Tubman Memorial
do not contain any active or passive resources, and therefore, any incremental shadows would
not impact the Open Space Utilization of this resource, nor would the shadows cast by the
Proposed Building result in the complete elimination of all direct sunlight on the sunlight-sensitive
feature or resource. The shadows cast on Harriet Tubman Memorial would not reach vegetation.
The Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Boulevard Malls area that is covered in shadow by the Proposed
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Building is a median directly across from an 11- and 12-story building. The intervening shadow
cast by the Proposed Building affects a small portion of the southern tip of the median. Further,
the shadows cast on Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Boulevard Malls on March 21%t, May 6™ and June
215t occur in the evening hours for 13 minutes on March 21%, 2 hours and 8 minutes on May 6"
and 2 hours and 42 minutes on June 215—lengths of time that would not reduce direct sunlight
exposure to less than the minimum time necessary for the survival of the street trees that are
affected. Therefore, the incremental shadows would not result in a substantial reduction in
sunlight available to the vegetation that exists in the malls. As shown above, incremental shadows
from the Proposed Development would be very minimal and would not affect the usability of the
space and would not impact the growing season of outdoor vegetation. As such, the Proposed
Action would not affect the vitality or usage of the sunlight sensitive resources identified in the
study area, and significant adverse impacts from shadows would not result from the proposed
action. Please see Appendix B for the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission sign-
off letter finding no impacts from project-generated shadows on historic resources in the area.

2.6 Historic and Cultural Resources

An assessment of historic and cultural resources is usually necessary for projects that are located
in close proximity to historic or landmark structures or districts, or for projects that require in-
ground disturbance, unless such disturbance occurs in an area that has been formerly excavated,
according to the CEQR Technical Manual.

Methodology

The term “historic resources” defines districts, buildings, structures, sites, and objects of historical,
aesthetic, cultural, architectural and archaeological importance. In assessing both historic and
cultural resources, the findings of the appropriate city, state, and federal agencies are consulted.
Historic resources include: the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC)
designated landmarks, interior landmarks, scenic landmarks, and historic districts; locations being
considered for landmark status by the LPC; properties/districts listed on, or formally determined
eligible for, inclusion on the State and/or National Register (S/NR) of Historic Places; locations
recommended by the New York State Board for Listings on the State and/or National Register of
Historic Places and National Historic Landmarks.

According to CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, impacts on historic resources are considered
on those sites affected by the Proposed Action, and in the area surrounding identified
development sites. The historic architectural resources study area identified the sites that are
projected or have the potential to be redeveloped, plus an approximately 400-foot radius (the
“Historic Study Area”) around these projected and potential redevelopment sites, see Figure 2.6-
1 (Map identifying surround historic resources with a buffer around Affected Area). These are the
areas in which it is expected that new development could affect physical, visual, and historic
relationships of historic architectural resources. Archaeological resources are considered only in
those areas where excavation is likely, and would result in new in-ground disturbance. These are
limited to sites that may be developed in the rezoning area, including projected and potential
development sites.
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Analysis

Existing Conditions-Surrounding Area

The Affected Area is on the block bounded by West 123" Street, Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd.,
West 124" Street, and Frederick Douglass Blvd. The area surrounding the Affected Area (“The
Surrounding Area”) consists of residential, institutional, retail or service establishment uses. North
of 124™ street is predominantly developed with two to eleven story residential and commercial
buildings and South of 124" street consists primarily of 4- and 5-story tenement buildings and
townhomes. Commercial overlays have facilitated mixed-use residential and commercial
development along Frederick Douglass Boulevard and Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd. There are
also several institutional buildings and houses of worship within the Surrounding Area. The
Surrounding Area has two public community gardens: The Joseph Daniel Wilson Memorial
Garden and Our Little Green Acre (Garden Eight) are both front 122" Street. The Mount Morris
Park Historic District Extension is located east of the Affected Area beyond 7" Avenue (Adam
Clayton Powell Jr. Boulevard) with its 123" Street Boundary falling within the Study Area (400
feet).

Existing Condition-Affected Area

The Affected Area is located on Block 1929 (Lots 17, 29, and 57) in Harlem within Manhattan
Community Board 10. The combined lot area of the Affected Area is 89,832 and contains a total
of 321,926 GSF or 285,592 ZSF of existing development. 318,726 GSF (282,392 ZSF) of the total
floor area within the Affected Area is residential with 292 affordable dwelling units (including 72
vacant dwelling units within the vacant residential building on Lot 57) and 3,200 GSF of the total
floor area is commercial. The Affected Area contains a total of 37 enclosed parking spaces
(12,000 SF) and a combined FAR of 3.18.

The current Affected Area consists of three residential buildings: the original two buildings on
Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Boulevard and West 124" Street (on Lots 29 and 57) that were
constructed in 1985 with a total of 232 dwelling units, and a subsequent building on West 123™
Street (Lot 17) that was constructed in 2012 with 60 dwelling units. The 3-story residential building
on West 124" Street (Lot 57 “Proposed Development Site”) containing 72 dwelling units is
currently vacant. Under the Proposed Action, Lot 17 will be severed from the LSRD, leaving only
Lots 29 and 57 as part of the LSRD.

Analysis
Future No-Action Scenario

No changes to existing conditions would occur, other than the reoccupation of the vacant building
currently occupying Lot 57. The previous use was solely for affordable residential housing. The
building has been vacant for approximately 5 years. Although the current building is in poor
condition, rehabilitation of the existing building is feasible and would be more cost effective and
practical than demolishing and rebuilding a similarly sized building allowed under the current
LSRD restrictions.

Future With-Action Scenario

The With-Action scenario assumes development that maximizes allowable residential and overall
(residential and community facility) development of the Development Site given height factor FAR
for residential uses in an R8 and a FAR of 6.5 for community facility uses in an R8. For the
purposes of the RWCDS, development of a mixed residential and community facility building of
up to 20 stories (210 feet) could occur. The new building on Lot 57 would contain approximately
30,990 square feet of community facility space, assumed to be occupied by medical or similar
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community facility use. The residential component would occupy 311,004 GSF of floor area on
Lot 57. Accessory parking for 40% of the non-Income Restricted Housing Units would be provided
in a 10,000 square foot, below-grade parking facility to be accessed from 124" Street. Under a
With-Action Scenario, Lot 29 would remain as it currently exists, with 160 affordable housing units.
Lot 57 would utilize the remaining FAR available from the underlying zoning district and apply it
to the new development on the Lot. This would prevent Lot 29 from adding additional development
within the LSRD and on their own Lot. The development on lot 17, as a relatively new
development, is not considered “soft”, and is expected to remain as it exists after being severed
from the Ennis Francis LSRD. Additionally, as noted previously, regulatory agreements limit
development on both Lot 17 and Lot 29 to the existing bulk and uses.

The With-Action Scenario would produce a net increment of development of 234,813 GSF or
220,570 ZSF of residential floor space and 30,990 GSF/ZSF of community facility space. A net
increment of 267 units would be produced, including 136 market rate units, 30 units of ‘workforce’
housing, and an increase of 131 affordable units, with 203 new affordable units replacing the no-
action 72 units.

Historic Review

Per CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, impacts on historic resources are considered on those
sites affected by the Proposed Action and in the area surrounding identified development sites.
The historic resources Study Area is defined as the Proposed Development Site, plus an
approximately 400-foot radius around the Proposed Action area. To determine whether the
Proposed Development has the potential to affect nearby off-site historic or architectural
resources, the Study Area was screened for historic and architectural resources.

2.6.1 Architectural Resources

Per consultation with the Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC), several architectural
resources were found within the Study Area that would be considered historic or significant. The
LPC was contacted for their initial review of the project’s potential to impact nearby historic and
cultural resources, and a response was received on November 17, 2017 (See Appendix B).
Supplemental analysis was submitted to LPC in August 2018, and a response from LPC on the
supplemental analysis was received on September 5, 2018 (See Appendix B).

Affected Area
The LPC review indicated that the Affected Area (the LSRD) does not contain any known
architectural significance.

Surrounding Area

The LPC review indicated the presence of one Historic District Extension that is LPC and National
Register Listed (“NR/L”), Two individual LPC and National Register Listed buildings and one
National Register Eligible (“NR/E)” property with architectural significance within the historic Study
area (400’ buffer surrounding the Affected Area). The Architectural Resources within the Historic
Study Area are listed below in Table 2.5-1.
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Table 2.6-1: Historic Resources Within the Study Area

Map # Lot Block Historic Resource Address
Apollo Theater (originally Hurtig & Seamon's New (Burlesque)
5 10 1931 Theater) 253 WEST 125 STREET
N/A 34 1930 Blumstein’s Department Store 230 West 125th Street
1 30 1930 Hotel Theresa 2082 ADAM C POWELL BLVD
2 59 1907 Mount Morris Park Historic District Extension 164 WEST 123 STREET
3 60 1907 Mount Morris Park Historic District Extension 168 WEST 123 STREET
4 159 1907 Mount Morris Park Historic District Extension 166 WEST 123 STREET
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Apollo Theater

Apollo Theater (originally Hurtig & Seamon’s New Burlesque Theater) is located on 253 West
125th Street between Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Boulevard and Frederick Douglass Boulevard in
the Harlem neighborhood of Manhattan, New York City. The Theater was built in 1913 and has
played a role in the emergence of jazz, swing, bebop, R&B, gospel, blues and soul. The design
by architect George Keister displays elements of the neo-classical style. The Apollo Theater,
designated in 1983 by the NYC LPC as an Individual Landmark, now holds landmark status from
the U.S. government, the State of New York and New York City. Today, the Apollo under the
Apollo Theater Foundation Inc. operates as a non-for-profit, which presents concerts, performing
arts, education and community outreach programs. The theatre draws an estimated 1.3 million
visitors and is featured in Showtime at the Apollo, a variety show promoting new talent.
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Blumstein Department Store

The Blumstein Department Store was built in 1923 by the architects Robert D. Kohn and Charles
Butler in a mixed Art Nouveau and Art Deco style. The building features a limestone facade and
three copper bays. According to property records, the Blumstein family sold the building in 1976,
and it is now owned by Parkseen Realty Associates. The ground floor has now been partitioned
into different storefronts, and it is unclear what the top floor uses are currently. Blumstein’s
Department Store is National Register Eligible.
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Hotel Theresa

Hotel Theresa (now Theresa Towers)
2082-2096 Adam Clayton Powell, Jr. Blvd., Manhattan

(Photo: Carl Forster, LPC)

Hotel Theresa, located at 2082-2096 Adam
Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd encompasses the
entire western blockfront of Adam Clayton
Powell, Jr. Boulevard (originally Seventh
Avenue), between West 124th and West
125th streets. Theresa is visually striking
with its projecting bays, arched surrounds,
and prominent gables. Theresa was built in
1912-1913 by architect George & Edward
Blum. Hotel Theresa was designated as an
individual landmark building in 1991. Hotel
Theresa was one of the major social
centers of Harlem, serving transient guests
and providing a two-story dining room used
for banquets, weddings, meetings and
other functions. Theresa was home to
important Harlem institutions including the
March Community Bookstore and Malcolm
X’s Organization of Afro-American-Unity.
Hotel Theresa was designhated as an
individual landmark in 1993.
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Mount Morris Park Historic District

The Mount Morris Park Historic District Extension, designated in 2015, consists of approximately
276 properties primarily located on six blocks immediately west of the existing Mount Morris Park
Historic District, which was designated by the Landmarks Preservation Commission in 1971. The
proposed historic district extension, which encompasses more than 250 row houses and
approximately 12 apartment buildings on the blocks between West 118th to 123rd Street, Lenox
Avenue/Malcolm X Boulevard, Fifth Avenue, and Adam Clayton Powell, Jr. Boulevard, shares a
development history with the existing Mount Morris Park Historic District. Many of the architects
and developers responsible for structures within the existing historic district were also responsible
for the buildings within the proposed extension. Like the Mount Morris Park Historic District, the
streets of the historic district extension are lined with masonry row houses of exceptional quality
that reflected Harlem’s development as an affluent residential community following the extension
of rapid transit into the area around 1880. Similar to the previously-designated historic district, the
buildings within the Mount Morris Park Historic District Extension display a variety of architectural
styles popular in the late 19th and early 20th centuries.

The Mount Morris Park Historic District Extension contains 3 buildings within the Study Area,
concentrated along the south side of 123" Street. As shown below in Photo 2.6-1, these buildings
are characterized by three and four-story contiguous brownstone row houses.

Photo 2.6-1: Morris Park Historic District Extension
South Side of 123" Street
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Figure 2.6-2 Mount Morris Park Historic District Extension
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Conclusion

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, significant adverse impacts to historic and cultural
resources could potentially result if a proposed action affects those characteristics that make a
resource eligible for LPC designation or S/NR listing. The Future With-Action Scenario’s potential
for significant adverse impacts on historic resources were assessed in accordance with Table
2.6-2 to determine (a) whether there would be a physical change to any designated resource or
its setting, and (b) if so, is the change likely to diminish the qualities of the resource that make it
important (including non-physical changes such as context or visual prominence). The
assessment of the potential for impacts on significant resources are described below.

Table 2.6-2 Possible Impacts to Historic and Cultural Resources
« Construction resulting in ground disturbance, including construction of temporary
roads and access facilities, grading, and landscaping.

+ Below-ground construction, such as excavation or installation of utilities.

+ Physical destruction, demolition, damage, alteration or neglect of all or part of an
historic property

+ Changes to the architectural resource that cause it to become a different visual
entity, such as a new location, design, materials, or architectural features.

« Isolation of the property from, or alteration of, its setting or visual relationship with
the streetscape. This includes changes to the resource’s visual prominence so that it no
longer conforms to the streetscape in terms of height, footprint, or setback; is no
longer part of an open setting; or can no longer be seen as part of a significant view
corridor.

 Introduction of incompatible visual, audible, or atmospheric elements to a resource’s
setting.

* Replication of aspects of the resource so as to create a false historical appearance.

+ Elimination or screening of publicly accessible views of the resource.

+ Construction-related impacts such as falling objects, vibration, dewatering, flooding,
subsidence, or collapse.

* Introduction of significant new shadows, or significant lengthening of the duration of
existing shadows, over an historic landscape or an historic structure to the extent that

the architectural details that distinguish that resource as significant are obscured.
Source: Table 8-1 CEQR Technical Manual

The Proposed Action would not result in any types of visual and contextual impacts to the known
historic resources within the Study Area. As all of the new buildings that could be developed
under the Proposed Action would be residential, commercial, or community facility structures of
heights and bulk consistent with those urban design features of the area. The Proposed Action
would not introduce any incompatible visual, audible, or atmospheric elements to the settings of
historic resources. As discussed in the Urban Design section below (See Section 2.7, Urban
Design and Visual Resources), the proposed building has been designed to be visually
compatible and consistent with existing developments. Additionally, the significant views of each
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of the historic architectural resources identified above in Table 2.6-1 will not be adversely affected
by the Proposed Action.

The historic resources in the project area include a range of buildings of various types, sizes, and
styles and the Proposed Action aims to encourage the design of new development that is in
character with the area. Publicly accessible views of resources would not be blocked, because all
new development would occur on existing blocks and lots, and maximum building heights would
be limited and capped according to the zoning district regulations. In addition, as more fully
described in the Shadows section (See Section 2.4, Shadows) there would be no significant
adverse impacts to historic resources with sunlight dependent features. Most resources would not
be affected by incremental shadow and where resources would be subject to varying amounts of
incremental shadow as a result of the Proposed Action, the increments would not be significant
due to their limited extent and other site-specific factors.

Because the Projected Development Site does not contain, nor is adjacent to, or is within 90 feet
of the identified historic architectural resources, no direct or construction-related effects via
ground-borne construction activities will occur as a result of the Proposed Action.

2.6.2 Archaeological Resources

Unlike the architectural evaluation of a Study Area that extends beyond the footprint of a project’s
block and lot lines, the analysis of potential and/or projected impacts to archaeological resources
is controlled by the actual footprint of the limits of soil disturbance. Archaeological resources are
physical remains, usually subsurface, of the prehistoric and historic periods such as burials,
foundations, artifacts, wells and privies. The CEQR Technical Manual requires a detailed
evaluation of a project’s potential effect on the archaeological resources if it would potentially
result in an in-ground disturbance to an area not previously excavated. The project would result
in an in-ground disturbance under the Proposed Action. As noted, the LPC was contacted for
their initial review of the project’s potential to onsite archaeological resources, and a response
was received on November 17, 2017 (See Appendix B). The supplemental analysis was
submitted to LPC in August 2018, and LPC'’s response to the additional analysis was received on
September 5, 2018 (See Appendix B).

The LPC review identified the following information:

ADDRESS: 2070 ADAM C POWELL BLVD, BBL: 1019290057

The LPC is in receipt of the "Ennis Francis Houses 2070 Adam Clayton Powell, Jr Blvd,
Manhattan, Phase 1A Documentary Report," prepared by Joan Geismar and dated October 2010.
We concur that B 1929 L 17 is unlikely to contain any significant archaeological resources and
that B 1929 L 57 has the potential to contain human remains. If any excavation work is proposed
on B 1929 L 57 as a result of this action archaeological testing should occur after developing an
appropriate consultation plan with relevant descendent communities.

Archaeological Resources Conclusion

In a letter dated November 14, 2017, the NYC Landmarks Preservation Commission
determined that there is a reasonable likelihood, based on the sites' location and
characteristics, that it contains significant archaeological resources. As part of the Proposed
Project, the Applicant will enter into a Restrictive Declaration agreeing to conduct
archaeological identification, investigation, and mitigation in accordance with the CEQR
Technical Manual and NYC Landmarks Preservation Commission guidelines for archaeological
work in New York City.

www.equityenvironmental.com 81 January 25, 2019



equity
5295%09%%%8@' Ennis Francis Houses
Supplemental Studies to the EAS

The Restrictive Declaration is binding on the Applicant, and the property's successors and
assigns and serves as a mechanism to assure the archaeological testing be conducted and that
any necessary mitigation measures be undertaken prior to any site disturbance (i.e., site
grading, excavation, demolition, or building construction). The Restrictive Declaration will be
prepared in a form acceptable to LPC and recorded with the City's Department of Finance at a
future date. Consequently, no significant adverse impact to archaeological resources are
expected to result from the proposed action.

www.equityenvironmental.com 82 January 25, 2019



equity
5295%0%%8@' Ennis Francis Houses
Supplemental Studies to the EAS

2.7 Urban Design and Visual Resources

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, urban design is the totality of components that may
affect a pedestrian’s experience of public space. Elements that play an important role in the
pedestrian’s experience include streets, buildings, visual resources, open space, and natural
features, as well as wind as it relates to channelization and downwash pressure from tall buildings.
Pursuant to the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, an assessment of Urban Design may be
warranted when a Proposed Action may affect one or more of the elements that contribute to the
pedestrian experience of an area, specifically the arrangement, appearance, and functionality of
the built environment.

Methodology

As stated in the CEQR Technical Manual, the Study Area for urban design is the area where the
project may influence land use patterns and the built environment, and is generally consistent
with the Study Area used for the land use analysis (i.e., 400 feet around the project sites). For
visual resources, existing publicly accessible view corridors within the Study Area should be
identified. The purpose of the preliminary assessment is to determine whether any physical
changes proposed by a project may raise the potential to significantly and adversely affect
elements of urban design, which would warrant the need for a detailed urban design and visual
resources assessment.

Analysis

Existing Conditions-Affected Area

The Affected Area is located on Block 1929 (Lots 17, 29, and 57) in Harlem within Manhattan
Community Board 10. The combined lot area of the Affected Area/LSRD is 89,832 and contains
a total of 321,926 total GSF, 285,592 ZSF of existing development-3,200 GSF of which is
commercial and 318,726 GSF of which is residential. The Affected Area contains a total of 292
dwelling units (including 72 unoccupied units within the vacant residential building on Lot 57), and
a combined FAR of 3.18. The Affected Area contains a total of 37 enclosed parking spaces
(12,000 SF).

Lot 17 (Residential Building): Lot 17 is located at 225 West 123rd Street and is
improved with an 8-story, 98,955 GSF Quality Housing building, with 60 affordable
dwelling units. The lot area is approximately 18,501 square feet. There are 37 enclosed
accessory parking spaces provided on Lot 17, according to the latest certificate of
occupancy. Lot 17 is entirely within an underlying R7A zoning district.

Lot 29 (Mixed-Use Building): Lot 29 is located at 2070 Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd
and is constructed with an 11-story, 146,780 GSF mixed-use height factor building,
143,580 GSF of residential use, with 3,200 GSF of ground floor commercial retail space
fronting Adam Clayton Powell Blvd and 160 affordable dwelling units above. The lot area
is approximately 21,562 sf. Lot 29 is entirely within an underlying R8/C2-4 district.

Lot 57 (Vacant Residential Building “The Proposed Development Site”):

The Development Site consists of Lot 57. Lot 57 is located at 206-254 West 124th Street.
It has 493’-2” of frontage along West 124th Street, a narrow street as defined under the
Zoning Resolution. The Development Site currently includes a vacant 3-story, 65,020 ZSF
residential building with 72 dwelling units on a 49,769-sf lot. The building is in poor
condition and has been vacant since 2015. No parking is provided on the Development
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Site, which is located in the Transit Zone. Lot 57 is entirely within an underlying R8 zoning
district.

Existing Conditions-Surrounding Area

The Affected Area is on the block bounded by West 123™ Street, Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd.,
West 124" Street, and Frederick Douglass Blvd.

Land Use/Built Form

The area surrounding the Affected Area (“The Surrounding Area”) consists of residential,
institutional, retail or service establishment uses. North of 124" street is predominantly developed
with two to eleven story residential and commercial buildings and South of 124™ street consists
primarily of 4- and 5-story tenement buildings and townhomes. Commercial overlays have
facilitated mixed-use residential and commercial development along Frederick Douglass
Boulevard and Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd. There are also several institutional buildings and
houses of worship within the Surrounding Area. The Surrounding Area has two public community
gardens: The Joseph Daniel Wilson Memorial Garden and Our Little Green Acre (Garden Eight)
are both front 122" Street.

Transportation

The Surrounding Area, and the Affected Area are located within a Transit Zone. The area is
“transit-rich” with multiple subway and bus lines. The B/D line runs along St. Nicholas Avenue
with entrances at 125" Street. Multiple bus lines run through the Surrounding Area with routes on
Frederick Douglass Blvd., Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd., and 125™ Street. The M10 and M2
buses run north/south on Frederick Douglass Blvd. and Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd.
respectively. The M60, M100, M101 and BX15 run east/west along 125" Street with service within
Manhattan and to the Bronx and Queens.

The street grid is regular, with streets that are narrower east to west which feed into wider north
to south collector roads. West 124" Street is a single lane, one-way, west to east road with parking
on both sides of the street. West 123 Street is a single lane, one-way, east to west road with
parking on both sides of the street. The main collector in the Study Area, Adam Clayton Powell
Jr. Boulevard, also known as 7" Avenue, is a two-way, 4-lane, north to south collector road
located directly east of the Affected area with available curbside parking.

Zoning Districts; Special Districts

The Affected Area is mapped within zoning districts R7A, R8, and R8/C2-4. The surrounding area
to the west of the Affected Area, along Frederick Douglass Blvd., is mapped R8A/C2-4 and C4-
4D districts, which were the result of the Frederick Douglass Blvd. Rezoning adopted in 2003 to
encourage contextual building. The blocks to the north of West 124" Street form a portion of the
Special 125" Street District and are mapped for C6-3 and C4-7 commercial uses. There is an
Inclusionary Housing Designated Area mapped to the north of the Proposed Development Site
above West 124" Street.

No-Action Condition

Currently, the entire LSRD has a built FAR of 3.18 with a presumed maximum development of
4.15. Under a No- Action scenario, where the land development controls of the existing LSRD
would govern the available bulk for possible redevelopment of any of the sites, it is highly unlikely
that any of the three lots within the LSRD would develop under this scenario.
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Lot 17 was constructed in 2012 and is unlikely to be altered our augmented given that the site
currently is nearly built out on its own lot and is the subject of a Regulatory Agreement which
effectively limits its bulk and use to its existing development.

Lot 29 was developed in 1985 and currently has an FAR of 6.67 on its own lot and is the
subject of a Regulatory Agreement which effectively limits its bulk and use to its existing
development.

Lot 57 which is currently vacant, could potentially be renovated with the existing unit count
(72) in place.

With-Action Condition

Under the Future With-Action Scenario, Lot 17 is severed from the LSRD. Lots 29 and 57 would
remain under the existing LSRD. The With-Action scenario assumes development that maximizes
allowable residential and overall (residential and community facility) development of the
Development Site given height factor FAR for residential uses in an R8 and a FAR of 6.5 for
community facility uses in an R8. For the purposes of the RWCDS, development of a mixed
residential and community facility building of up to 20 stories (210 feet) could occur. The new
building on Lot 57 would contain approximately 30,990 square feet of community facility space,
assumed to be occupied by medical or similar community facility use. The residential component
would occupy 311,004 GSF of floor area on Lot 57. Accessory parking for 40% of the non-Income
Restricted Housing Units would be provided in a 10,000 square foot, below-grade parking facility
to be accessed from 124" Street. Under a With-Action Scenario, Lot 29 would remain as it
currently exists, with 160 affordable housing units. Lot 57 would utilize the remaining FAR
available from the underlying zoning district and apply it to the new development on the Lot. This
would prevent Lot 29 from adding additional development within the LSRD and on their own Lot.
The development on lot 17, as a relatively new development, is not considered “soft”, and is
expected to remain as it exists after being severed from the Ennis Francis LSRD. Additionally, as
noted previously, regulatory agreements limit development on both Lot 17 and Lot 29 to the
existing bulk and uses.

The With-Action Scenario would produce a net increment of development of 234,813 GSF or
220,570 ZSF of residential floor space and 30,990 GSF/ZSF of community facility space. A net
increment of 267 units would be produced, including 136 market rate units, 30 units of ‘workforce’
housing, and an increase of 131 affordable units, with 203 new affordable units replacing the no-
action 72 units.

The Applicant’s Proposed Buildings would consist of two buildings: Building A, a 17-story, 169-
foot tall building containing 164,856 GSF, 30,990 GSF for community facility space and 10,000
GSF for accessory parking spaces at cellar level. Building B would be an 18-story, 190-foot tall
building containing 184,480 GSF of residential space. The Proposed Buildings will have a ground
floor that extends the entire depth of the Development Site with residential floors above of
approximately 62 to 68 feet in depth, which is ideal for a double-loaded corridor plan for residential
buildings. The Development Site will have a minimum of 8.3% open space, sufficient for
residential buildings with a height factor of 9. The open space will have a mix of landscaping and
active and passive open space areas in the rear yard of the buildings. Some of the required open
space will be provided on the roofs above community facility uses in the Proposed Buildings.
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Figure 2.7-1: Aerial Map
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Existing Conditions

Photos Taken on 5/28/17

Site Photo Key

B
3. Looking SE on W 124" Street — Full Frontage Shot of Development Site — Enis Francis Houses Ennis Francis Houses — Minor Modification
Site Area Photos
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4. Looking east from corner of W 124" Street and Adam Clayton Powell Jr.
Bivd.

6. View south down Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd. Photo Key

2070 Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Bivd.
6/14/2018
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The following figures show the reasonable-worst case development (as described in Section 1.9) building elevations in context to the

surrounding area:

Figure 2.7-3 No-Action Scenario
Looking west down West 124" Street

g m:llul,lllmu
3 VEINENE
LI EITTIIN ]
= HIEIE IR N
NkllERIEI E
_ HEINENEN B
W ! ||-||p|:n}.

O Powe UrBIVA= e " - -u.. TR E
fl lfnsfl

——/.
y

'YlH

www.equityenvironmental.com 89

January 25, 2019



?_e uit
ﬁg%lhr%:eﬁﬁatal Ennis Francis Houses
Supplemental Studies to the EAS

Figure 2.7-4 No-Action Scenario
Looking east down West 124" Street

www.equityenvironmental.com 90 January 25, 2019



equity
;gﬂ;lhr%gﬁﬁatal Ennis Francis Houses
Supplemental Studies to the EAS

Figure 2.7-5 No-Action Scenario
Looking south at Development Site
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Figure 2.7-7 Photomontage — Existing and With-Action Looking West Down 124" Street
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Figure 2.7-8 Photomontage — Existing and With-Action Looking East Down 124" Street
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Conclusion

There are no existing publicly accessible view corridors within the study area and there would be
no significant adverse effects to visual resources as a result of the Proposed Action. The
redevelopment of the Proposed Development Site would remove a blighted and vacant building,
with no active ground floor and effectuate the redevelopment of the site with an attractive mixed-
use building with vital community support at a density and scale similar to surrounding built-form.
The Proposed Buildings will improve the pedestrian experience by enlivening the ground floor
and increasing the level of interest and complexity along West 124th Street as well as increasing
public safety. The Proposed Buildings would be tapered with setbacks, thus reducing the apparent
mass of the buildings and ensuring that they maintain a more desirable and human-scale
pedestrian experience. Additionally, the proposed open space would provide landscaping and
greenery. The Affected Area would contain open space that would provide linkages to the other
buildings within the area.
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2.8 Hazardous Materials

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, the potential for significant impacts from hazardous
materials can occur when: (a) hazardous material exists on a site, and (b) an action would
increase pathways to their exposure, or (c) an action would introduce new activities or processes
using hazardous materials.

Methodology

The hazardous materials assessment generally begins with a Phase 1 Environmental Site
Assessment (ESA), which is a qualitative evaluation of the environmental conditions present at a
site, based on a review of available information site observations, and interviews. Pursuant to
the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, the Phase 1 ESA is conducted in accordance with the
standards established by the current ASTM Phase 1 ESA Standard and includes research and
field observations to determine whether the site may contain contamination from either past or
present activities on the site or as a result of activities on adjacent or nearby properties. If a
potential REC is identified during this assessment, then building any subsurface investigations
are usually conducted as part of a Phase Il Environmental Site Investigation (ESI) to confirm the
presence and extent of the contamination.

Analysis
Existing Conditions-Affected Area

The Affected Area is located on Block 1929 (Lots 17, 29, and 57) in Harlem within Manhattan
Community Board 10. The combined lot area of the Affected Area/LSRD is 89,732 and contains
a total of 285,592 total gross square feet (“GSF”) or 274,479 zoning square feet (“ZSF”) of existing
development. 282,392 GSF (271,279 ZSF) of the total floor area within the Affected Area is
residential with 292 affordable dwelling units (including 72 vacant dwelling units within the vacant
residential building on Lot 57) and 3,200 GSF of the total floor area is commercial. The Affected
Area contains a total of 37 enclosed parking spaces (12,000 SF) and a combined FAR of 3.06.

Lot 57 (Vacant Residential Building “The Proposed Development Site”): The Development
Site consists of Lot 57. Lot 57 is located at 206-254 West 124th Street. It has 493’-2” of frontage
along West 124th Street, a narrow street as defined under the Zoning Resolution. The
Development Site currently includes a vacant 3- story (29'-6”), 65,020 square foot residential
building with 72 dwelling units on a 49,771-square foot lot. The building is in poor condition and
has been vacant since 2015. The existing building will be demolished prior to the construction of
the Proposed Development.

The LSRD is known as Site 106 under the former Harlem East Harlem Urban Renewal Plan
(“URP”). In 2000, Site 106 was designated for inclusion in the Harlem Gateway Urban Renewal
Area with restrictions from the Harlem-East Harlem URP expiring in 2008. As originally approved
under the 1983 LSRD, the two buildings on Lots 29 and 57 have an FAR of 4.15 based on the
application of height factor regulations, and were granted additional allowances for height,
setback, and space between buildings. The 4.15 FAR that was approved appears descriptive of
the original proposed residential floor area divided by its lot coverage, not a cap imposed by the
LSRD. The actual floor area for the two buildings that were constructed in 1985 is 211,800 square
feet (3.69 FAR).
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Lot 17

A previous EAS (10DCP028M) for Lot 17, Tax Block 1929 — 225 West 123 Street was given a
final conditional negative declaration for approval of A Minor Modification to the Ennis Francis
Houses Large Scale Residential Plan on 9-17-10 to effectuate the construction of the 60-unit, 8-
story — 37 parking space development that currently sits on the site. As amended in 2010, the
LSRD permitted a quality housing building to be constructed on Lot 17 that complied with the
underlying R7A bulk regulations. Pursuant to the Proposed Action, Lot 17 would be severed from
the LSRD.

Existing Conditions-Surrounding Area

The area surrounding the Affected Area (“The Surrounding Area”) consists of residential,
institutional, retail or service establishment uses. North of 124" street is predominantly developed
with two to eleven story residential and commercial buildings and South of 124™ street consists
primarily of 4- and 5-story tenement buildings and townhomes. Commercial overlays have
facilitated mixed-use residential and commercial development along Frederick Douglass
Boulevard and Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd. There are also several institutional buildings and
houses of worship within the Surrounding Area. The Surrounding Area has two public community
gardens: The Joseph Daniel Wilson Memorial Garden and Our Little Green Acre (Garden Eight)
are both front 122" Street.

Future No-Action Scenario

No changes to existing conditions would occur, other than the reoccupation of the vacant building
currently occupying Lot 57. The previous use was solely for affordable residential housing. The
building has been vacant for approximately 5 years. Although the current building is in poor
condition, rehabilitation of the existing building is certainly feasible and would be more cost
effective and practical than demolishing and rebuilding a similarly sized building, allowed under
the current LSRD restrictions.

Future With-Action Scenario

The With-Action scenario assumes development that maximizes allowable residential and overall
(residential and community facility) development of the Development Site given height factor FAR
for residential uses in an R8 and a FAR of 6.5 for community facility uses in an R8. For the
purposes of the RWCDS, development of a mixed residential and community facility building of
up to 20 stories (210 feet) could occur. The new building on Lot 57 would contain approximately
30,990 square feet of community facility space, assumed to be occupied by medical or similar
community facility use. There would be a total of 339 new dwelling units, consisting of 173 units
of affordable housing to be built under HPD’s ELLA Program, 30 ‘workforce’ units affordable to
households at an average of 130% of AMI, and 135 market rate units. The residential component
would occupy 341,994 gross square feet of floor area on Lot 57. Accessory parking for 40% of
the non-Income Restricted Housing Units would be provided in a 10,000 square foot, below-grade
parking facility to be accessed from 124™ Street. Sixty-six spaces would be provided for the
development’s 165 market rate and workforce housing units. Under a With-Action Scenario, Lot
29 would remain as it currently exists, with 160 affordable housing units. Lot 57 would utilize the
remaining FAR available from the underlying zoning district and apply it to the new development
on the Lot. This would prevent Lot 29 from adding additional development within the LSRD and
on their own Lot. The development on lot 17, as a relatively new development, is not considered
“soft’, and is expected to remain as it exists after being severed from the Ennis Francis LSRD.
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2.8.1 Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment Summary

The Proposed Action would effectuate development that would be limited to Lot 57 (“The
Proposed Development Site”) within the LSRD. Conditions at the Proposed Development Site
resulting from previous and existing uses and those in surrounding areas were determined from
a review of a Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared by Equity Environmental
Engineering, LLC (Equity) on November 29, 2017 (See Appendix C). The ESA was performed
pursuant ASTM Standard E-1527-05. The purpose of the Phase | ESA was to evaluate the
current and historical conditions of the project site in an effort to identify recognized environmental
conditions (RECs) in connection with the Proposed Development Site referred to as the “Subject
Property” in the Phase | ESA prepared by Equity.

Findings

Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) are defined as the presence or likely presence of
any hazardous substances or petroleum products under conditions that indicate an existing
release, past release or a material threat of a release into structures on the properties or into the
ground, groundwater, or surface waters of the properties. Historic Recognized Environmental
Conditions (HRECs) are RECs previously remediated to government standards. De minimis
RECs are those that do not present a threat to health or the environment, and would not be the
subject of an enforcement action by a government agency. Controlled Recognized Environmental
Conditions (CRECs) are RECs that are under some form of institutional and/or engineering
control. A Vapor Encroachment Condition (VEC) is the presence or likely presence of chemical
of concern vapors in the subsurface of the target property caused by the release of vapors from
contaminated soil and/or groundwater either on or near the target property. All RECs and VECs
are discussed below.

Equity performed a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment in conformance with the scope and
limitations of ASTM Practice E 1527-13 at the Subject Property. The Phase | ESA has revealed
the following information in connection with the Subject Property:

e RECs — Equity observed mold and asbestos inside the building. In addition, the
Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps revealed the presence of a Chemical Products facility
onside from 1951 to 1980.

o Asbestos-Containing Materials

Asbestos is the name for a group of naturally occurring silicate minerals that
can be separated into fibers. The fibers are strong, durable, and resistant to
heat and fire. They are also long, thin and flexible, so they can even be woven
into cloth. Because of these qualities, asbestos has been used in thousands
of consumer, industrial, maritime, automotive, scientific and building products.
During the 20th century, some 30 million tons of asbestos have been used in
industrial sites, homes, schools, shipyards and commercial buildings in the
United States. Common ACMs include pipe-covering, insulating cement,
insulating block, refactory and boiler insulation materials, transite board,
fireproofing spray, joint compound, vinyl floor tile, ceiling tile, mastics, roofing
products, and duct insulation for HVAC applications. Inhalation of asbestos
fibers can result in deleterious health effects.

Asbestos Containing Material (ACM) was observed wrapped around piping in
the basement of the Subject Building.
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o Microbial Contamination (Mold)

In accordance with the scope of work, the site reconnaissance is to include a
visual inspection for indications of water intrusions or the presence of active
mold growth on readily accessible interior and exterior surfaces. Confirmation
sampling is not included in the scope of work for the Phase | ESA. Readily
accessible areas of the building were observed for visual or olfactory
indications of mold, and for areas of water damage.

A heavy build-up of mold was observed on the door of one unit inside the
Subject Building. Given the number of missing windows and the opportunity
for stormwater to enter the building, it is likely that there is more mold onsite.

e HRECs - Equity found no HRECs associated with the property.
e CRECs - Equity found no CRECs associated with the property.

e VECs - Based on the evidence provided in the database report, specifically the
presence of a historic onsite Chemical Products Facility, it is Equity's conclusion that
a Vapor Encroachment Condition (VEC) cannot be ruled out.

Upon review of the Phase | ESA, DEP issued a letter dated October 2", 2018 concurring with the
findings of the Phase | ESA and the (E) Designation language below. (See Appendix B). As
indicated below, further hazardous materials assessments will be conducted through the Mayor’s
Office of Environmental Remediation (OER).

2.8.2 E-Designations

Based on Prior on-site and/or surrounding area land uses which could result in environmental
contamination, an (E) designation will be placed on the zoning map pursuant to ZR Section 11-
15 for the development site (Block 1929, Lot 57). The (E) designation E-521 will ensure that
testing and mitigation will be provided, as necessary, before any future development and/or soil
disturbance.

The text for (E) designation E-521 related to hazardous materials is as follows.

Block 1929, Lot 57

Task 1-Sampling Protocol

The applicant submits to OER, for review and approval, a Phase | of the site along with a
soil, groundwater and soil vapor testing protocol, including a description of methods and
a site map with all sampling locations clearly and precisely represented. If site sampling
is necessary, no sampling should begin until written approval of a protocol is received
from OER. The number and location of samples should be selected to adequately
characterize the site, specific sources of suspected contamination (i.e., petroleum based
contamination and non-petroleum based contamination), and the remainder of the site's
condition. The characterization should be complete enough to determine what remediation
strategy (if any) is necessary after review of sampling data. Guidelines and criteria for
selecting sampling locations and collecting samples are provided by OER upon request.
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Task 2-Remediation Determination and Protocol

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

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

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

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

Conclusion

Based on the evidence presented in the Phase | ESA further investigation and, if necessary,
remediation would be required to ensure that no impacts due to the presence of hazardous
materials are anticipated. Because the proposed action would allow new development for
residential and commercial use, no new activities or processes using hazardous materials would
be introduced to the site or increase pathways to a hazardous materials exposure. Should any
remediation be warranted, the applicant commits to perform the necessary mitigation in order to
ensure that construction and occupancy of action-induced development does not result in
significant adverse impacts related to hazardous materials. With the above measures in place,
the Proposed Action would not have the potential for impacts related to hazardous materials.
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2.9 Transportation

Pursuant to CEQR Technical Manual methodology, a transportation assessment may be
necessary when a proposed action would alter the transportation network by closing, opening, or
realigning an element of the transportation system such as a roadway, pedestrian way, or transit
route, or if it would generate new trips on the transportation network. The objective of the
transportation analyses is to determine whether a proposed project may have a potential
significant impact on traffic operations and mobility, public transportation facilities and services,
pedestrian elements and flow, safety of all roadway users (pedestrians, bicyclists and vehicles),
on- and off-street parking, or goods movement.

Methodology

The CEQR Technical Manual states that if an analysis is warranted, a preliminary trip generation
assessment should be prepared to determine whether a quantified analysis of any technical areas
of the transportation system is necessary. Except in unusual circumstances, a further quantified
analysis would typically not be needed for a technical area if the proposed development would
result in fewer than the following increments:

e 50 peak hour vehicle trips;
e 200 peak hour subway/rail or bus transit riders; or
e 200 peak hour pedestrian trips.

The CEQR Technical Manual also states that if the threshold for traffic is surpassed, a parking
assessment may also be warranted. This chapter assesses the potential for project-generated
vehicle, transit, and pedestrian trips to affect the local transportation network, as well as an
assessment of transportation safety in the study area.

Analysis

Description of the Affected Area

The Affected Area is located on Block 1929 (Lots 17, 29, and 57) in Harlem within Manhattan
Community District 10. The combined lot area of the Affected Area/LSRD is 89,832 square feet
and contains a total of 321,926 total gross square feet (“GSF”) or 285,592 zoning square feet
(“ZSF”) of existing development. 318,726 GSF (282,392 ZSF) of the total floor area within the
Affected Area is residential with 292 affordable dwelling units (including 72 vacant dwelling units
within the vacant residential building on Lot 57) and 3,200 GSF of the total floor area is
commercial. The Affected Area contains a total of 37 enclosed parking spaces (12,000 SF) and
a combined FAR of 3.18. The underlying zoning in the Affected Area is split between R7A, RS,
and R8/C2-4.

e Lot 17 (Residential Building): Lot 17 is located at 225 West 123rd Street and is
improved with an 8-story (85’), 98,995 GSF (73,792 ZSF) building with 60 affordable
dwelling units. The lot area is approximately 18,501 square feet. There are 37 enclosed
accessory parking spaces provided on Lot 17, according to the latest certificate of
occupancy. Lot 17 has a total FAR of 3.99 and is located within an underlying R7A zoning
district.

e Lot 29 (Mixed-Use Building): Lot 29 is located at 2070 Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd
and is constructed with an 11-story (124’) 146,780 GSF (143,908 ZSF) mixed-use building
with 143,580 GSF (143,708 ZSF) of residential use (160 affordable dwelling units) and
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3,200 GSF of ground floor commercial retail space fronting Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd.
The lot area is approximately 21,562 square feet. Lot 29 has a total FAR of 6.67 (6.52
residential FAR and 0.15 commercial FAR) and is located within an underlying R8/C2-4
district.

o Lot 57 (Vacant Residential Building “The Proposed Development Site”): The
Development Site consists of Lot 57. Lot 57 is located at 206-254 West 124th Street. It
has 493’-2” of frontage along West 124th Street, a narrow street as defined under the
Zoning Resolution. The Development Site currently includes a vacant 3- story (29’-6”),
76,191 GSF (67,892 ZSF) residential building with 72 dwelling units on a 49,769-square
foot lot. No parking is provided on the Development Site, which is located in the Transit
Zone. Lot 57 has an FAR of 1.36 and is located entirely within an underlying R8 zoning
district.

The Surrounding Area, and the Affected Area are located within a Transit Zone. The area is
“transit-rich” with multiple subway and bus lines. The B/D line runs along St. Nicholas Avenue
with entrances at 125" Street. Multiple bus lines run through the Surrounding Area with routes on
Frederick Douglass Blvd., Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd., and 125™ Street. The M10 and M2
buses run north/south on Frederick Douglass Blvd. and Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd.
respectively. The M60, M100, M101 and BX15 run east/west along 125" Street with service within
Manhattan and to the Bronx and Queens.

Future No-Action Scenario

Under a No-Action scenario, where the land development controls of the existing LSRD would
govern the available bulk for possible redevelopment of any of the sites, Lot 29 and Lot 17 are
assumed to remain consistent with existing conditions. The vacant building on Lot 57 could
potentially be renovated and re-tenanted with existing unit count (72) in place. Although the
current building is in poor condition, rehabilitation of the existing building is certainly feasible and
would be more cost effective and practical than demolishing and rebuilding a similarly sized
building allowed under the current LSRD restrictions.

Future With-Action Scenario

The With-Action scenario assumes development that maximizes allowable residential and overall
(residential and community facility) development of the Development Site. Development of a
341,994 GSF mixed residential and community facility building of up to 20 stories (210 feet) could
occur. The new building on Lot 57 would contain approximately 30,990 square feet of community
facility space, assumed to be occupied by medical office use for the purposes of the transportation
assessment. There would be a total of 339 new dwelling units, consisting of 203 units of affordable
housing and 136 market rate units. Accessory parking for 40% of the non-Income Restricted
Housing Units would be provided in a below-grade parking facility to be accessed from 124th
Street. Sixty-six (66) spaces would be provided for the development’s 166 combined market rate
and workforce housing units. Lot 29 is expected to remain as it currently exists under the With-
Action Scenario with 160 affordable units. Lot 17, a 73,792 ZSF building but in 2012 containing
60 units at 3.9 FAR, would be severed from the LSRD and governed by the underlying R7A zone.
R7A allows a FAR of 4.0, as such, Lot 17 is 99% developed, is subject to the previously discussed
regulatory agreement and would remain as it exists in the With-Action Scenario.

The Transportation Assessment below will consider the potential effects of the Proposed Action

under a reasonable Worst-Case Development Scenario, compared to future conditions without
the approvals sought by the project sponsor, as described above.
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2.9.1 Preliminary Assessment

The Affected Area is located in CEQR traffic zone two (2). Pursuant to Table 16-1 of the 2014
CEQR Technical Manual, a development that exceeds either 200 dwelling units or 25,000 square
feet of additional local retail space would exceed the threshold for warranting further analysis of
potential transportation impacts.

The Incremental Development, as assessed under the RWCDS, that could be effectuated by the
Proposed Action is as follows:

Community Facility: +30,990 GSF
Residential Dwelling Units: +267 incremental new dwelling units

Refer to Table 2.9-1 below for the Incremental Development Scenario

Table 2.9-1 Incremental Development Scenario®
With-Action No-Action Increment
Residential 311,004 GSF 76,191 GSF +234,813 GSF
Dwelling Units 339 72 +267
Community Facility 30,990 GSF 0 +30,990 GSF

2.9.2 Tier 1 Trip Generation Screening Assessment

The following Transportation Study assesses the incremental difference between the With-Action
and the No-Action Scenarios, in order to determine the potential effects of the Proposed Action
on traffic conditions. The analysis assesses conditions such as traffic flow, parking, pedestrian
conditions, ingress, egress, and circulation. Data sources include field observations, information
provided by the project sponsor, data gathered from the Institute of Transportation Engineers
(ITE) manual, the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, U.S. Census data, factors developed for recent
environmental reviews, and other references as described below. These factors form the basis
for the travel demand forecast (Tier 1: Trip Generation Screening Assessment) which analyzes
peak hours and projected mode of travel, as well as person, pedestrian and vehicular trip-ends.

The trip generation analysis provides the estimated number of person trip-ends expected to be
generated by the proposed project over the course of the entire day, as well as during the peak
analysis hours. The classification of a proposed project's daily trip-ends by hour of the day is also
referred to as its temporal distribution. Modal split refers to the travel modes likely to be used by
persons going to and from the proposed project, including autos, taxis and delivery services,
subways, buses, ferries, commuter rail, bicycles, and walking. These modes are considered in
terms of percentages—i.e., what percent of the total number of people traveling to and from the
site would travel by that particular mode. The modal split percentages are then applied to the
hourly trip generation estimates to determine the number of persons traveling to and from the site
by each mode for each of the analysis peak hours.

5 Lot 17 would be removed from the LSRD under the Proposed Action, however this incremental analysis focuses strictly on
development that would occur on the Proposed Development Site under With-Action and No-Action Conditions. Induced development
within the Affected Area is limited to The Proposed Development Site.
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All Trip Generation Planning Factors are described below and shown in Table 2.9-2. Tables 2.9-3, 2.9-4,
and 2.9-5 show the estimated person-trips, pedestrian trips and vehicle-trips, respectively, during the
weekday AM, Weekday midday, Weekday PM, and Saturday Midday Peak Hours.

Transportation Planning Factors:

Residential Assumptions

To assess the trip generation characteristics of the residential use that would occur under both
with-action and no-action conditions, Chapter 16 of the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual was
consulted. Per Table 16-2 of the CEQR Manual, trips for a Residential Land Use (3 or more floors)
would be generated at an average rate of 8.075-person trips per dwelling unit on Weekdays, with
10% of trips occurring in the AM peak hour, 5% occurring during the Midday peak hour, and 11%
of trips occurring in the PM peak hour. Per Table 16-2, an average of 9.6-person trips per dwelling
unit could be anticipated on Saturdays, with 8% occurring during the Saturday peak hour.
Because the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual did not provide directional distribution, the Institute
of Transportation Engineers (“ITE”) Trip Generation Manual, 9" Edition Volume 3 (p. 1730-1748).
Per the ITE Trip Generation Manual, directional distribution for a residential land use is as follows:
17% entering and 83% exiting during the AM peak hour, 40% entering and 60% exiting during the
midday peak hour, 67% entering and 33% exiting during the PM peak hour, and 50% entering
and existing, respectively during the Saturday Peak Hour. Per Table 16-2 of the CEQR Technical
Manual, truck trips would be generated at an average of 0.06 per dwelling unit on weekdays and
0.02 per dwelling unit on Saturdays, with 12% occurring in the AM peak hour, 9% occurring during
the midday peak hour, 2% occurring during the PM peak hour, 9% occurring during the Saturday
peak hour, and a 50/50 directional distribution. The residential modal split was obtained from the
U.S. Census Bureau 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-year estimates Journey to Work
Transportation Package Part 1 data for the subject Census Tract (222) and bounding census
tracts (200, 220, 224, 257) in order to provide an adequate sample size (see Figure 2.9-1 below).

Community Facility (Medical Office) Assumptions

To assess the trip generation characteristics of the 30,990-gross square foot ground floor
community facility space, as the space does not have a specified tenant, medical office
assumptions were used. A trip generation rate of 103.4 daily person trips per 1,000 sf for
weekdays and 62.1 daily person trips per 1,000 sf for Saturdays was obtained from New York
City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) data for medical office use, based 24-hour video
survey data at 14 sites within five boroughs. This data also provided temporal distributions,
vehicle occupancy, and modal split percentages for a medical office use in a Manhattan Transit
Zone. Based on this data, 10% of trips occur during the AM peak hour, 13% occur during the
Midday peak hour, 9% occur during the PM peak hour, and 16% occur during the Saturday peak
hour. Directional distributions, truck trip generation factors, and taxi occupancy were obtained
from the East New York Rezoning Proposal FEIS (CEQR Ref No. 15DCP102K). For medical
office delivery tips, a trip generation rate of 0.29 daily trucks per 1,000 sf for weekdays and
Saturdays and temporal distributions of 3 percent, 11 percent, 1 percent and O percent for the
weekday AM, midday, PM and Saturday peak hours, respectively, were obtained from the East
New York Rezoning Proposal.
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Figure 2.9-1: Census Tract Study Area for Residential Modal Split Factors
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Table 2.9-2: Transportation Planning Factors
. . . . Community Facility-
Residential Residential - . .
Land Use: . : ; Medical Office (With
(No-Action) (With Action) Action)
Dwelling Units Dwelling Units Gross Square Feet
Size: 72 339 30,990
Trip Generation: 1) (1) 2
Weekday 8.075 8.075 103.4
Saturday 9.6 9.6 62.1
per dwelling unit per dwelling unit per 1,000 GSF
Temporal Distribution: Q) 1) 2)
AM Peak Hour 10% 10% 10%
MD Peak Hour 5% 5% 13%
PM Peak Hour 11% 11% 9%
Saturday Peak Hour 8% 8% 16%
Modal Split: ?3) (©)] 2)
Auto 12% 12% 1%
Taxi 1% 1% 5%
Subway 66% 66% 60%
Bus 6% 6% 5%
Walk/Other 15% 15% 29%
Total 100% 100% 100%
Vehicle Occupancy:
Auto 1.16 (3) 1.16 (3) 1.53 %)
Taxi 1.2 4) 1.2 4) 1.20 4)
Linked Trip Credit Taxi 25% inbound trips
(5) 5) 4
Directional Distribution In Out In Out In Out
(8-9) AM 0.17 0.83 0.17 0.83 0.89 0.11
(12N-1PM) Midday 0.40 0.60 0.40 0.60 0.51 0.49
(5-6) PM 0.67 0.33 0.67 0.33 0.48 0.52
Saturday Peak Hour 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.41 0.59
Truck Trips 1) 1) (4)
Daily Trip Generation Weekday 0.06 Weekday 0.06 Weekday 0.29
Saturday 0.02 Saturday 0.02 Saturday 0.29
per DU per DU per 1,000 s.f.
Temporal Distribution
(Truck)
AM Peak Hour 12.00% 12.00% 3%
MD Peak Hour 9.00% 9.00% 11%
PM Peak Hour 2.00% 2.00% 1%
Sat Peak Hour 9.00% 9.00% 0%
Directional Distribution
(Truck)
AM/MD/PM/Sat 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50%
Sources:

(1) 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, Table 16-2

(2) Per DOT survey data for medical office use (mode split from survey data for medical office in

Manhattan Transit Zone)

(3) U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2012-2016- Census Transportation Planning

Package (CTPP) Journey to Work for subject census tract and all bounding census tracts

(4) East New York Rezoning Proposal FEIS (CEQR Ref. No. 15DCP102K)

(5) Directional Distribution Assumptions for Residential from the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) Trip
Generation Manual 9th Edition Volume 3 (P. 1730-1748)
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Table 2.9-3: Estimated Person Trips

Land Use: Residential Residential Community Facility-Medical Office Project Increment
’ (No-Action) (With Action) (With Action)
Dwelling Units Dwelling Units Gross Square Feet
Size: 72 339 30,990
Weekday Daily Person Trips 581 2,737 3,204 5,360 Net Weekday Daily Trips
Saturday Daily Person Trips 691 3,254 1,924 4,488 Net Saturday Daily Trips
Net Peak Hour Trips
AM Peak Hour 58 274 320 536
Midday Peak Hour 29 137 417 524
PM Peak Hour 64 301 288 526
Saturday Peak Hour 55 260 308 513
Person Trips:
AM Peak Hour Inbound  Outbound | Inbound  Outbound Inbound Outbound Increment Inbound  Increment Outbound Total AM Peak Ho%riFIJnscremental Person
Auto 1 6 6 27 3 0 7 22 29
Taxi 0 0 0 2 14 2 15 4 18
Subway 7 32 31 150 171 21 195 139 335
Bus 1 3 3 14 14 2 16 12 29
Walk 1 7 7 34 83 10 88 37 125
Total 10 48 47 227 285 35 322 214 536
Midday Peak Hour Inbound  Outbound | Inbound  Outbound Inbound Outbound Increment Inbound  Increment Outbound Total Midday Peak Hour Increment
Auto 1 2 7 10 2 2 7 10 17
Taxi 0 0 1 1 11 10 11 11 22
Subway 8 12 36 54 127 122 156 165 321
Bus 1 1 3 5 11 10 13 14 27
Walk 2 3 8 11 62 59 68 69 137
Total 12 17 55 82 212 204 256 269 524
PM Peak Hour Inbound  Outbound | Inbound  Outbound Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound Total PM Peak Hour Increment
Auto 5 2 24 12 1 1 20 11 31
Taxi 0 0 2 1 7 7 9 8 17
Subway 28 14 133 66 83 90 188 142 330
Bus 3 1 12 6 7 7 16 12 29
Walk 2 3 30 15 40 43 64 55 119
Total 43 21 202 99 138 150 297 228 526
Saturday Peak Hour Inbound  Outbound | Inbound  Outbound Inbound Outbound Increment Inbound  Increment Outbound Total Saturday Peak Hour Increment
Auto 3 3 16 16 1 2 14 14 28
Taxi 0 0 1 1 6 9 7 10 17
Subway 18 18 86 86 76 109 143 177 320
Bus 2 2 8 8 6 9 12 15 28
Walk 4 4 20 20 37 53 52 68 120
Total 28 28 130 130 126 182 229 284 513
Sources: Table 2.9-2
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Table 2.9-4: Estimated Pedestrian Trips
Land Use: Residential R(_asidential Community F_acility-_MedicaI Office Project Increment
' (No-Action) (With Action) (With Action)
Dwelling Units Dwelling Units Gross Square Feet
Size: 72 339 30,990
Pedestrian Trips:
Total AM Peak
AM Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Inbound Qutbound Inbound Outbound Increment Increment Hour
Inbound Outbound Incremental
Person Trips
Subway 7 32 31 150 171 21 195 139 335
Bus 1 3 3 14 14 2 16 12 29
Walk 1 7 7 34 83 10 88 37 125
Total 9 42 41 198 268 33 299 188 489
. Increment Increment Total Midday
Midday Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound Peak Hour
Inbound Outbound
Increment
Subway 8 12 36 54 127 122 156 165 321
Bus 1 1 3 5 11 10 13 14 27
Walk 2 3 8 12 62 59 68 69 137
Total 10 15 48 71 200 192 237 248 485
Total PM Peak
PM Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Inbound Qutbound Inbound Qutbound Inbound Outbound Hour Increment
Subway 28 14 133 66 83 90 188 142 330
Bus 3 1 12 6 7 7 16 12 29
Walk 6 3 30 15 40 43 64 55 119
Total 37 18 176 86 130 141 268 209 477
Increment Increment Total Saturday
Saturday Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound Peak Hour
Inbound Outbound
Increment
Subway 18 18 86 86 76 109 143 177 320
Bus 2 2 8 8 6 9 12 15 28
Walk 4 4 20 20 37 53 52 68 120
Total 24 24 113 113 119 171 208 260 468
Sources: Table 2.9-2 & Table 2.9-3
*Note numbers rounded to the nearest whole number
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Table 2.9-5: Estimated Vehicular Trips
_ No-Action With Action Project Increment
Vehicular Trips Residential Residential Medical Office
AM Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Inbound ~ Outbound Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound Total
Increment Increment
Auto (Total) 1 5 5 24 2 0 6 19 25
Taxi 0 0 0 2 10 1 10 3 13
Taxi Balanced 0 0 2 2 10 10 12 12 24
Truck 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 2
Total 1 6 8 27 12 10 19 32 51
Midday Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Inbound ~ Outbound Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound Total
Increment Increment
Auto (Total) 1 0 6 8 1 1 6 9 15
Taxi 0 0 1 1 7 7 8 7 15
Taxi Balanced 0 0 2 2 12 12 14 14 28
Truck 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 2
Total 1 0 9 11 13 13 21 25 46
PM Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Inbound ~ Outbound Inbound Outbound I:}g?g;g?]t alé:g?#;ri Total
Auto (Total) 4 2 21 10 1 1 18 9 28
Taxi 0 0 2 1 5 5 6 6 12
Taxi Balanced 0 0 3 9 9 12 12 24
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 4 2 24 13 10 10 31 21 52
Saturday Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Inbound ~ Outbound Inbound Outbound Iég?grl;gcr‘]t aglt'gcr)rl:;nci Total
Auto (Total) 3 3 13 13 1 1 11 11 22
Taxi 0 0 1 1 4 6 5 7 11
Taxi Balanced 0 0 2 2 9 9 11 11 22
Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 3 3 16 16 10 10 22 22 44

Source: Table 2.9-2 and 2.9-3

Note:

*A linked trip credit of 25% applied to inbound taxi trips for medical office
*Numbers rounded to the nearest whole number
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Tier 1: Trip Generation Assessment Conclusion

As further discussed below, the following Peak Hours (ldentified in grey in Table 2.9-6) exceed
the applicable thresholds for a Tier 1: Trip Generation Assessment and warrant further analysis
(Tier 2: Project Generated Trip Assignment):

Table 2.9-6: Tier 1: Trip Generation Findings
Peak Hour AM Peak Hour Midday Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Saturday Peak Hour
Total Walk Only 125 137 119 120
Trip-Ends
Total F')\{'gnA ous 29 27 29 28
et 200 200 200 200
Total ‘Ped estrian 489 485 477 468
Trip-Ends
Threshold 200 - > =
VehichrErSTrip- 51 46 52 44
ety 0 0 50 .

Tier 1: Vehicular Trip Generation Threshold

The preliminary screening thresholds in the March 2014 CEQR Technical Manual suggest that
any project which generates 50 or more peak hour incremental vehicle trip-ends is likely to
warrant a Tier 2: Vehicular Assignment to the Local Network. Conversely, projects that are
anticipated to generate fewer than 50 peak hour incremental vehicle trip-ends do not warrant
detailed traffic assessments, and potential traffic impacts are not expected.

As indicated in Table 2.9-6 above, the Proposed Action would result in greater 50 peak
hour incremental project-generated vehicular trip-ends during the AM and PM peak hours.
Therefore, a Tier 2: Vehicular Trip Assignment is warranted for the peak hours in which
exceedances are projected (See Section 2.9.3 below).

Tier 1: Pedestrian Trip Generation Threshold

The March 2014 CEQR Technical Manual indicates that a Tier 2: Pedestrian Trip Assignment to
the Local Network Assessment be performed for projects that are likely to generate 200 or more
incremental pedestrian trips during any peak hour. Additionally, the March 2014 CEQR Technical
Manual suggests that a detailed pedestrian analysis be performed for projects that are likely to
generate 200 or more incremental pedestrian trips during any peak hour on any one pedestrian
element (i.e., a crosswalk, street corner, or sidewalk) based on the results of the Tier 2: Pedestrian
Trip Assignment.

As shown in Table 2.9-4 above, the proposed project is projected to generate greater than
200 combined (i.e., the combined total of subway, bus, and walk trips) incremental project-
generated pedestrian trips-ends during the Weekday AM (489 total pedestrian trip-ends),
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Weekday Midday (485 pedestrian trip-ends), Weekday PM (477 pedestrian trip-ends), and
Saturday Midday (468 pedestrian trip-ends) peak hour, respectively. Therefore, the Tier
2: Pedestrian Trip Assignment Assessment is warranted

Tier 1: Transit Trip Generation Threshold

Pursuant to Section 313.2 of the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, according to general thresholds
used by MTA agencies, if the proposed project is projected to result in fewer than 200 peak hour
subway/rail or bus transit riders, further transit analyses are not typically required as the proposed
project is considered unlikely to create a significant transit impact.

Based on The Tier 1: Trip Generation Screening Assessment, the Proposed Action
exceeds the applicable 200 transit trip-ends during all identified peak hours for Subway
trips. A total of 335, 321, 330 and 320 subway trip-ends are anticipated during the AM,
Midday, PM, and Saturday Peak Hours, respectively. Therefore, the Tier 2: Pedestrian
Trip Assignment will include an assessment of project-generated transit trips to determine
whether the Proposed Action has the potential to impact the capacity of any specific
Subway Lines, Stations, Platforms or entry points.

2.9.3 Tier 2 Vehicular Assignment to the Local Network

The Proposed Action is projected to result in 51 incremental vehicular trip-ends (19 inbound and
32 outbound trips) during the AM peak hour and 52 incremental vehicular trip-ends (31 inbound
and 21 outbound) during the PM peak hour.

The preliminary screening thresholds in the March 2014 CEQR Technical Manual suggest that
any project which generates 50 or more peak hour incremental vehicle trip-ends through a single
intersection in any given peak hour is likely to warrant a detailed traffic operations analysis.
Conversely, projects that are anticipated to generate fewer than 50 peak hour incremental vehicle
trip-ends through a single intersection generally do not warrant detailed traffic assessments, and
potential traffic impacts are not expected

As shown below in Figures 2.9-2 and 2.9-3, based on the Tier 2 Vehicular Assignment, no one

intersection is anticipated to result in greater than 50 vehicular trips. Therefore, no further analysis
of vehicular impacts is warranted.
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Figure 2.9-2 Tier 2 AM Vehicular Trip Assignment
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2.9.4 Tier 2 Pedestrian Assignment to the Local Network

Pursuant to Section 320 of the CEQR Technical Manual, when a proposed project exceeds 50
peak hour vehicle trip-ends, or 200 peak hour pedestrian or transit trips as determined by the Tier
1 Trip Generation Screening Assessment, a Tier 2 Project Generated Trip Assignment should be
prepared where exceedances are projected to determine whether a detailed assessment of any
technical areas is warranted.

Because the Proposed Action is projected to generate a higher number of trips during the
weekday peak hours than during the Saturday midday peak hour, the weekday is assumed to
represent a reasonable worst-case scenario for project-generated pedestrian trip-ends.
Therefore, further detailed analysis focusses on operations during the weekday AM, Midday, and
PM peak hours under existing conditions, Future No-Action conditions, and Future With-Action
conditions. The following assumptions were made for the trip distribution patterns for pedestrians
traveling within the identified Study Area to and from the proposed development site:

Tier 2 Pedestrian Trip Distribution and Trip Assignment Assumptions

Study Area
A quarter-mile study area, which represents a five-minute walk from the point of origin to the point

of destination or secondary transfer point (i.e., bus stop or subway station) is identified in Figure
2.9-4 below.

Residential Tier 2 Assumptions

In order to identify destination points for the proposed residential pedestrian trips, U.S. Census
Bureau American Community Survey 2006-2010 Census Transportation Planning Package Part
3 Journey to Work (JTW) data was reviewed for Census Tract 222 (the subject census tract). The
JTW data indicated the following commuting flows for the subject census tract:

Queens - 5%
Brooklyn - 6%
The Bronx - 8%
Manhattan - 81%

Of the 81% of residents who commute to Manhattan from Census Tract 222, 62% commute to
the south, 7% commute to the north, 2% commute to the east, 16% commute to the west, and
13% commute within the subject census tract.

Medical Office Tier 2 Assumptions

For the Medical Office Component, pedestrian trips were assumed to be evenly dispersed
between the bounding intersections of the Affected Area (East 124" Street and Adam Clayton
Powell Jr. Blvd & East 124" Street and Frederick Douglass Boulevard). Transit Trips from the
medical office component were assigned to the subway stations and bus stops identified below,
based on the Tier 1 Screening Assessment findings. Walk Only trips were not assigned beyond
the boundaries of the identified ¥ mile study area and were anticipated to be concentrated within
areas where residential development is the predominant land use.

Subway Lines/Stations
The Transportation Study Area is located within a Transit Zone that is well served by transit
resources. Based on the Tier 1 Trip Generation Assessment, the majority of pedestrian trip-ends
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are composed of secondary walking trips to and from Subway access points, as identified below.
As shown below in Figures 2.9-4 and 2.9-5, there are two subway stations within the Study Area:

125 St Subway Station (Saint Nicholas Avenue): 125th Street is an express station on
the IND Eighth Avenue Line located at the intersection of 125th Street and St. Nicholas
Avenue to the west of the Affected Area. It is served by the A and D trains at all times, by
the C train at all times except late nights, and by the B train on weekdays. This ADA-
accessible station contains elevators near the middle of the platforms. The station has a
mezzanine above the tracks at the Southern end and platforms that connect both fare
control areas at either ends. There are five staircases to each platform.

125 St. Subway Station (IRT Lenox Avenue Line): 125" Street is a station on the IRT
Lenox Avenue Line and located at the intersection of 125" Street and Lenox Avenue, to
the east of the Affected Area. It is served by the 2 and 3 trains at all times. This
underground station has two side platforms and two tracks. The is no crossover or cross
under between platforms. The northbound platform serves the 2 train toward Wakefield-
2415 Street and the 3 train toward Harlem-148" Street. The Southbound platform serves
the 2 train toward Flatbush Avenue-Brooklyn College and the 3 train toward New Lots
Avenue (Time square late nights). The west side of the intersection has two access points,
which provide downtown (southbound platform) access. The east side of this intersection
has two access points which provide uptown (northbound) access.

Both subway stations within the study area offer service to downtown, midtown and Brooklyn (the
destination points that are most traveled based on census data journey flows). Therefore, 50% of
subway derived pedestrian trips-ends are assumed to arrive from and depart to the 125" Street
IRT Lenox Avenue Station. Similarly, 50% are assumed to arrive from and depart to the 125"
Street Station. Because the 125" Street Saint Nicholas Station has five access points with
mezzanine crossover, trips would be concentrated to the east side of the intersection.

The 125" Street IRT Lenox Avenue Station provides downtown (southbound access) on the west
side of the intersection, where the majority (approximately 90%) of AM subway trips for the
residential component would occur based on the census data commuting flows. During the PM
peak hour, subway trips from this station for the residential component would be derived from the
east side of the intersection. The residential trips projected during the Midday and Saturday, and
the Medical Office Trips projected at this station are assumed to be evenly dispersed between
the eastern and western side of the intersection.

Bus Lines/Bus Stops

The Surrounding Area, and the Affected Area are located within a Transit Zone. The area is
“transit-rich” and is served by multiple bus lines. Multiple bus lines run through the Surrounding
Area with routes on Frederick Douglass Blvd., Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd., and 125™ Street.
The B/D line runs along St. Nicholas Avenue with entrances at 125" Street. The M10 and M2
buses run north/south on Frederick Douglass Blvd. and Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd.
respectively. The M60, M100, M101, and BX15 run east/west along 125" Street with service
within Manhattan and to the Bronx and Queens.

For the purposes of this Assessment, MTA bus trips were assumed to be evenly dispersed to the
between the bounding bus stops for the bus lines discussed above and shown in Figure 2.9-4
below.
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Figure 2.9-4 Transportation Study Area
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Figure 2.9-5 NYC Subway Map
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Figure 2.9-7: Tier 2 Midday Pedestrian Trip Assignment
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Figure 2.9-8: Tier 2 PM Pedestrian Trip Assignment
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Figure 2.9- 9 Tier 2 Saturday Pedestrlan Trip ASS|gnment
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Tier 2: Pedestrian Assignment Findings

As indicated above in Figures 2.9-6 — 2.9-9, the following two study intersections are likely to
experience greater than 200 peak hour pedestrian trip-ends pursuant to the Proposed Action:

Study Intersection 1: West 124" Street and Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd.

Located to the east of the Affected Area, this intersection is a four-way fully signalized intersection
with enhanced pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian crossing signals controlling all four legs.
West 124™ Street is a one-way, single-lane, eastbound road. Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd. is a
two-way north and southbound road. Three (3) southbound and three (3) north-bound lanes are
provided for vehicles on the northern portion of this street segment. Two (2) south-bound and two
(2) northbound lanes are provided for vehicles on the southern portion of this street segment. A
vegetated median separates the northbound and southbound portions of Adam Clayton Powell
Jr. Boulevard and islands for pedestrian crossings are provisioned on the northern and southern
legs of the intersection.

A total of 244, 242, 237, and 227 pedestrian trip-ends are projected at this intersection during the
AM, Midday, PM, and Saturday Peak Hour, respectively. As greater than 200 pedestrian trip-ends
are projected at this study intersection for all identified peak hours, a Tier 3 Pedestrian Level of
Service was conducted during the worst-case Weekday AM, Midday, and PM peak hours, as
further described below.

Study Intersection 2: West 124" Street and Frederick Douglass Blvd.

Located to the west of the Affected Area, this intersection is a four-way signalized intersection
with enhanced pedestrian pavement markings and pedestrian crossing signals controlling all four
legs. Fredrick Douglass Boulevard is a two-way northbound and southbound road divided by a
vegetated traffic median. Two lanes are provided on this street segment for the north and
southbound vehicles, respectively. A pedestrian island is provisioned for the pedestrian crossings
on the northern and southern legs of this intersection.

A total of 245, 243, 240, and 241 pedestrian trip-ends are projected at this intersection during the
AM, Midday, PM, and Saturday Peak Hour, respectively. Pursuant to the 2014 CEQR Technical
Manual, this is above the 200 pedestrian-trip end threshold for all identified peak study hours.
Accordingly, a Tier 3 Pedestrian Level of Service was conducted during the worst-case Weekday
AM, Midday, and PM peak hours, as further described below.

Based on the Tier 2 Pedestrian Assignment, the Proposed Action would not result in greater than
200 pedestrian trip-ends to any one specific Subway Line, Station, Platform or entry point.
Therefore, no impact to subway capacity is anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action. The
Tier 3 Pedestrian Level of Service Assessment focuses solely on the existing and With-Action
capacity of the individual and constituent pedestrian elements of the two study intersections listed
above.

2.9.5 Tier 3 Pedestrian Level of Service Assessment

Field counts of pedestrian volumes on all sidewalks, crosswalks, and corners at the two study
intersections listed above were conducted on June 14, 2018 during the Weekday AM (7:30 am to
8:30 am), Midday (12:00 pm -1:00 pm) and PM (4:30 pm — 5:30 pm) peak periods. Based on the
peak period pedestrian counts, the weekday AM, Midday, and PM peak hours for pedestrian
activity at each intersection was determined. Counts of vehicles making conflicting turning
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movements through each of the crosswalks during each of the three analysis peak periods were
also recorded and included in the analysis. The physical characteristics of all pedestrian elements
at each study intersection were inventoried in the field. The inventory included:

o Crosswalk locations, types (standard crosswalks or high-visibility “enhanced” crosswalks),
widths, and lengths;

e Sidewalk locations and widths,
Curb return radii;

e Locations and dimensions of street appurtenances along the sidewalks and on corners
(which constitute obstacles to the unimpeded flow of pedestrians); and

¢ Traffic and Pedestrian Crossing signal timing.

Pedestrian LOS Analysis Methodology

The analysis of pedestrian flow involves quantifying the comfort level for pedestrians walking
along the sidewalks, waiting to cross the street at intersection corners, and traversing through
intersection crosswalks. The LOS for these elements is calculated using the physical and
operational parameters at the intersection including the pedestrian flow rates, the lengths and
widths (i.e., area) of the crosswalks, the effective widths of the sidewalks, the area of each street
corner, conflicting vehicular traffic volumes making turning movements through the crosswalks,
and the signal timing at the intersection. Crosswalk, street corner, and sidewalk operations were
analyzed using the methodologies described in the CEQR Technical Manual and were conducted
using NYCDOT’s pedestrian analysis Excel Spreadsheet (Provided for Existing, No-Action and
With-Action Conditions in Appendix D).

The crosswalk and street corner LOS methodologies are based on pedestrian density, as

expressed in units of “square feet of space per pedestrian” (feetzlped), during the peak 15-minute
period of the peak hour. A pedestrian walking speed of 3.5 feet/second was used in the analysis.
The LOS ranges for crosswalks and street corners are as shown below in Table 2.9-7.

Table 2.9-7: LOS Criteria for Crosswalks and Street Corners

Square Feet of Space per Pedestrian
(feet?/ped)
> 60
>40to 60
> 24 to 40
>15t0 24
>8to 15
F <8
Source: Adapted from March 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, Table 16-10, page 16-48.

LOS

mo|O|wm|(>

The LOS methodology for sidewalks is also based on pedestrian density, as expressed in units

of “square feet of space per pedestrian” (feetzlped), during the peak 15-minute period of the peak
hour. The LOS ranges for sidewalks under platoon flow conditions are as shown below in Table
2.9-8.
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Table 2.9-8: LOS Criteria for Sidewalks under Platoon Flow Conditions

Square Feet of Space per
Pedestrian (feet?/ped)

>530
>90to 530
>40to 90
>23to 40
>11to 23
F <11

Source: Adapted from March 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, Table 16-9, page 16-47.

LOS

moo0O|w|>

The Pedestrian Levels of Service for Study Intersection 1 (West 124™ Street and Frederick
Douglass Boulevard) and Study Intersection 2 (West 124" Street and Adam Clayton Powell Jr.
Boulevard) under Existing, No-Action and With-Action Conditions are summarized below.

Existing Level of Service

The Pedestrian LOS analysis for existing conditions are based on peak 15-minute pedestrian
flows observed during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours. The pedestrian LOS for
Study Intersection One (1) (Adam Clayton Powell Blvd. Jr. and West 124™ Street) and Study
Intersection Two (2) (Frederick Douglass Blvd. and West 124" Street) crosswalks, street corners,
and sidewalks, respectively are summarized below.

Study intersection 1

AM/MD

As indicated below In Figure 2.9-10 (1 of 3) and Figure 2.9-10 (2 of 3) all crosswalks, street
corners and sidewalks currently operate at LOS/Platoon LOS “A” during the AM and Midday peak
hours under existing conditions.

Evening (“PM”)

As indicated below In Figure 2.9-10 (3 of 3) all crosswalks and street corners currently operate a
LOS “A” during the PM Peak Hour. The E-W sidewalk connecting to the southwest corner
operates at a Platoon Level of Service “B”. Similarly, the E-W sidewalk connecting to the NW
corner operates at a Platoon Level of Service “B”. All other sidewalks operate at a LOS/Platoon
LOS “A”.

Study intersection 2

AM
As indicated below In Figure 2.9-11 (1 of 3), all crosswalks, street corners and sidewalks currently
operate at LOS/Platoon LOS “A” during the AM peak hour under existing conditions.

MD

As indicated below In Figure 2.9-11 (2 of 3), all crosswalks and street corners currently operate
at LOS “A” during the AM peak hour under existing conditions. The E-W sidewalk connecting to
the northeast corner operates at a Platoon Level of Service “B”. Similarly, the E-W sidewalk
connecting to the southeast corner operates at a Platoon Level of Service “B”. All other sidewalks
operate at a LOS/Platoon LOS “A”.
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PM

As indicated below In Figure 2.9-11 (3 of 3), all crosswalks and street corners currently operate
at LOS “A” during the AM peak hour under existing conditions. The E-W sidewalk connecting to
the northeast corner operates at a Platoon Level of Service “B”. Similarly, the E-W sidewalk
connecting to the southwest corner operates at a Platoon Level of Service “B”. All other sidewalks
operate at a LOS/Platoon LOS “A”.

These conditions reflect the relatively low pedestrian volumes that currently exist at these two
intersections and the relative freedom of movement that pedestrians experience when walking
through these intersections.
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Figure 2.9-10 (1 of 3) Existing AM LOS Summary - Study Intersection 1
Adam Clayton Powell Blvd. and West 124" St.
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Figure 2.9-10 (2 of 3) Existing MD LOS Summary - Study Intersection 1
Adam Clayton Powell Blvd. and West 124" St.
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Figure 2.9-10 (3 of 3) Existing PM LOS Summary — Study Intersection 1
Adam Clayton Powell Blvd. and West 124" St.
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Figure 2.9-11 (1 of 3) Existing AM LOS Summary — Study Intersection 2
Frederick Douglass Boulevard and West 124" St.
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Figure 2.9-11 (2 of 3) Existing MD LOS Summary — Study Intersection 2
Frederick Douglass Boulevard and West 124" St.
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Figure 2.9-11 (3 of 3) Existing PM LOS Summary — Study Intersection 2
Fredrick Douglass Boulevard and West 124" St.
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Future No-Action Pedestrian Conditions

Pedestrian activity in the study area was projected to the 2021 build year to reflect the background
population growth under the Future No-Action Condition using existing pedestrian volumes as the
baseline. The projected Future No-Action pedestrian volumes include background growth in
pedestrian activity that is expected to occur through the study area between 2018 and 2021 (i.e.,
a compounded growth rate of 1.01% per annum for population increase based on census data
projections for the ¥ study area.). Additionally, the conflicting traffic volumes through the
crosswalks were also increased by 1.01 percent to reflect background pedestrian traffic growth
between 2018 and 2021.

The Study Area was defined to include those census tracts that are more than 50% within a %
mile radius of the Affected Area. To estimate the projected growth rate within the study area,
reference was made to the 2000 and 2010 United States Decennial Census (see Table 2.9-9
below). Based on 2000-2010 Census Data for the Study Area population, an applied population
growth rate of 1.01 percent per annum was factored for pedestrian volumes to the projected 2021
build year.

Table 2.9-9: Study Area Population Per Annum Growth Factor

Manhattan 2000 Population 2010 Population Population Change Percentage Change
Census Tract 2000-2010 2000-2010
222 2,412 2,644 232 9.6%
220 5,068 5,370 302 6%
224 6,211 6,427 216 3.5
257 2,942 3,876 934 31.7%
TOTAL 16,633 18,317 1,684 10.1%

*Note the Affected Area falls entirely within Census Tract 222

There are no known development projects of significant size and proximity to the study
intersections that warrant an increase in background pedestrian volumes beyond that associated
with the aforementioned growth.

As shown below in Figures 2.9-12 and 2.9-13, no changes to the Levels of Service for any of the
pedestrian elements at either intersection are projected based on the above growth projections.

www.equityenvironmental.com 132 January 25, 2019



equity
,/fen\f[ronm_ental
engineering

Ennis Francis Houses
Supplemental Studies to the EAS

Figure 2.9-12 (1 of 3) No-Action AM LOS Summary — Study Intersection 1
Adam Clayton Powell Blvd. and West 124" St.
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Figure 2.9-12 (2 of 3) No-Action MD LOS Summary — Study Intersection 1
Adam Clayton Powell Blvd. and West 124" St.
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Figure 2.9-12 (3 of 3) No-Action PM LOS Summary — Study Intersection 1
Adam Clayton Powell Blvd. and West 124" St.
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Figure 2.9-13 (1 of 3) No-Action AM LOS Summary — Study Intersection 2
Frederick Douglass Boulevard and West 124" St.
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Figure 2.9-13 (2 of 3) No-Action MD LOS Summary — Study Intersection 2
Frederick Douglass Boulevard and West 124" St.
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Figure 2.9-13 (3 of 3) No-Action PM LOS Summary — Study Intersection 2
Fredrick Douglass Boulevard and West 124" St.
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Future With-Action Pedestrian Conditions

The projected Future-With Action pedestrian levels-of-service analysis utilizes the baseline No-
Action pedestrian level of service projections in order to reflect the anticipated background
population growth and the associated increase in pedestrian movements by the proposed build
year.

To determine the pedestrian levels-of-service associated with the Proposed Action, the crosswalk,
corner, and sidewalk LOS analyses added the projected pedestrian movements (determined by
the Tier 2 Pedestrian Assignments at the study intersections) to the baseline No-Action pedestrian
level of service. The With-Action Pedestrian Conditions reflect the anticipated pedestrian
distribution patterns described previously under Section 2.9.4 and displayed in Figures 2.9-6 -
2.9.9 above.

Assessment of Projected Pedestrian Impacts

The assessment of projected pedestrian impacts is based in part on whether the pedestrian
element being analyzed is part of a Central Business District (CBD) and, for sidewalks, whether
the pedestrian flow is platooned or not. The study intersections are not assumed to be considered
CBD location; however, due to the adjacency of multiple transit stops and stations, which could
be expected to generate platooned pedestrian flows, and the adjacency to 125" Street, which
effectively functions as a CBD of Harlem, platoon flow conditions were assumed.

For crosswalks and street corners in non-CBD locations: According to the guidelines
established in the CEQR Technical Manual, average pedestrian space under the Future
With-Action condition deteriorating to LOS “C” or better should generally not be considered
a significant impact. If the pedestrian space under the Future With-Action condition
deteriorates to LOS “D” or worse (i.e., less than 24.0 square feet/ped), then the
determination of whether the impact is considered significant is based on a sliding scale
that varies with the Future No-Action pedestrian space.

For_sidewalks with platoon flow in_non-CBD locations: According to the guidelines
established in the CEQR Technical Manual, average pedestrian space under the Future
With-Action condition deteriorating to LOS “C” or better should generally not be considered
a significant impact. If the pedestrian space under the Future With-Action condition
deteriorates to LOS “D” or worse (i.e., less than 40.0 square feet/ped), then the
determination of whether the impact is considered significant is based on a sliding scale
that varies with the Future No-Action pedestrian space.

Based on the site-generated pedestrian volume assignments, the Future With-Action Pedestrian
LOS are described and shown in Figures 2.9-14 and 2.9-15 below.
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Figure 2.9-14 (1 of 3) With-Action AM LOS Summary — Study Intersection 1
Adam Clayton Powell Blvd. and West 124" St.
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Figure 2.9-14 (2 of 3) With-Action MD LOS Summary — Study Intersection 1
Adam Clayton Powell Blvd. and West 124" St.
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Figure 2.9-14 (3 of 3) With-Action PM LOS Summary — Study Intersection 1
Adam Clayton Powell Blvd. and West 124" St.
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Figure 2.9-15 (1 of 3) With-Action AM LOS Summary — Study Intersection 2
Frederick Douglass Boulevard and West 124™" St.
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Figure 2.9-15 (2 of 3) With-Action MD LOS Summary — Study Intersection 2
Frederick Douglass Boulevard and West 124" St.
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Figure 2.9-15 (3 of 3) With-Action LOS Summary — Study Intersection 2
Fredrick Douglass Boulevard and West 124" St.
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Study Intersection One (1) Findings: Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd. and West 124" Street:

The following changes to Study Intersection One (1) crosswalks, corners, and sidewalks
compared to No-Action/Existing Conditions are projected based on the With-Action Pedestrian
Volumes:

e AM Peak Hour: The southwest sidewalk (E-W) would operate at a Platoon LOS “B”
(Platoon LOS “A” under No-Action Conditions).

e Midday Peak Hour: The southeast (E-W), southwest (E-W), and northeast (E-W)
sidewalks would operate at a Platoon LOS “B” (Platoon LOS “A” under No-Action
Conditions). The southern crosswalk would operate at a LOS “B” (LOS “A” under No-
Action Conditions)

o PM Peak Hour: The southern crosswalk would operate at a LOS “B” (LOS “A” under No-
Action Conditions). The southwest (E-W) sidewalk would operate at a LOS B/Platoon LOS
C (LOS A/Platoon LOS B under No-Action Conditions), and the northeast (E-W) and
southeast (E-W), and northwest (N-S) sidewalks would operate at a Platoon LOS B
(Platoon LOS A under No-Action Conditions).

Study Intersection Two (2) Findings: Frederick Douglass Blvd. and West 124" Street:

The following changes to Study Intersection Two (2) crosswalks, corners and sidewalks compared
to No-Action/Existing Conditions are projected based on the With-Action Pedestrian Volumes:

e AM Peak Hour: The southeast (E-W) and northwest (E-W) sidewalks would operate at a
level of Platoon LOS “B” (Platoon LOS “A” under No-Action Conditions);

o Midday Peak Hour: The northwest (E-W) and southeast (N-S) sidewalks would operate at
a level of Platoon LOS “B” (Platoon LOS “A” under No-Action Conditions”);

e PM Peak Hour: The southeast and northwest sidewalks (E-W) would operate at a level of
Platoon LOS “B” (Platoon LOS “A” under No-Action Conditions);

Therefore, based on CEQR Methodology, there are not projected to be any significant pedestrian
impacts associated with the Proposed Action.

2.9.6 Safety Assessment

The two identified study intersections were assessed to determine if either intersection is
considered a “high crash” location, where safety concerns related to increasing pedestrian
concentrations would result pursuant to the Proposed Action. Pursuant to Chapter 16 Section
341 of the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, a high crash area is one where there are 48 or more
total crashes (reportable and non-reportable), or five or more pedestrian/bicycle injury crashes in
any consecutive 12 months of the most recent 3-year period for which data is available. If any
high crash locations are identified, practicable measures to enhance pedestrian/bicycle safety at
these locations will be described.

New York Police Department (NYPD) crash data involving vehicles, pedestrians and/or cyclists
at study area intersections was obtained from NYPD Motor Vehicle Crashes for the most recent
three-year period available (See Table 2.9-10 below). The results of the Crash Data Review are
shown below. The NYPD Crash Data is provided in Appendix D. As indicated, Study Intersection
One (1) and Study Intersection Two (2) are not considered high-crash locations. Additionally, both
intersections are fully controlled from a pedestrian standpoint. Therefore, based on the
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assessment of existing traffic and pedestrian controls and previous crash-related incidents, no
pedestrian safety impacts related to increased project generated pedestrian activity is anticipated
pursuant to the Proposed Action.

Table 2.9-10: NYPD Crash Data Review
Study Intersection 1: Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd (“7th Avenue”) and West 124t Street
Number of Number of Motorists Number of Motorists Nufnber of . Nurnber of .
Year X . Pedestrians/Cyclists Pedestrians/Cyclists
Crashes Injured Killed . .
Injured Killed
2018 3 0 0 0 0
2017 2 1 0 0 0
2016 7 0 0 3 0
Study Intersection 2: Frederick Douglass Boulevard (“8t" Avenue”) and West 124" Street
Number of Number of Motorists Number of Motorists Nufnber of . Nurnber of .
Year . . Pedestrians/Cyclists Pedestrians/Cyclists
Crashes Injured Killed . X
Injured Killed
2018 2 0 0 0 0
2017 4 2 0 0 0
2016 7 1 0 0 0

Source: NYPD Motor Vehicle Collisions NYC Open Data
Conclusion

This chapter presented an analysis of the effects of additional peak hour trips projected to be
generated by the Proposed Action on the transportation system, transit resources, road networks,
and pedestrian elements within the vicinity of the Affected Area. The following conclusions are
drawn from this analysis:

e The Proposed Action would not result in an increase of 50 or more vehicular-trip ends
either cumulatively, or individually, to any one intersection within the study area.
Therefore, the Proposed Action would not result in significant adverse impacts related to
traffic, parking or circulation.

o The Proposed Action would not lead to an increase of 200 or more subway or bus trips to
any one transit line, stop, station, or platform. Therefore, the Proposed Action would not
lead to any significant adverse subway or bus impacts related to circulation or capacity.

o The results of the pedestrian LOS analyses indicate that no significant adverse pedestrian
impacts are projected to occur at any of the crosswalks, street corners, or sidewalks at
Study Intersection One (1) or Study Intersection Two (2) as a result of the Proposed
Action.

e Neither of the two study intersections are classified as “high crash locations” based on
CEQR Technical Manual methodology.
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2.10  Air Quality

Ambient air quality describes pollutant levels in the surrounding environment to which the public
has access. To assess potential health hazards due to ambient air quality, the impact of air
pollutants emitted by motor vehicles (mobile source) and by fixed facilities (stationary source) are
analyzed, where the effects of both the proposed project on ambient air quality and the ambient
air quality effect on the proposed project are considered. The analysis frame work, as mandated
by the State Environmental Review Act, follows the New York City Environmental Quality Review
2014 Technical Manual. The potential air quality impacts of the following emissions are estimated
following the procedures and methodologies prescribed in the CEQR Technical Manual:

e Vehicular emission resulting from increased vehicular traffic and/or changes to traffic
pattern.

e Vehicular emission associated with off-street parking facilities.
¢ Vehicular emission generated at an atypical (e.g., not at-grade) roadway.

e Emission from the burning of fossil fuels in the heating, ventilation and air conditioning
(HVAC) equipment of the proposed developments.

e Air toxics emission released from industrial or manufacturing facilities.

e Stationary source emission of facilities that require Prevention of Significant Deterioration
permits (Title V), and facilities which require a state facility permit.

e Facilities’ malodorous emissions to unreasonably interfere with the proposed project’s
occupant’s comfortable enjoyment of life or their property.

Existing Conditions

The Affected Area consists of three lots (29, 57, and 17) on Block 1929 in the Harlem
neighborhood of Manhattan Community District 10. The Proposed Development Site is Lot 57.
The project build year is 2021.

Lot 17 is improved with an 8-story, 98,955 square foot residential building with 60 affordable
dwelling units. There are 37 enclosed parking spaces provided on Lot 17 accessory to Lot 29,
according to the latest certificate of occupancy.

Lot 29 is constructed with an 11-story, 146,780 square foot mixed-use building with ground floor
commercial retail space and 160 affordable dwelling units above. The commercial space occupies
approximately 3,200 square feet of space.

The Development Site consists of Lot 57. The Development Site currently includes a vacant 3-
story, 67,892 square foot residential building with 72 dwelling units, which will be demolished prior
to the construction of the Proposed Development. The building is in poor condition and has been
vacant since 2015. No parking is currently provided on the Development Site.

Future No-Action Scenario

Per the CEQR Technical Manual, a project's effects on air quality are determined by comparing
predictions made for the future no-action and the future with-action conditions. The existing
condition does not serve as a baseline for determining if a proposed project would have a
significant impact but is typically included in the analysis for informational purposes.
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Absent the proposed action, the mixed-use buildings on Lots 17 and 29 would remain in their
current condition, and the building on Lot 57 would be rehabilitated and reoccupied.

With-Action Scenario

In the future with the Proposed Actions, the mixed-use buildings on Lots 17 and 29 would remain
in their current condition; the building on Lot 57 will be demolished and the Development Site will
be developed with a mixed residential and community facility building. For the purpose of the air
guality analysis, the development RWCDS and the actual building dimension provided by the
building architect are considered.

Actual Proposed Development: The actual Proposed Development will include two
buildings: Building A, a 17-story, 172’-6” feet tall building (169 feet high building and 3’-6”
parapet wall) containing 164,856 gsf of floor area, of which 30,990 gsf are community
facility space and 10,000 gsf are for 66 accessory parking spaces in the cellar level.
Building A would also include a 189 feet high bulkhead. Building B, an 18-story, 190 feet
tall building (206 feet tall bulkhead), containing 184,480 gsf of floor area.

The predicted difference between the future with-action and the future no-action conditions are
the development of an additional 234,813 gsf of residential floor area, 30,990 gsf of community
facility space, and 66 new accessory parking spaces.

As the existing buildings on Lots 17 and 29 would remain in the future with the Proposed Action,
they will not be included in this EAS section for analysis purposes.

Air Pollutants and Applicable Standards and Guidelines
National Air Quality Standards

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has identified six pollutants, known as criteria
pollutants which are being of concern nationwide, and established threshold concentrations based
upon adverse effect on human health.

As required by the Clean Air Act, National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) have been
established for the criteria pollutants by EPA, and New York State has adopted the NAAQS as
the State ambient air quality standards. The pollutant for which a detailed analysis was conducted,
together with their health-related averaging periods, are presented in Table 2.10-1.

Table 2.10-1: National and New York States Ambient Air Quality

Pollutant | Averaging Period National and State Standards
PM,s 24-Hour Concentration 35 pg/m?
' Average of 3 Consecutive Annual Means 12 pg/m?
NO, 1-Hour Average of 8™ Highest Concentration 188 pg/m?
Annual Arithmetic Average 100 pg/m3
NO> NAAQS

Nitrogen oxide (NOy) emissions from gas combustion consist predominantly of nitric oxide (NO)
at the source. The NOy in these emissions are then gradually converted to NO2, which is the
pollutant of concern, in the atmosphere (in the presence of ozone and sunlight as these emissions
travel downwind of a source).

The 1-hour NO> NAAQS standard of 0.100 ppm (188 ug/m?®) is the 3-year average of the 98"
percentile (8" Highest) of daily maximum 1-hour average concentrations in a year. For
determining compliance with this standard, the EPA has developed a modeling approach for
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estimating 1-hour NO, concentrations that is comprised of 3 tiers: Tier 1, the most conservative
approach, assumes a full (100%) conversion of NOx to NO3; Tier 2 applies a conservative ambient
NOX/NO: ratio of 80% to the NOy estimated concentrations; and Tier 3, which is the most precise
approach, employs AERMOD’s PVMRM module. The PVYMRM accounts for the chemical
transformation of NO emitted from the stack to NO; within the source plume using hourly ozone
background concentrations. When Tier 3 is utilized, AERMOD generates 8™ highest daily
maximum 1-hour NO- concentrations or total 1-hour NO, concentrations if hourly NO, background
concentrations are added within the model.

Per the CEQR TM, a Tier 1 approach is initially applied, followed by a Tier 2 application of
NOX/NO: ratio of 80% to the NOx modeled concentration to determine whether violation of the
NAAQS is likely to occur. A less conservative Tier 3 approach is then applied if exceedances of
the 1-hour NO2 NAAQS were estimated.

NYC Interim Guidelines

In addition to the NAAQS, the CEQR Technical Manual requires that projects subject to CEQR
apply a PM2sand CO 8-hour averaging time significant impact criteria (based on concentration
increments). These criteria are called de minimis and they are more stringent than the NAAQS
and the state standards, as the criteria set a maximum increase of pollutant concentration that is
below the national standard. If the estimated impacts of a proposed project are less than the de
minimis criteria, the impacts are not considered to be significant. PM;2s significant impact
concentration was evaluated as follows:

e Predicted 24-hour maximum PMa s concentration increase of more than half the difference
between the 24-hour background concentration and the 24-hour standard; or

¢ Predicted annual average PM2.5 concentration increments greater than 0.3 ug/m3 at any
receptor location for stationary sources.

Background Concentrations

Determination of significant impact criteria is evaluated by adding the background concentrations
at the nearest New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) monitoring
station to the concentrations of criteria pollutants in the ambient air of the existing and planned
land uses.

Background concentrations of NO, and PM. s—the criteria pollutants for which a detailed analysis
was conducted—were obtained from the NYSDEC’s annual report for 2017 at the nearest
monitoring stations. Table 2.10-2 shows the background concentrations.

Table 2.10-2: Background Concentration at the Nearest NYSDEC Monitoring Station

Pollutant Averaging Period C?)?]%Z%\rtcr):t?gn M%?;tt?(;'nng
NO, 1-Hour Concentration 117.3 pg/m?®
Annual Arithmetic Average 32.5 ug/m?
24-Hour Concentration 19.7 ug/m3 IS 52
PM2s Average of 3 Consecutive Annual 8.0 ug/m?
Means
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The de minimis criteria for CO and PM,s were evaluated as described in the NYC Interim
Guidelines. The concentrations increments are presented below:

e 24-hour PM257.70 pg/m3
e Annual PM;50.3 pug/m? (for stationary source)

Mobile Source Analysis
Introduction

Projects may result in significant mobile source impacts when they create mobile sources of
pollutants, change traffic pattern, or add new uses near mobile sources of pollutants. Per CEQR
guidelines, a detailed analysis is conducted to predict whether the proposed actions could
potentially have a significant adverse air quality impact if certain threshold criteria are met or
exceeded, while proposed projects that do not meet or exceed the threshold criteria (screen out)
are not expected to have a mobile source impact. Projects that require a detailed analysis, model
the ambient air CO and PM;s concentrations—the mobile source pollutants of concern—and
compare the modeled concentrations with the applicable air quality standard.

Mobile Source Screen
Project-Generated Traffic

Per the CEQR Technical Manual, localized increases in CO and PM.;s levels may result from
increased vehicular traffic volumes and changed traffic patterns in the study area as a
consequence of the proposed project. Screening analyses for CO and PM,s were therefore
carried out to determine whether the project-generated traffic have the potential to cause
significant impact. For purposes of the screening assessment, “project-generated traffic” refers to
the number of additional vehicular trips in any given hour under future with-action conditions,
compared with the number under future no-action conditions.

As outlined in the Transportation Chapter, the Proposed Actions would generate a maximum of
35 (29 autos and 6 trucks) net vehicle trip ends (at any or at least one of the peak hours).

For this area of the City, the threshold volume for a detailed analysis of CO concentration, using
MOVES2014 and CAL3QHC or AERMOD, is an increment of 170 vehicles. PM.s threshold
criterion is an increment of applies heavy-duty diesel vehicles (HDDVSs) screen.

As outlined in the Transportation section and shown above, the maximum trip generation
increment between the Future With No-Action and the Future With Action does not exceed the
threshold of 170 vehicular trip generation.

According to CEQR Technical Manual, PM. s detailed analysis is required if a threshold criterion,
determined by project-generate peak hour HDDVs traffic or its equivalent in vehicular emission,
is exceeded. The threshold criteria depend on the type of road and the incremental vehicular
traffic as follows:

e 12 or more HDDV for paved roads with 5,000 vehicles;

e 19 or more HDDV for collector roads;

e 23 or more HDDV for principal and minor arterials; or

e 23 or more HDDV for expressways and limited access roads.

Fredrick Douglass Boulevard is categorized as a principal arterial road; Adam Clayton Powel
Junior Boulevard is categorized as a minor arterial; the other roads around the Project Area are
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categorized as a paved road with less than 5000 vehicles. Therefore, the analysis assumed that
the peak hour traffic would travel on a paved road, which is the most stringent road type.

As the PM_ s screen does not apply to passenger cars, the NYSDEC vehicle population by source
type database (part of MOVES2014a database for the county of New York) was consulted. The
database shows that there are 144,036 and 125,694 passenger cars and passenger trucks in
New York. This translates to 53.4% and 46.6% LDGV and LDGT1 distribution, and at most 12 net
equivalent trucks trip ends (14 LDGT1 and 6 HDDVSs) during the worst-case peak hour period. As
such, the peak hour vehicle trip ends pass the PM. s screening analysis.

Therefore, no intersection detailed air quality analysis was required, and no significant mobile
source air quality impacts are expected at intersections affected by the proposed project.

Parking Garage

Based on CEQR guidelines, the maximum capacity of a parking garage is evaluated against a
threshold criterion to predict whether the potential impacts associated with mobile source
emissions are significant. The threshold criteria level, per CEQR guidelines, is 85 off-street
parking spaces. If the threshold is met or exceeded, a detailed analysis is warranted.

The proposed project future with-action scenario includes an increment of 66 off-street parking
spaces, less than the 85 parking spaces threshold criterion. Therefore, no detailed air quality
analysis is required, and no significant mobile source air quality impacts are expected from
vehicular emission generated at the proposed project’s off-street parking space.

Existing Mobile Source of Pollutant

According to CEQR Technical Manual, projects that would result in new sensitive uses within 200
feet of atypical roadways or near an existing parking facility may result in significant mobile source
air quality impacts. These impacts are estimated at sensitive receptors located at air intakes,
operable windows, and terraces of the receptor building. There is no atypical roadway within 200
feet of the proposed project, and there are no large parking facilities located near the proposed
project. Therefore, no analysis was required, and no mobile source significant adverse air quality
impacts are expected to the proposed project from vehicular emission generated at an existing
nearby mobile source of pollutant.

Project HVAC Systems Analysis
Introduction

Per the CEQR Technical Manual, the HVAC analysis considers the potential for emissions from
the HVAC system of the proposed project to significantly impact existing land uses (project-on-
existing), and the potential of the proposed project to significantly impact each other (project-on-
project).

As outlined in the CEQR Technical Manual, the analysis of buildings’ HVAC systems follows
stationary sources methodology, and based on CEQR guidelines, a preliminary screening
analysis is to be conducted as a first step to predict whether the potential impacts of the heat and
hot water system boiler emissions can be significant. This CEQR screening procedure is
applicable to buildings that are not less than 30 feet from the nearest building of similar or greater
height. Otherwise, a detailed dispersion analysis is required.

Screening Analysis
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A screening analysis was performed, using the methodology described in the CEQR Technical
Manual, to determine if the heat and hot water system of the proposed buildings would result in
potential air quality impacts to another building in the area. This methodology determines the
threshold of development size below which the action would not have a significant impact.

As outlined in the CEQR Technical Manual, the potential for stationary source emissions from
heat and hot water systems to have a significant adverse impact on nearby receptors depends
on the type of fuel that would be used, the building’s residential or non-residential use, the square
footage of the development that would be served by the system, the height of the building served
by the HVAC system and the distance to the nearest building whose height is at least as great as
the building served by the HVAC system. The CEQR Technical Manual provides a screening
analysis based on these factors, which was utilized to determine the potential for significant
impacts from the projected buildings’ HVAC systems.

If the actual distance between a stack and the affected building is greater than the threshold
distance for a building size, then that building passes the screening analysis (and no adverse
significant impact is predicted). However, if the actual distance is less than the threshold distance
for a building, then there is a potential for an adverse significant impact and a detailed analysis
would be required.

As previously mentioned, two scenarios, the project RWCDS and actual proposed buildings, were
considered in the analysis. These scenarios are as follows:
1. RWCDS: The RWCDS is a single 20-story mixed residential and community facility
building, 210 feet high, and containing 341,994 GSF of floor area.
2. Actual Proposed Development: The actual Proposed Development will include two
buildings:

Building A: A 17-story, 172°-6” feet tall building, containing 164,856 gsf of floor
area, of which 30,990 gsf are community facility space and 10,000 gsf are for 66
accessory parking spaces in the cellar level. The building’s stack would be located
on top of the 189 feet above grade bulkhead. The building’s HVAC system would
operate on natural gas.

Building B: An 18-story, 190 feet tall building, containing 184,480 gsf of floor area.
The building’s stack would be located on top of the 206 feet above grade bulkhead.
The building’s HVAC system would operate on natural gas.

The following screening analysis were conducted:

1. The Proposed Development RWCDS (210 feet high) impact on the 292 feet tall building
located at 163 West 125 Street (project-on-existing) - Figure 17-1.

2. The actual proposed buildings: Building A (172’-6” feet high) impact on the 292 feet tall
building located at 163 West 125 Street (project-on-existing) - Figure 17-2.

3. The actual proposed buildings: Building B (190 feet high) impact on the 292 feet tall
building located at 163 West 125 Street (project-on-existing) - Figure 17-3.

4. The actual proposed buildings: Building A impact on Building B (project-on-project).

Per the CEQR Technical Manual, the CEQR nomographs depicted on Figure 17-5 or 17-7 of the
CEQR Technical Manual Appendix for a 165-foot stack height were applied (as the 165 feet curve
height is closest to but not higher than the proposed stack height of any of the proposed buildings.)
The Stationary Source Screen in Figure 17-5 is a generic screen that considers the type of fuel
oil used. According to 15 RCNY 2-15, no new boiler or burner installations may use No. 6 or No.
4 fuel oils. Therefore, the highest-emitting fuel that could be used in the RWCDS building is No.
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2 fuel oil. The Stationary Source Screen Figure 17-7 referenced in the Appendices of the CEQR
Technical manual is a generic screen assuming the HVAC system is fueled by natural gas. These
nomographs depict the size of the development versus distance below which the potential impact
can occur and provides a conservative estimate of the threshold distance. In addition, and per
CEQR Technical Manual, the distance to nearest building of similar or greater height was
assumed to be 400 feet if the actual distance is greater. Figures 2.10-1 through 2.10-3 show the
screening analyses nomographs.

Figure 2.10-1: The Proposed Development RWCDS - HVAC Screen Oil #2 Nomograph
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Figure 2.10-2: Building A - HVYAC Screen Natural Gas Nomograph

FIGURE 17-7
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Figure 2.10-3: Building B - HVYAC Screen Natural Gas Nomograph

FIGURE 17-7
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As previously mentioned, the screening analyses were applied to distances of 400 feet as the
nearest building of similar or greater height for each screening analysis scenario is the 19-story,
292 feet high building, located at 163 West 25" Street (Block 1910, Lot 1).

As Building A abuts Building B, the screening analysis was not applicable (screening procedure
is applicable to buildings that are not less than 30 feet from the nearest building of similar or
greater height). Therefore, a detailed analysis was performed.

Figure 2.10-4 shows the proposed buildings and the Development Site plotted on the NYC
Building Footprint map. The building footprint geo metadata was obtained from the NYC Open
Data Building Footprints shapefile.®

¢ https:/ / data.cityofnewyork.us/Housing-Development/Building-Footprints/ nqwf-w8eh/ data.
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As seen in Figure 2.10-4, the proposed buildings (Building A and Building B) and the Development
Site (Lot 57) were plotted on the NYC Building Footprint map, and a 400 feet radius plotted around
the Development Site (Lot 57). As seen in Figure 2.10-4, there is no building similar or greater in
height than the lowest proposed building (Building A) within 400 feet of the Development Site.

Table 2.10-3 depicts the screening analyses results, where “Fail” indicate that a detailed analysis
using AERMOD dispersion analysis was required.

Table 2.10-3: Screening Analysis Results

_ Receptor Receiving
Proposed Bﬁélid'r?tg Hﬁfégd Building (Site | Building Pass/
Buildings (ftg) (sq. ft.) ID or Distance Fail
' T Block/Lot) (ft.)
Project-on-Existing
RWCDS 210 463,360 | 1910/ 1 > 400 Pass
Building A 172’-6” 164,856 | 1910/ 1 > 400 Pass
Building B 190 184,480 | 1910/ 1 > 400 Pass
Project-on-Project
Building A | 172-6” | 164,856 | Building B | 0 | Fail
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Detailed AERMOD Analysis
Methodology

AERMOD dispersion analyses were run to determine whether exhaust from the anticipated
development’s Building A HVAC system might have a significant adverse impact on Building B.
In accordance with CEQR guidance, this analysis was conducted assuming stack tip downwash,
urban dispersion surface roughness length of 1.0-meter, elimination of calms, and population of
2,000,000. Building Profile Input Program (BPIP) was run with the downwash effect enabled.

The development, Building A, HVAC equipment would be fueled by natural gas. Per the CEQR
Technical Manual, the pollutants of concern for natural gas-fueled boilers are NO; and PM:s. The
boiler heat capacity was calculated from the annual fuel usage, the building’s gross floor area,
and the assumption that the building’s fuel use would resemble that of a residential building.
Pertinent values were obtained from the CEQR Technical Manual Appendix for residential
buildings, and the assumption that all fuel would be consumed during the 100-day (or 2,400 hour)
heating season.

Emission factors were obtained from the EPA AP-42 manual. Table 2.10-4 shows the short-term
and annual emission rates.

Table 2.10-4: Building A HVAC Equipment Parameters

Fuel Annual Stack Emission Short-term Ar?”“.a'
. Control : . Emission
Consumption Equipment Height Pollutant factor Emission Rate
(106 ft3/year) quip (ft) (b/10°_ft*_Gas) | Rate (b/hr) | 5%
NO:2 100 0.406 974
9.7 None 192
PMzs 7.6 0.031 74

The diameter of the stack and the exhaust’s exit velocity was estimated based on values obtained
from the New York City Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) "CA Permit" database for
the corresponding boiler size (i.e., rated heat input or million Btu per hour). The stack exit
temperature was assumed to be 300°F (423°K), which is appropriate for boilers. The stack was
located 3 feet above the 189 feet above grade bulkhead.

Receptors on Building B were placed all around the building envelope in 10-foot increments, and
6 feet above each floor level.

Building A and Building B were input into the AERMOD model per the Site Plans provided by the
building’s architect for this project. As previously mentioned, Building A would rise to a height of
172’-6”, and would include 189 feet high (above grade) bulkhead. The bulkhead would be located
approximately 45 feet from Building B. Per guidance from the Department of City Planning, the
building’s stack was located above the bulkhead. The bulkhead’s location and height were
specified per the plans provided by the building’s architect for this project.

All analyses were conducted using the latest five consecutive years of meteorological data (2013-
2017). Surface data was obtained from La Guardia Airport and upper air data was obtained from
Brookhaven station, New York. These meteorological data provide hour-by-hour wind speeds and
directions, stability states, and temperature inversion elevations over the 5-year period.
Meteorological data were combined to develop a 5-year set of meteorological conditions, which
was used for the AERMOD modeling runs and Anemometer height of 9.4 meters was specified
per Lakes Environmental Software Inc.
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Meteorological data were combined to develop a 5-year set of meteorological conditions, which
was used for the AERMOD modeling runs and Anemometer height of 9.4 meters was specified
per Lakes Environmental Software Inc.

Per Lakes Environmental Inc., PM2s special procedure which is incorporated into AERMOD
calculates concentrations at each receptor for each year modeled, averages those concentrations
across the number of years of data, and then selects the highest values across all receptors of
the 5-year averaged highest values.

The NO: 1-hour with downwash effect on plum dispersion utilized a Tier 3 with NO, and ozone
background concentrations. 2013-2017 Ozone hourly background concentrations were obtained
from the NYSDEC’ Botanical Garden monitoring station. The maximum ozone hourly
concentration was filled for missing values. 2015-2017 NO- hourly background concentrations
were obtained from the NYSDEC for 1S52 monitoring station, except 5 hours during Feb. 29",
2016 which were obtained from the Botanical Garden monitoring station. The 3-year of data was
compiled, and a 5-year of hourly background concentrations file created following the EPA March
2011 Memorandum (Page 17)2.

AERMOD calculates concentrations according to the dispersion option, pollutant and averaging
time, and output specified in the model, where the model is capable of handling multiple sources
in a single run. As such, each pollutant was modeled separately and two stacks, one for the short-
term and the other for annual averaging times, were created, except the NO; 1-hour Tier 3
analysis. Each stack was placed in a different source group and AERMOD outputs concentration
for each group is read from the output file.

Results of Dispersion Analyses

As stated in the AERMOD Setting section, each pollutant averaging time was modeled twice—
with building wake effect enabled/disabled. The predicted concentration is the highest
concentration of these. The Tier 1 NO. 1-hour and annual averaging times modeled
concentrations were added to the background concentrations. The Tier 3 NO: 1-hour
concentration includes the background concentration. The PMzs 24-hour and annual averaging
times modeled concentrations were compared with the NYC Guidelines threshold criterions. The
results of the HVAC dispersion NO, and PM. s analyses are shown in Table 2.10-5.

Table 2.10-5: Detailed HVAC Analyses Results

24-hr Annual 1-hr NO, Annual NO,
PM2s PMys - -
Modeled | Modeled With Tier | Modeled With
Modeled Conc Conc. Background | e Background
Conc. ’ Conc. Conc.
pg/m* | pg/m* | pg/m? Li‘" pg/m? ug/m’
o.
Concentration 1.85 0.04 177 3 0.5 35.6
de minimis / | 7.70 0.3 | 188 100

The results are compared with the 24-hour/annual PM s significant impact criteria, and the 1-
hour/annual NO2 NAAQS. The PM. s impacts are less than the significant impact criteria for PM2.s

7 http:/ /www.nyaqinow.net/
8 https:/ /www.epa.gov/sites/ production/files/2015-07 / documents/appwno2_2.pdf
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of 7.70 pg/m? and 0.3 pug/m?, respectively, and both the 1-hour and annual NO, concentrations
estimated are less than the 1-hour and annual NO, NAAQS of 188 pg/m3and 100 pg/m?,
respectively.

Therefore, with (E) Designations in place, the emissions of the Building A’s HVAC system would
not significantly impact sensitive receptors on Building B.

(E) Designation

The (E) Designation language for the development Reasonable Worst-Case Development
Scenario (RWCDS) is as follows:

Scenario 1, The Reasonable Worst Case Development:

(Block 1929, Lot 57): Any new residential or commercial development on the above-
referenced property must exclusively use natural gas as the type of fuel for heating,
ventilating, air conditioning (HVAC) systems and hot water systems, ensure that the
stack(s) is located at the highest tier and at least 213 feet above grade to avoid any
potential significant air quality impacts.

The (E) Designation language for the development proposed buildings is as follows:

Scenario 2, Proposed Development:

Building A (Block 1929, Lot 57): Any new residential or commercial development on
the above-referenced property must exclusively use natural gas as the type of fuel
for heating, ventilating, air conditioning (HVAC) systems and hot water systems,
ensure that the stack(s) is located at the highest tier and at least 192 feet above
grade, and at least 393 feet from the lot line facing Fredrick Douglass Boulevard to
avoid any potential significant air quality impacts.

Building B (Block 1929, Lot 57): Any new residential or commercial development on
the above-referenced property must exclusively use natural gas as the type of fuel
for heating, ventilating, air conditioning (HVAC) systems and hot water systems,
ensure that the stack(s) is located at the highest tier and at least 209 feet above
grade to avoid any potential significant air quality impacts.

Industrial and Major Sources

Introduction

As outlined in the CEQR Technical Manual, projects that would introduce new uses near industrial
sources, major sources, large sources, and odor producing facilities may result in potentially
significant adverse air quality impacts. The analysis considers industrial sources within 400 feet
of the Project Area and major sources, large sources, and odor producing facilities within 1,000
feet of the Project Area. These sources are categorized as follows:

Industrial sources are identified as commercial, industrial, or processing facilities that are
likely to have DEP processing permits.

Major emission sources are identified as those sources located at Title V facilities that
require Prevention of Significant Deterioration permits.

Large emission sources are identified as sources located at facilities which require a State
facility permit, such as solid waste or medical waste incinerators, asphalt and concrete
plants, or large printing facilities.
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Odor producing facilities are operations that have the potential to cause discomfort, such
as: solid waste management facilities, water pollution control plants (i.e., sewage
treatment plants), and incinerators.

Study Result — Major and Large Sources and Odor Producing Facilities

A review of the NYSDEC Issued Permits databases® identified no Title V facility, nor a facility with
an Air State Facility permit in the study area. As such, no existing large combustion sources, such
as power plants, cogeneration facilities, etc., are in the 1,000-foot study area. In addition, no odor
producing facility was identified in the 1,000-foot study area. Therefore, no analysis was
warranted.

Study Result — Industrial Sources Toxic Air Emission

The search of the DEP CATSs online database identified one expired as of 2011 certificate for an
engine/generator (PB010502), located at the building on Block 1931, Lot 21. The distance
between the 6-story building located at 215 West 125 Street (Block 1931, Lot 21) and Building A
(the closest proposed building) is 390 feet. The emission point associated with PB010502 is either
an emergency generator, which are exempt, or a cogeneration generator. For cogeneration
generators, the New York City Building Code (Building Code) requires that a rooftop stack should
be at least 10 feet away from the edge of the roof and at least 3 feet higher than the roofline. As
such, the stack is located at least 400 feet from the closest proposed building. In addition, no
industrial sources, such as auto body repair shops or woodworking facilities, were identified in the
400-foot study area. Therefore, the Proposed Buildings are not affected by industrial source
emissions and no further analysis for air toxics is warranted.

Conclusion

Air quality analyses addressed mobile sources, stationary HVAC systems, and air toxics. The
results of the analyses are summarized below.

¢ Emissions from project-related vehicle trips would not cause significant air quality impacts to
receptors at the local or neighborhood scale;

o Emissions from project-related heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems (HVACS)
would not cause significant air quality impacts to receptors at the local scale with (E) -
Designations in place.

¢ No significant air quality impacts to the proposed project are anticipated from air toxics; and

e As no existing large or major sources are located within 1,000 feet of the Development Site,
emissions from existing stationary sources would not cause a significant air quality impact to
the Proposed Buildings.

9 https://data.ny.gov/Energy-Environment/Issued-Title-V-Facility-Permits/4n3a-en4b
https://data.ny.gov/Energy-Environment/Issued-State-Facility-Air-Permits/2wgt-bc53
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2.11 Noise

According to the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, a Noise Analysis may be required if the project
would (1) generate any mobile or stationary sources of noise; and/or (2) be located in an area
with existing high ambient noise levels. If the proposed project is located in areas with high
ambient noise levels, which typically include those near highly-trafficked thoroughfares, airports,
rail, or other loud activities, further noise analysis may be warranted to determine the attenuation
measures that are appropriate for the proposed project.

Introduction

Noise Monitoring was conducted by Equity Environmental Engineering, LLC (equity) personnel to
support the proposal for a new mixed-use residential and community facilities development at
206-254 West 124™ Street (The Development Site). The Development Site has 493’-2” of frontage
along West 124th Street, a narrow street as defined under the Zoning Resolution. The Site
currently includes a vacant 3- story (29’-6”), 65,020 square foot residential building with 72
dwelling units on a 49,771-square foot lot. The building is in poor condition and has been vacant
since 2015. No parking is provided on the Development Site, which is located in the Transit Zone.
Lot 57 has an FAR of 1.21 and is located entirely within an underlying R8 zoning district.

Vehicular traffic is the predominant source of noise in this area. Therefore, the proposed
development warrants an assessment of the potential for adverse effects on the proposed
residential and community facility’'s occupants from ambient noise. The proposed development
would not create a significant stationary noise generator. Additionally, project-generated traffic
would not double vehicular traffic on nearby roadways, and therefore would not result in a
perceptible increase in vehicular noise. This noise assessment is limited to an assessment of
ambient noise that could adversely affect occupants of the development.

Methodology

Noise is defined as any unwanted sound, and sound is defined as any air pressure variation that
the human ear can detect. Human beings can detect a large range of sound pressures ranging
from 20 to 20 million micropascals, but only those air-pressure variations occurring within a set of
frequencies are experienced as sound. Air-pressure changes that occur between 20 and 20,000
times a second, stated as units of Hertz (Hz), are registered as sound.

In terms of hearing, humans are less sensitive to low frequencies (<250 Hz) than mid-frequencies
(500-1,000 Hz). Humans are most sensitive to frequencies in the 1,000 to 5,000 Hz range. Since
ambient noise contains many different frequencies all mixed together, measures of human
response to noise assign more weight to frequencies in this range. This is known as the A-
weighted sound level.

Noise is measured in sound pressure level (SPL), which is converted to a decibel scale. The
decibel is a relative measure of the sound level pressure with respect to a standardized reference
guantity. Decibels on the A-weighted scale are termed “dB(A).” The A-weighted scale is used for
evaluating the effects of noise in the environment because it most closely approximates the
response of the human ear. On this scale, the threshold of discomfort is 120 dB(A), and the
threshold of pain is about 140 dB(A). Table 2.11-1 shows the range of noise levels for a variety
of indoor and outdoor noise levels.
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Because the scale is logarithmic, a relative increase of 10 decibels represents a sound pressure
level that is 10 times higher. However, humans do not perceive a 10 dB(A) increase as 10 times
louder; they perceive it as twice as loud. The following are typical human perceptions of dB(A)

relative to changes in noise level:

o 3 dB(A) change is the threshold of change detectable by the human ear;
e 5dB(A) change is readily noticeable; and
e 10 dB(A) increase is perceived as a doubling of the noise level.

The CEQR Technical Manual recommends an analysis of two principal types of noise sources:
mobile sources; and stationary sources. Both types of noise sources are examined in the following

sections.

Table 2.11-1 Sound Pressure Level & Loudness of Typical Noises in Indoor & Outdoor

Environments

Noise Typical Sources Relative
Level Subjective Loudness
dB(A) Impression Outdoor Indoor (Human
Response)
120-130 Uncomfortably Air raid siren at 50 feet Oxygen torch 32 times as loud
Loud (threshold of pain)
110-120 Uncomfortably Turbo-fan aircraft at take-off Riveting machine 16 times as loud
Loud power at 200 feet Rock band
100-110 Uncomfortably Jackhammer at 3 feet 8 times as loud
Loud
90-100 Very Loud Gas lawn mower at 3 feet Newspaper press 4 times as loud
Subway train at 30 feet
Train whistle at crossing
Wood chipper shredding trees
Chain saw cutting trees at 10
feet
80-90 Very Loud Passing freight train at 30 feet Food blender 2 times as loud
Steamroller at 30 feet Milling machine
Leaf blower at 5 feet Garbage disposal
Power lawn mower at 5 feet Crowd noise at sports
event
70-80 Moderately Loud NJ Turnpike at 50 feet Loud stereo Reference
Truck idling at 30 feet Vacuum cleaner loudness (70
Traffic in downtown urban area Food blender dB(A))
60-70 Moderately Loud Residential air conditioner at Cash register 2 times as loud
100 feet Dishwasher Theater
Gas lawn mower at 100 feet lobby Normal speech
Waves breaking on beach at 65 at 3 feet
feet
50-60 Quiet Large transformers at 100 feet Living room with TV on 1/4 as loud
Traffic in suburban area Classroom
Business office
Dehumidifier
Normal speech at 10
foat
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40-50 Quiet Bird calls Trees Folding clothes 1/8 as loud
rustling Using computer
Crickets
Water flowing in brook

30-40 Very quiet Walking on carpet 1/16 as loud

Clock ticking in
adjacent room

20-30 Very quiet Bedroom at night 1/32 as loud
10-20 Extremely quiet Broadcast and
recording studio
0-10 Threshold of
Hearing

Sources: Noise Assessment Guidelines Technical Background, by Theodore J. Schultz, Bolt Beranek and Newman, Inc., prepared for the
US Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Research and Technology, Washington, D.C., undated; Sandstone
Environmental Associates, Inc.; Highway Noise Fundamentals, prepared by the Federal Highway Administration, US Department of
Transportation, September 1980; Handbook of Environmental Acoustics, by James P. Cowan, Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1994.

Analysis
Mobile Sources

Mobile noise sources are those which move in relation to receptors. The mobile source screening
analysis addresses potential noise impacts associated with vehicular traffic generated by the
Proposed Action.

Per the CEQR Technical Manual, if existing passenger car equivalent (PCE) values are increased
by 100 percent or more due to a Proposed Action, a detailed analysis is generally performed. No
significant adverse mobile source noise impacts due to vehicular traffic are anticipated because
of the Proposed Action as It does not increase existing passenger equivalent values by more than
100 percent.

As discussed in the CEQR Technical Manual, if the proposed project is located in areas with high
ambient noise levels, which typically include those near heavily-traveled thoroughfares, airports,
exposed rail, or other loud activities. Accordingly, ambient noise levels were measured at the
proposed development site to provide an assessment of the potential for ambient noise to have
a significant adverse effect on future residents of the proposed development.

The CEQR Technical Manual provides noise exposure guidelines in terms of Leq and L10 for the
maximum amount of allowable noise under existing regulations. Leq is the continuous equivalent
sound level. The sound energy from the fluctuating sound pressure levels is averaged over time
to create a single number to describe the mean energy or intensity level. High noise levels during
a measurement period will have greater effect on the Leq than low noise levels. The Leq has an
advantage over other descriptors because Leq values from different noise sources can be added
and subtracted to determine cumulative noise levels. In comparison, L10 is the SPL exceeded 10
percent of the time. Similar descriptors include the L50, L0O1, and L90 values.

Stationary Sources

The CEQR Technical Manual states that based upon previous studies, unless existing ambient
noise levels are very low and/or stationary source levels are very high (and there are no structures
that provide shielding), it is unusual for stationary sources to have significant impacts at distances
beyond 1,500 feet. A detailed analysis may be appropriate if the proposed project would: cause
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a substantial stationary source (i.e., unenclosed mechanical equipment for manufacturing or
building ventilation purposes, playground, etc.) to be operating within 1,500 feet of a receptor,
with a direct line of sight to that receptor; or introduce a receptor in an area with high ambient
noise levels resulting from stationary sources, such as unenclosed manufacturing activities or
other loud uses. Machinery, mechanical equipment, heating, ventilating and air-conditioning units,
loudspeakers, new loading docks, and other noise associated with building structures may also
be considered in a stationary source noise analysis. Impacts may occur when a stationary noise
source is near a sensitive receptor, and is unenclosed. No unenclosed specific stationary noise
sources of concern were observed during field inspection. As the project site is not subject to high
ambient noise levels from any nearby stationary source, no stationary source noise impacts from
surrounding uses are anticipated. Additionally, as the proposed project would not introduce a new
stationary noise source, no significant adverse stationary source impacts are anticipated because
of the Proposed Action, and no further analysis is warranted.

Measurement Location and Equipment

Because the predominant noise source in the area of the proposed project is vehicular traffic,
noise monitoring was conducted during peak vehicular travel periods, 07:30 am-09:00 am, 12:00
pm-1:30 pm, and 4:30 pm-6:00 pm. Pursuant to CEQR Technical Manual methodology, readings
in front of the Project Site (Location 1) and at the eastern edge of the Project Site (Location 2)
were conducted for 20-minute periods during each peak vehicular traffic period. Figure 1 below
displays the Noise Monitoring Locations of the Project Site on West 124" Street. Noise monitoring
was conducted using a Larson Davis SoundTrack LxT2 sound meter and Casella CEL 63-X, with
wind screen. The monitor was placed on a tripod at a height of approximately three feet above
the ground, away from any other surfaces. The monitor was calibrated prior to each monitoring
session.
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Location 1
Project Site (Outside Building 206-254 on West 124th Street)

1 Er

Location 2
Project Site (Outside Corner of building 206-254 on West 124th Street)

ez A
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Figure 2.11-1: Noise Monitoring Locations
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Measurement Conditions

Monitoring was conducted during typical midweek conditions, on Thursday, November 2, 2017
for location 1 and Thursday, November 1, 2018 for location 2. At location 1, the weather was dry
and wind speeds were low throughout the day; and a movie production crew stored trucks, trailers,
and generators on West 124" Street prior to the monitoring session. At location 2, the weather
was dry and wind speeds were low throughout the day. Traffic volumes and vehicle classifications
were documented during the noise monitoring. The sound meter was calibrated before and after
each monitoring session.

Existing Condition

Based on the noise measurements taken at the Project Site, the predominant source of noise at
the site is commercial vehicular traffic, specifically buses and cars. The volume of traffic, and its
corresponding level of noise, is moderate at Locations 1 and 2.

Table 2.11-2 below contains the results for the measurements taken at the Project Area: Note:
Bold denotes Lip noise level exceedances, according to Table 19-2 of the CEQR Technical
Manual

Table 2.11-2: Noise Levels Location 1 (dB)

Thursday, November 2, 2017
7:30 am —7:50 am 12:00 pm —12:20 pm 4:30 pm —4:50 pm
Lmax 84.4 89.1 86.3
L1o 68.4 67.5 67.8
Leq 65.4 65.3 65.6
Lso 61.7 60.8 62.0
Loo 58.8 59.0 60.6
Lmin 47.0 57.1 57.9

Table 2.11-3: Noise Levels Location 2 (dB)

Thursday, November 1, 2018
8:27 am —8:47 am 12:02 pm —12:22 pm 4:30 pm —4:50 pm
Lmax 81.9 89.7 92.7
Lio 68.0 68.0 68.5
Leq 65.3 66.2 68.7
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Lso 63.5 63.0 64.5
Loo 60.5 59.5 61.5
Lmin 56.6 56.3 58.3

Table 2.11-4 and Table 2.11-5 below contain the traffic volumes (vehicle counts) and vehicle

classifications for the AM, Mid-Day, and PM sessions at Location 1 and 2:

www.equityenvironmental.com

Table 2.11-4: Peak Hour Traffic Counts and Vehicle Classifications

Location 1 AM| MD | PM

Car/ Taxi 41 43 51

Van/ Light Truck/SUV | 29 38 29
Heavy Truck 0 2 2
Bus 3 0 2
Mini-Bus 10 0 4
Motorcycle 0 2 1
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Table 2.11-5: Peak Hour Traffic Counts and Vehicle Classifications

Location 2 AM| MD | PM

Car/ Taxi 36 39 56

Van/ Light Truck/SUV [ 36 31 64

Heavy Truck 5 6 5
Bus 6 1 7
Mini-Bus 0 0 0
Motorcycle 0 0 0

Conclusion

The 2014 CEQR Technical Manual Table 19-2 contains noise exposure guidelines. For a
residential use such as would occur under the proposed action, an Lio of between 65 and 70
dB(A) is identified as marginally acceptable general external exposure, and noise levels between
70 and 80 dB are identified as marginally unacceptable. The highest recorded Lio at Location 1
was 68.4 dB(A) during the morning period, and at Location 2 the highest recorded Liowas 68.5
dB(A) during the evening period.

Based on these results, ambient noise levels observed at the Development Site were below the
relevant threshold, and no window-wall attenuation is required. Therefore, residential occupants
of the Proposed Buildings would not be impacted by high ambient noise levels, and there would
be no potential for adverse impacts associated with noise.
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2.12 Public Health

According to the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, Public health is the organized effort of society to
protect and improve the health and well-being of the population through monitoring; assessment
and surveillance; health promotion; prevention of disease, injury, disorder, disability and
premature death; and reducing inequalities in health status. The goal of CEQR with respect to
public health is to determine whether adverse impacts on public health may occur as a result of
a proposed project, and if so, to identify measures to mitigate such effects.

Methodology

Pursuant to 2014 CEQR Technical Manual methodology, for most proposed projects, a public
health analysis is not necessary. Where no significant unmitigated adverse impact is found in
other CEQR analysis areas, such as air quality, water quality, hazardous materials, or noise, no
public health analysis is warranted. If, however, an unmitigated significant adverse impact is
identified in other CEQR analysis areas, such as air quality, water quality, hazardous materials,
or noise, the lead agency may determine that a public health assessment is warranted for that
specific technical area.

Analysis
Hazardous Materials

As discussed above in Section 2.8, The Development Site was the subject of a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared by Equity Environmental Engineering LLC in
November 2017. The Phase | ESA revealed the historic presence of a Chemical Products Facility
onsite. Equity also performed cursory evaluations for ASTM “Non-Scope” items, such as
asbestos-containing materials (ACM), lead-based paint, radon, mold and wetlands. Equity
observed mold and asbestos inside the building.

Based on the evidence presented in the Phase | ESA (described above in Section 2.7) further
investigation and, if necessary, remediation would be required to ensure that no impacts due to
the presence of hazardous materials are anticipated. Because the proposed action would allow
new development for residential and commercial use, no new activities or processes using
hazardous materials would be introduced to the site or increase pathways to a hazardous
materials exposure. With the above measures in place, the Proposed Action would not have the
potential for impacts related to hazardous materials.

Noise

The 2014 CEQR Technical Manual Table 19-2 contains noise exposure guidelines. For a
residential use such as would occur under the proposed action, an Lio of between 65 and 70
dB(A) is identified as marginally acceptable general external exposure, and noise levels between
70 and 80 dB are identified as marginally unacceptable. As discussed above in Section 2.10, the
highest recorded Lo at the Development Site was 68.4 dB(A) during the morning period.

Based on these results, ambient noise levels observed at the Development Site were below the
relevant threshold, and no window-wall attenuation is required. Therefore, residential occupants
of the Proposed Buildings would not be impacted by high ambient noise levels, and there would
be no potential for adverse impacts associated with noise.

Conclusion

As discussed above, no adverse impacts associated with noise are anticipated as a result of the
Proposed Action. The project will include measures to address the potential impacts related to
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Air Quality and Hazardous Materials. The applicant commits to perform the necessary mitigation
measures in order to ensure that the construction and occupancy of action-induced development
do not result in significant adverse impacts. Based on the analyses presented in this report, the
proposed action does not have the potential for significant unmitigated impacts to any of the
constituent elements of public health. Therefore, no further analysis of public health is warranted.
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2.13  Neighborhood Character
Methodology

Neighborhood character is an amalgam of various elements that give neighborhoods their distinct
"personality.” These elements may include a neighborhood’s land use, urban design, visual
resources, historic resources, socioeconomics, traffic, and/or noise. These technical areas are
often considered in a CEQR assessment and are defined and described individually in other
chapters of the Technical Manual. A neighborhood character assessment is required under CEQR
if a proposed action would affect any of the following attributes within the vicinity of a project site:
land use, urban design and visual resources, historic resources, socioeconomic conditions,
transportation, or noise; or when a proposed action could result in moderate effects to several of
the aforementioned elements which might cumulatively impact the neighborhood’s “personality”.
Each of these potential impact areas has been discussed in other sections of this attachment and
no significant adverse impacts have been identified, as summarized below.

e Land Use — The development associated with the Proposed Action will be compatible with
existing land uses in the area and will not result in the loss of a particular use;

e Urban Design — The Proposed Action would not alter existing street patterns, and the
design would be consistent with the uses, heights, and bulk of other buildings in the vicinity
of the Project Site. The proposed development would not obstruct views to significant
visual resources or view corridors;

o Historic Resources — A letter was submitted to LPC requesting a review of the Proposed
Action for a determination as to whether the Project Site contains any historical,
archaeological, or architectural significance. In correspondence dated November 17, 2017
(included in Appendix B), LPC indicated that the Project Site is not architecturally
significant but does contain the potential for archaeological resources from a 19th Century
cemetery. Architecturally significant properties in the 400-foot Study Area were analyzed,
and no adverse impacts are expected as a result of the Proposed Action. An LPC-
approved Restrictive Declaration will be executed for LPC’s archaeological significance
determination, which will prevent significant adverse archaeological resource impacts by
mandating archaeological testing be conducted prior to any site disturbance or
construction work at the Project Site and prior to the issuance of DOB permits;

e Socioeconomics - The Proposed Action would not result in the direct displacement of
residential population, business, or employees and as such, no direct socioeconomic
impacts will result from the proposed action. The proposed action would result in the
addition of less than a 5% increase in study area (1/2-mile radius) population compared
to future no-action conditions, the CEQR threshold for potential indirect socioeconomic
impacts. Based on this information, no significant adverse socioeconomic impacts will
result from the Proposed Action.

e Transportation - The Proposed Action would not result in an increase of 50 or more
vehicular-trip ends either cumulatively, or individually, to any one intersection within the
study area and it would not lead to an increase of 200 or more subway or bus trips to any
one transit line, stop, station, or platform. The results of the pedestrian LOS analyses
indicate that no significant adverse pedestrian impacts are projected to occur at any of the
crosswalks, street corners, or sidewalks at Study Intersection One (1) or Study
Intersection Two (2) as a result of the Proposed Action. Neither of the two study
intersections are classified as “high crash locations” based on CEQR Technical Manual
methodology.

o Noise - Ambient noise levels observed at the Affected Area were below the relevant
threshold, and no window-wall attenuation is required. Therefore, residential occupants of
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the Proposed Buildings would not be impacted by high ambient noise levels, and there
would be no potential for adverse impacts associated with noise.

Combination of Moderate Effects: Based on the above findings, there will be minimal effects
as a result of the Proposed Action. There would be no combination of moderate effects to several
elements that cumulatively may affect neighborhood character.
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2.14 Construction

According to the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, Construction impacts may be analyzed for any
project that involves construction or could induce construction. For construction activities not
related to in-ground disturbance, short-term construction generally does not warrant a detailed
construction analysis. For example, the use of a property for construction staging activities is likely
only to warrant analysis if this activity continues for a period of several years. Consideration of
several factors, including the location and setting of the project in relation to other uses and
intensity of construction activities are used to determine if a project’s construction activities
warrant analysis in one or more of the following technical areas:

Transportation

Air Quality or Noise

Historic and Cultural Resources
Hazardous Materials
Natural Resources

Open Space
Socioeconomic Conditions
Community Facilities

Land Use and Public Policy
Neighborhood Character
Infrastructure

A preliminary assessment is generally not needed for these technical areas unless

- Construction activities are considered long-term (Last longer than two years); or

- Short term construction activities would directly affect a technical area, such as impeding the
operation of a community facility.

- Result in the closing, narrowing, impeding of traffic, transit, or obstruction of pedestrian or
vehicular routes in proximity to critical land uses.

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

- The operation of several pieces of diesel equipment in a single location at peak construction.

- Closure of a community facility or disruption in its services.

- Disturbance of a site containing or adjacent to a site containing natural resources.

- Construction on multiple development sites in the same geographic area, such that there is
the potential for several construction timelines to overlap or last for more than two years
overall.

ANALYSIS

Future No-Action Scenario

No changes to existing conditions would occur to the LSRD for Lot 29 or Lot 17. It is assumed
that reoccupation of the vacant building currently occupying Lot 57 would occur. Although the
current building is in poor condition, rehabilitation of the existing building is feasible and would be
more cost effective and practical than demolishing and rebuilding a similarly sized building
allowed under the current LSRD restrictions. Based on the soft site criteria of the 2014 CEQR
Technical Manual, the development potential of sites within the Affected Area under existing
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zoning was assessed. Based on this assessment, it is expected that existing uses within the

Affected Area would remain in the future without the Proposed Action. Therefore, no construction
impacts would result under the No-Action scenario.

Future With-Action Scenario

The With-Action Scenario assumes development of a mixed residential and community facility
building of up to 20 stories (210 feet) could occur on Lot 57.

Lot 29 is expected to remain as it currently exists under the With-Action Scenario and would not
contribute to potential construction impacts.

Although Lot 17 would be removed from the LSRD under the Proposed Action, there would be no
change to development or occupancy of the site, and no impacts to construction would occur.

The With-Action Scenario exhausts all available residential and overall (residential, commercial,
and community facility) floor area within the modified LSRD boundaries, consisting of Lots 29
and 57. The scenario’s building height of 210 feet (20 stories) is the maximum height that could
be built in a reasonable building configuration using double-loaded corridors with height factor
requirements. The total number of units to be analyzed under the With-Action Scenario is based
on a rationalization of the required combination of affordable housing units at 60% and market
rate at 40% per the Regulatory Agreement controlling Lot 57 described above - which assumes
smaller unit sizes for affordable housing units to create an average unit size of 1 unit per 850
ZSF considering the combination of affordable and market units. Given the available residential
maximum FAR of 6.02 for the R8 combined with the lot size of the LSRD, a total of 429,170
residential zoning square feet could be built. Minus the existing 140,708 ZSF present on lot 29,
the maximum residential floor area that could be developed on Lot 57 is 288,462 ZSF. Dividing
the available zoning floor area of 288,462 by 850 gives 339 total units of which 203 would be
affordable and 136 market rate. The available R8 Community Facility FAR on Lot 57 is 6.5,
subtracting the maximum residential floor area of 288,462 from the maximum of 319,452 ZSF
available on site an additional 30,990 ZSF of community facility space could be built on site to
maximize all available development potential.

Historic and Cultural Resources

As discussed elsewhere in this document, the Landmarks Preservation Commission has
determined that the Affected Area does not possess architectural or archaeological resources.
However, the Affected Area is within the 400-foot radius of the Hotel Theresa, Mount Morris Park
Historic District Extension, Blumsteins Department Store, and the Apollo Theater, therefore
construction measures appropriate to this context should be identified. The Projected
Development Site was also found to have archaeological significance.

The City has two procedures for avoidance of damage to historic structures from adjacent
construction. All buildings are provided some protection from accidental damage through New
York City Department of Buildings (DOB) controls that govern the protection of any adjacent
properties from construction activities, under Building Code Section 27-166 (C26-112.4). For all
construction work, Building Code section 27-166 (C26-112.4) serves to protect buildings by
requiring that all lots, buildings, and service facilities adjacent to foundation and earthwork areas
be protected and supported in accordance with the code requirements.
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The second protective measure applies only to designated NYCL and S/NR listed historic
buildings that are located within 90 linear feet of a proposed construction site. For these
structures, the DOB’s Technical Policy and Procedure Notice (TPPN) #10/88 is applicable. The
DOB’s TPPN 10/88 supplements the standard building protections afforded by the Building Code
C26-112.4 by requiring, among other things, a monitoring program to reduce the likelihood of
construction damage to adjacent LPC-designated or S/NR-listed resources (within 90 feet), and
to detect at an early stage the beginnings of damage so that construction procedures can be
changed. The 90-foot distance is recognized as being close enough to potentially experience
adverse construction-related impacts from ground-borne construction-period vibrations, falling
debris, and/or collapse.

The historic sites listed above would, therefore, be protected under the measures of TPPN 10/88.
Provided these measures are followed, the proposed actions would not result in significant
adverse construction-related impacts at these resources.

By following the protection measures under DOB Code Section 27-166 (C26-112.4) and DOB'’s
TPPN #10/88 for those applicable resources, demolition and/or construction work on the projected
development site would not cause any significant adverse construction-related impacts to nearby
historic and cultural resources.

A restrictive declaration will be placed on the property which will serve as a mechanism to assure
that archaeological testing be conducted and that any necessary mitigation measures be
undertaken prior to any ground disturbance.

Build Year:
Factoring the ULURP process, closing for financing sources, and an 18-24 month construction
schedule, the projected build year will be 2021.

Conclusion

Construction activities would be completed within approximately 18 to 24 months from the start
date. The existing building on Lot 57 would be demolished in place and capped in deference to
the archaeological sensitivity of the site. Further, by following the above-mentioned historic and
cultural resources protective measures, and application of a restrictive declaration on ground
disturbance, there would be no impacts to historic and cultural resources. Construction would
also be performed subject to relevant DOT and DOB regulations to ensure minimal construction
impacts. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts associated with construction activities would
occur.
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Appendix A: Architecture
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ZONING ANALYSIS LOT AREA ZONING ANALYSIS LOT AREA -
Address: 225 W. 123rd Street, New York, New York 10027 Zone: R7A,R8,R8/C2-4 R7A Tentative Lot 17 18,501.00 sf Address: Zone: R8,R8/C2-4 R8 Tentative Lot 29 21,562.00 sf
2070 Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd, New York,N.Y.10027 Map: 6a R8 Tentative Lot 29 21,562.00 sf 2070 Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Blvd, New York,N.Y.10027 Map: 6a R8/C2-4 Tentative Lot 57 49,769.00 sf
218-250 W. 124th Street, New York,New York 10027 Block:1929 R8/C2-4 Tentative Lot 57 49,769.00 sf 218-250 W. 124th Street, New York,New York 10027 Block:1929 Total 71,331.00 sf
Tax Lots: 57(Tentative Lots 57,17 &29) Total 89,832.00 sf Tax Lots: 57 & 29 (Tentative Lot 57)
R8  lots7 |R8/C2-4 ot29 R7ZA  lot17 TOTAL FOR LSRD EFHLSRDP R8 |rR8/C2-4
SECTION REGULATION COMPLIANCE COMPLIANCE COMPLIANCE |MODIFICATION SECTION |REGULATION COMPLIANCE
USE GROUPS USE GROUPS
Permitted Permitted
ZR22-12 Residential Use Groups 1,2- Residential Use Groups 1,2- Residential Use Group 2- Residential Use Group 2- Residential 7R 22-12 |Residential Use Groups 1, 2 Use Groups 1, 2 4
ZR24-11  |Community Facility Use Groups 3,4 Use Groups 3,4 ZR 24-11 |Community Facility Use Groups 3,4 Use Groups 3,4 i
ZR32-15 Commercial Use Groups 5-9 & 14 ZR32-15 |Commercial Use Groups 5-9 & 14
Proposed/Existing Proposed/Existing
Residential Use Group 2- Residential (Existing) Use Group 2- Residential (Existing) Complies Use Group 2- Residential Complies Use Group 2- Residential (Existing and Proposed) Complies 7R22-12 |Residential Use Group 2- Residential (Proposed) Use Group 2- Residential (Existing) Complies /
Commercial Use Group 6 - Retail/Personal Service (Existing) Complies Use Group 6- Retail/Personal Service(Proposed) Minor Modification ZR 2411 |Community Fadility Use Group 4 Community Facility (Proposed) Complies iy, { i
ZR23-153 MAX'_LOT COVERAGE ZR32-15 [Commercial Use Group 6 - Retail/Personal Service (Existing) Complies
Permitted __ N/.A ' o 0.65X18,501= 12,026.00 sf ' N/A o N/A ' - 7R 23-145 |MAX.LOT COVERAGE
Proposed/Existing Existing = 39,834 sf (Existing Lot Coverage as per 1983 LSRP) Proposed = 10,324.42 sf Complies Total =39,834 sf(Existing Lot Coverage as per 1983 LSRP)+10,324 sf(Proposed)=50,158.42 sf Minor Modification Permitted N/A B I_O C K 1 9 2 9 I_OTS 2 9 , 57
MAX.FLOOR AREA RATIO L.
Permitted Proposed/Existing (6,989 sf+9,785 sf)= 16,774 sf (Proposed) |15,160 sf (Existing)
ZR23-15  |Residential 211,800 sf (Existing as per 1983 LSRP)-3,200 sf (Existing retail)=208,600 (F.A.)/39,834(L.C.)=5HF=3.69 F.A.R. N/A 4.15 MAX FLOOR AREA RATIO
ZR23-151 |Residential N/A 4.0 N/A Permitted FAR
7R 24-11 Community Facility 6.5 6.5 N/A ZR 23-151 [Residential FAR by Height For HF=13 FAR=5.81( Based on HF Calculation, see below)
7R33-121 |Commercial |2.0 N/A N/A Factor is Total Floor 114,522 sf (Proposed Bldg.A)+161,526.5(Proposed Bldg.B)+143,908 (Existing Bldg.E)/
Proposed/Existing Area/Max.Lot Coverage 16,774 sf (Proposed)+15,160 sf(Existing) = 13 HF
ZR23-15 Residential 208600/71,331.27=2.92 Complies 208,600 sf (Existing Residential) + 73,792 sf (Proposed Residential)/89,832sf(L.A.)=3.14  |Complies ZR24-11 |Community Facility 6.5
ZR23-151 _|Residential N/A 73,792 sf(F.A.)/18,501 sf(L.C.)=3.99 Complies 7R 33-121 |Commerdial [2.0
ZR 24-11 Community Facility 0 Complies 0 Total FAR all uses 6.5
ZR 33-121 Commercial |3200 sf/20,183 sf=0.16 FAR Complies 3,200 sf/20,183 sf=0.16 FAR Minor Modification Proposed/Existing FAR
MAX FLOOR AREA ZR 23-151 [Residential FAR 268,884.5/ 71,331sf=3.77 (Proposed) [140,708 s¥/71,331 s=1.972 (Existing) Complies
Permitted Total residential FAR 3.77+1.972=5.74 Complies
ZR 23-15 Residential 3.69*71,331sf=263,211 sf N/A 89,832.67 sf*4.15=372,805.6 sf ZR24-11 |Community Facility FAR 7,164/71,331 sf= 0.1004(Proposed) Complies
ZR 23-151 Re5|dent|'al _ N/A 18,501sf* 4.0= 74,005 sf N/A 7R 33-121 |commercial FAR |0.04492(Existing) Complies
ZR 24-11 Community Facility 6.5%71,331 sf=463,652 sf 18,501sf* 6.5= 120,259 sf N/A - - — - - - -
JR33.121  |commercial |2.0*21,562 $f=43,124 f N/A N/A Total FAR all uses 3.77 {Proposed Residential}+ 1.972 (Existing Residential}+0.1006{Proposed C.F.}+0.04492(Commercial)=5.89 Complies
Total Floor Area 3.69%71,331 sf=263,211 sf 18,501sf* 4.0= 74,005 sf 89,832.67 sf*4.15=372,805.6 sf MAX.FLOORAREA
Proposed/Existing Permitted
ZR23-15  |Residential 211,800 sf(Existing as per 1983 LSRP)-3200 sf(Existing Retail)=208,600 sf Complies 208,600 sf (Existing)+73,792 sf(Proposed)=282,392 sf Minor Modification ZR 23-151 |Residential 5.89*71,331 5f=420,139 sf
7R 23-151 Residential 73,792.0 sf Complies ZR 24-11 [Community Facility 6.5%71,331 sf=463,651.5 sf
ZR 24-11 Community Facility 0 Complies 0 Complies ZR 33-121 |Commerecial |2-0*21I562 sf=43,124 sf
ZR33-121 |Commercial |3200 sf Complies 3,200 sf Total Floor Area all uses 5.89*%71,331 sf=420,139 sf
Total Floor Area 211,800 sf(Existing as per 1983 LSRP) Complies 73,792.0 sf Complies 208,600 sf (Existing)+3,200 sf)Proposed)+73,792 sf(Proposed)=285,392 sf Complies Minor Modification Proposed/Existing
ZR23-151 |OPEN SPACE ZR 23-151 |Residential 268,884.5sf(Proposed) |140,708 sf (Existing) Complies
208,600 / 39,834 (LC) = 5.3 HF for Open space in R8 therefore open space ratiois 7.1 Total Residential Floor Area 409,592.5 sf Complies
Required 7.1/100=0.71*208,600=14,811 sf N/A 7.40 ZR 24-11 |Community Facility 7,164.0 sf(Proposed) Complies
Proposed/Existing 71,331sf-39,834 sf(Existing Lot Coverage as per 1983 LSRP)=31,497 sf Complies ((31,497.27+8,176.98)/(208,600+73,792))*100=14.0 Complies ZR 33-121 |Commercial |3200 sf (Existing) Complies
ZR 23-22 MAX. DWELLING UNITS Total Floor Area 268,884.5 sf(Proposed Residential)}+140,708 sf(Existing Res.)+7,164.0 sf(Proposed C.F.}+3,200 sf(Existing Comm.}=419,956 sf Complies
Permitted 71,331*6.02/740= 580 18,501sf* 4.0/680 = 109 1.633 Zoning Rooms OPEN SPACE/ H.F.
Proposed/Existing 159(Existing) +72 (Existing) +1(Existing)=232 Complies 60 Complies 159(Existing)+72(Existing)+61(Proposed)=292 D.U. Complies Minor Modification ZR 23-151 |Height Factor for Open Space For HF=13 Open Space=9.5% (based on HF calculation below)
ZR 23-45 FRONT YARD Ratio=Total Residential Floor 268,884sf(Proposed Bldg A+B)+140,708sf(Existing Bldg E)/6,989sf+9,785sf+15,160 sf=409,592.5/31,934 sf=12.8 (13 HF)
Required None None None Area /Residential Lot Coverage
Proposed/Existing None Complies None Complies None Complies Open Space Required 0.095x409,592.5 sf= 38,911.0
ZR 23-462c |SIDE YARD
Required None/8'-0" If provided None None Proposed/Existing 40,292 st Complies
Proposed/Existing 8'-0" at Low Rise Building (Existing) Complies None Complies None Complies MAX. DWELLING UNITS
7R 23-47 REAR YARD ZR 23-22 |Permitted 71,331*5.81/680= 609
Required 30'-0" at Interior Lot/ None Required at Corner Lot 30'-0" 30'-0" at Interior Lot/ None Required at Corner Lot Proposed/Existing 160(Existing) +322(Proposed)=482 Complies
Proposed/Existing 38'-7" at Interior Lot/None at Corner Lot (Existing) Complies 44'-1" Complies 38'-7" at Interior Lot/None at Corner Lot (Existing) Complies FRONT YARD
HEIGHT & SETBACK ZR 23-45 |[Required None
Permitted Proposed/Existing None Complies
ZR23-641 |Narrow Street 85' Above Streetline Setback 20' on a Narrow St. Slope 2.7(v)to 1(h) 85' Above Streetline Setback 20' on a Narrow St. Slope 2.7(v)to 1(h) SIDE YARD
Wide Street 85' Above Streetline Setback 10' on a Wide St. Slope 5.6(v)to 1(h) 85' Above Streetline Setback 10' on a Narrow St. Slope 3.7(v)to 1(h) ZR 23-462 |Required None or &
Proposed/Existing Proposed/Existing None and 172'-8" Complies
ZR 23-641 [Narrow Street 124th St. Low Rise Max. Building Height=33'-0" Complies 124th St. Low Rise Max. Building Height=33'-0" Complies REAR YARD
124th St. H!gh R!se Max. Bu!Id!ng He!ght=98‘—8" C 840090 ZSM 124th St. H!gh R!se Max. Bu!ld!ng He!ght=98‘—8" C 840090 ZSM Complfes 7R 23-47 |Required 30-0" o1 06/01/2018| ISSUED TO D.0.8.
123rd St. High Rise Max. Building Height=98'-8" C 840090 ZSM 123rd St. High Rise Max. Building Height=98'-8" C 840090 ZSM|Complies — A, -
ZR 23-64 Wide Street High Rise Maximum Building Height =98'-8" Complies High Rise Maximum Building Height =98'-8" Complies Proposed/Existing 300 Complies . ..
7R 23-642 |HEIGHT & SETBACK issue| rev date description
ZR 23-662 Quality Housing N/A X
Permitted Required
150" Req.Setback on Narrow St. N/A/ DEVELOPMENT SITE Alternate front setback ISSUES /REVISIONS
40'-0" Minimum Base Height N/A/ DEVELOPMENT SITE Narrow Street 15'
65'-0" Maximum Base Height N/A/ DEVELOPMENT SITE Wide Street 10"
80'-0" Maximum Building Height N/A/ DEVELOPMENT SITE Proposed/Existing MEP ENGINEER: MG ENGINEERING D.P.C.
Proposed 150" ReaSetback on N S c | L0 Setha Alternate front setback 116 West 32nd Street New York, NY 10001
'-0" Req.Setback on Narrow St. omplies '-0" Setback \ .
40'-0" Minimum Base Height Complies 40'-0" Minimum Base Height Ct:;t:;f:;ﬂ 15'on 124th Street 10 o Adam Cpowell c SCZOrEELI)IZM p 212.643.9055 f212.643.0503
65'-0" Maximum Base Height Complies 65'-0" Maximum Base Height - - Www.mgedgc.net
80'-0" Maximum Building Height Complies 80'-0" Maximum Building Height Required Height above Street
ZR25-23  Parking Line
Required 12%= 232*0.12=28 Spaces 15%=60*0.15=9 spaces 49 Spaces Narrow Street 85' STRUCTURAL ENGINEER: DeSimone Consulfing Engineers
Proposed/Existing 28 Spaces Complies 9 spaces Complies 37 Spaces Minor Modifications Wide Street 85' 140 Broadway, 25th Floor
ZR 26-41 Street Tree Planting Proposed/Existing New York, NY 10005
Required 1Tree per 25 ' of Street Frontage=36 Trees Required 1Tree per 25" of Street Frontage=7 N/A Height above Street Line 1.212.532.2211
Proposed/Existing 16 Existing + 2- Proposed =36 Total Complies 7 Trees Complies Narrow Street 85' on 124th Street Complies F.212.481.61 0.8
Wide Street 85' on Adam C Powell C 840090 ZSM George.Hubbard@de-simone.com
Required Alternate Sky
Exposure Plane CLIENT
Narrow Street 3.7(v)to 1{h)
Wide Street |7.6(v)to 1(h)
Proposed/Existing
Alternate Sky Exposure Plane
Narrow Street 3.7(v)to 1(h) on 124th Street Complies
Wide Street |7.6 (v)to 1(h) on Adam C Powell C 840090 ZSM SEAL
FISCHER
ZR25-23 Required 40% of proposed 149 Market Rate Units=60 parking
ZR74-533 None Required for 173 proposed Affordable units (Transit Zone) —|— l\% KOQ|
Proposed 60 parking Complies
— ARCHITECTS PLLC
ZR25-811 Required 50% of proposed 322 Units=161 PAA‘A
Proposed 161 Complies 242 WEST 30TH STREET, SUITE 1102
ZR 26-41 Street Tree Planting NEW YORK, NY 10001
Required 1Tree per 25" of Street Frontage=30 Trees Required 'I/E)'(* g% gg:gggg
Proposed/Existing 14 Existing +16 Proposed =30 Total Complies WEB SITE: WWW.KFARCHITECT.COM

E—MAIL:FARIBA@KFARCHITECT.COM
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GENERAL NOTES:

3. LANDSCAPE AND HARDSCAPE INFORMATION IS SHOWN FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY AND IT IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE.

1. APPLICANT'S STAMP AND SEAL CORRESPONDS TO THE INFORMATION REGARDING THE DEVELOPMENT SITE , ZONING LOT AND RELATED
CURB CUTS. INFORMATION REGARDING THE SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND EXISTING STRUCTURES IS FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY.

2. BUILDING SHOWN WITHIN THE ZONING ENVELOPE IS SHOWN FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY AND IT IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE.

KEY PLAN

BLOCK 1929 LOTS 29,57

PUBLIC
‘SIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL COMMERCIAL COMMERCIAL PUBLIC FACILITY COMMERCIAL COMMERCIAL COMMERCIAL COMMERCIAL FACILITY
7 STORY 1 STORY 2 STORY 2 STORY 5 STORY 2 STORY 2 STORY 12 STORY 2 STORY
>
_I
o
WEST 124TH STREET . C4-4D | C6-3
- Y o NARROW STREET (60-0" 3 '_0"
C4-4D| R8 SEL 1358/ 2 (60-0' @ 1400 ~ R8 | R8/C24 C4-4D
174 5ft to corner J— Ja— §-005 pa— U-005 P Ja— ; 16 n 16'-0 },1 6 Ja—
T b TRETENE e ST =S Rl R (1= S| U e R
%2, , 2'-8} @ 175'-0" BUILDING B 125'~0"BUILDING A v ‘ Vso-of 61'-2} //_\
' 600.5' 20-0" | o
D= ' ' ' ; — — : = - N ' ' :
i o RAMP T
e I ¥ VL H178=10 S5 v oN
3 STORY 2 o RES./COMM.
i —— e —— e S
1 ) » ) »
B J— = e~ 5 16'-2" ¥ 15'-0” 49'-5 21=1" 49'-5; 15'-0"
) | Y Y 17 STORY 150-0" MIXED
— MAX.EL4210'-0" RES./COMM.
18 STORY Qo MALEL+210-0 g 17 STORY - o
] < af
= el =
= BUILDING B Bl T BUILDING A RES COMN
~ [Ty} : :
'
MIXED
iS50t =) RES.JCOMM.
) o 4 STORY
. 2 . . SEL 130" @} <
) ™ L ) 1T MIXED
2 = = = RES.JCOMM.
| = = 4 STORY
= ! R tahaNanananan A SRR & o=
g -~
493.59' S M co
ﬁ S e R7A
o =
(2 /30 || = g; w =
U-005, \J-005/ - BUILDING E o 3
[ = 11 STORY o
S ¥
=) | & RN
i || =
— [ ] —— L =
| 30'-0f" 16'=2" <
| < 4
PUBLIC 3 STORY | g>
FACILITIES PUBLIC 3STORY | 3STORY | 3 STORY 4 STORY
3STORY | 3STORY 3 STORY 8 STORY
3STORY | 4 STORY [ 4 STORY [ 4 STORY 5 STORY 3STORY | 3STORY | 3 STORY RESIDENTIAL |RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL FACILITIES RESIDENTIAL{RESIDENTIAL|RESIDENTIAL|RESIDENTIALIRESIDENTIAL}
RESIDENTIAL | RESIDENTIAL | RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL |RESIDENTIAL|RESIDENTIAL
S — — o |3 .
A 5 o A 106.33' [}
i 400’0 S ) 100'-0 | g v \\
oA A EQ O s LX) O d £ 5% - s X o X % i el o
1'-6" [112'=2" 1 16"
) 1. R7TA | RS R8/C2-4
(en]
WEST 123TH STREET 2 L B
N ©
NARROW STREET (60-0" \_
s
_I
o
RESIDENTIAL [] 3 STORY MIXED R7'2lC2'4
4 STORY 4 STORY | 4STORY | 4STORY | 4 STORY | 4STORY | 4 STORY |4 STORY |4 STORY |4 STORY |4 STORY 3 STORY |3 STORY |3 STORY | RESIDENTIAL 3STORY | 3STORY | 3STORY | 3STORY | 3STORY | 3STORY | 3 STORY | 3 STORY | 3 STORY | 3 STORY RESIDENTIAL/COMMERCIAL
RESIDENTIAL| RESIDENTIAL| RESIDENTIAL| RESIDENTIAL| RESIDENTIAL| RESIDENTIALRESIDENTIAIRESIDENTIAIRESIDENTIAIRESIDENTIA RESIDENT RESIDENT|RESIDENT, | 3 STORY RESIDENTIAL| RESIDENTIAL| RESIDENTIAL| RESIDENTIAL|RESIDENTIAL[RESIDENTIAYRESIDENTIAL|RESIDENTIAL|RESIDENTIAL|RESIDENTIAL 5 STORY
U-002
o) 50

LEGEND

GENERAL

[ | EXISTING BUILDING TO REMAIN

[ ] PROPOSED BUILDING
ZONING DISTRICT BOUNDARY

————— ZONING LOT LINE BOUNDARY
PROPOSED MAXIMUM BUILDING ENVELOPE
ILUSTRATIVE BUILDING ENVELOPE

ZONING ENVELOPE HEIGHT ABOVE
BASE PLANE (ENV)

Py PROPOSED BLDG HEIGHT ABOVE BASE PLANE
N\ PROPOSED MAX BLDG ENVELOPE HEIGHT
ABOVE BASE PLANE

C:\Users\nicka\appdata\local\temp\AcPublish_5164\17—11_Adam C Powell City planning_R2.dwg — 2018.07.10 — 4:28PM — Plotted by nicka

RESIDENTIAL ENTRANCE

COMMUNITY FACILITY ENTRANCE

COMMERCIAL ENTRANCE

VEHICULAR EMTRANCE

DIRECTION OF TRAFIC

TREE PIT AND AREA OF TREE CANOPY

LANDSCAPED AREA

EXISTING HYDRANT

EXISTING TRAFFIC LIGHT

EXISTING LIGHT POLE

EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGN
EXISTING CURB CUT

PROPOSED CURB CUT

01 06,/01/2018| ISSUED TO D.O.B.

issue| rev date description

ISSUES /REVISIONS

MEP ENGINEER:

116 West 32nd Street New York, NY 10001

MG ENGINEERING D.P.C.

p 212.643.9055 f212.643.0503
www.mgedpc.net

STRUCTURAL ENGINEER:

DeSimone Consulting Engineers
140 Broadway, 25th Floor
New York, NY 10005
T.212.532.2211
F.212.481.6108
George.Hubbard@de-simone.com

CLIENT

FISCHER
+MAKOO

ARCHITECTS PLLC
RACAIA

242 WEST 30TH STREET, SUTE 1102
NEW YORK, NY 10001

TEL: (212) 219-9733

FAX: (212) 219-8980

WEB SITE: WWW.KFARCHITECT.COM
E—MAIL:FARIBA@KFARCHITECT.COM

SEAL

project title

BLOCK 1929 LOTS 29,57
212 WEST 124TH STREET, MANHATTAN,10027

drawing title

ZONING LOT SITE PLAN

dob no
scale project no.
17—=11
date sheet no.
2016-05-10 OF XX
drawn KK/YF/SW drawing no.
checked U_002

KF




C:\Users\nicka\appdata\local\temp\AcPublish_5164\17—11_Adam C Powell City planning_R2.dwg — 2018.07.10 — 4:28PM — Plotted by nicka

ZONING CHART

KEY PLAN

Block/Lots:

1929/ 29, 57

Address:

2070 Adam C Powell Boulevard, Manhattan, NY 10027

Total Zoning Lot Area

71,231 sq.ft. (LOT 29=21,460 sq.ft., LOT 57 49,771 sq.ft.

Zoning Map:

6a

Zoning District(s):

R3 & R8 with C2-4 Overlay

Community District:

Manhattan 10
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BLOCK 1929 LOTS 29,57
212 WEST 124TH STREET, MANHATTAN,10027

ZR Item/ Description Required/Permitted Proposed Compliance
Existing to Remain Proposed New Total
USE
USE GROUPS AS OF RIGHT
22.10 / 32-10 1-4 (R8) 2,4 N/A Complies
1-9 (R8/C2-4) 2,6 N/A Complies
BULK
FAR
RESIDENTIAL FAR =5.81
BASED ON HF CALCULATION (SEE BELOW)
Residential FAR by Height
Factor is Total Floor Area /
Max, Lot Coverage excluding 114.522 (BLDG A)+161,526.5 (BLDG B) +
roof area that qualifies as 143,908 (EXIST. BLDG.E) / 6,989+9,785+15,160 1.975 3.775 5.7500 Complies
LS R open space = 419,956 / 31,934 =13 HF FAR FOR HF13=5.81
Community Facility 6.5 0.1006 0.1006 Complies
Commercial 2.0 0.04492 0.0449 Complies
Total 6.5 5.9956 Complies
FLOOR AREA
Residential 413,852.0 SF 140,708 SF 268,884.5 SF 409,592.5 SF Complies
23.151/23-153/ Community Facility 463,001 SF 7,164.0 SF 7,164.0 SF Complies
24-11/33-121 Commercial 42,920SF 3,200.0 SF 3,200.0 SF Complies
Total All Uses 463,001.5 SF 143,908 SF 276048.5 SF 419,956.5 SF Complies
OPEN SPACE / HEIGHT
FACTOR R6-R9
Height Factor For Open Open Space=9.5%
space Ratio= BASED ON HF CALCULATION BELOW
Total Residential Floor
23.151 Area(HF 107,358(BLDG.A)+161,526.5(BLDG.B)+140,708(
EXIST.BLDG.E)/ 6,989 +9,785 + 15,160=
buildings)/Residential Lot
409,592.5/31,934=12.8/ 13 HF =0,095 OSR
Coverage
Open Space 0.095x 409,592.5 SF= 38,911.0 SF 40,292.0 SF 40,292.0 SF Complies
YARDS
Front Yards None Required None Provided Complies
23-462/24-35/ 23-47
Side Yards None or 8' 0'-0" and 172'-9" Complies
Rear Yards Residential 30' 30'-0" Complies
Permitted Obstruction in 5 5 B :
24-33 b) C.F. with max Height of 23'-0" C.F. Height=13'-0" Complies
Required Yards
HEIGHT AND SETBACK
Alternate Req'd front }
15" 15" Complies
setback on Narrow Street
23-642/24-53 Height above Street line 85" 85" Complies
Alternate Sky Exposure _
3.7 to 1 3.7to1 Complies
Plane
PARKING
R8_40% required of Proposed 149 Market Rate
oE oa4iTAESS Residential Units =60 parking 60 60 c I
- esidentia omplies
R8_None Required for Proposed 173 Affordable -
Units (Transit Zone)
Community Facility None Required None Provided Complies
BICYCLE PARKING
Residential 1 PER 2 DU (0.5x322) 161 161 Complies
25-811
Community Facility 1 PER 5000 SF =6 (waiver for 6 and less) None Provided None Provided Complies
STREET TREES
1 per 25’ West 124th St 601°-8"/25= 24 trees 10 14 24 Complies
23-03/26-41
Adam C Powell Blvd. 201°-10"/25= 8 trees 4 4 8 Complies
TOTAL 14 18 30 Complies
ZONING FLOOR AREA SCHEDULE (ALL BUILDINGS)
RESIDENTIAL | COMMERCIAL |COMMUNITY FACILITY TOTAL
ZFA ZFA ZFA ZFA
BUILDING A 107358.0 7164.0 114522.0
BUILDING B 161526.5 161526.5
BUILDING E 140708.0 3200.0 143908.0
TOTAL 409592.5 3200.0 7164.0 419956.5
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GENERAL NOTES: KEY PLAN

1. APPLICANT'S STAMP AND SEAL CORRESPONDS TO THE INFORMATION REGARDING THE DEVELOPMENT SITE , ZONING LOT AND RELATED
CURB CUTS. INFORMATION REGARDING THE SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND EXISTING STRUCTURES IS FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY.

2. BUILDING SHOWN WITHIN THE ZONING ENVELOPE IS SHOWN FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY AND IT IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE.

3. LANDSCAPE AND HARDSCAPE INFORMATION IS SHOWN FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY AND IT IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE.
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